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ABSTRACT

From Dialectics to Foundations: Objectifying Subjectivity through an
Encounter with Thomas Miintzer (1489? — 1525)

Russell C. Baker

This work is grounded in a moral horizon constructed around the worldview of emergent
probability as central to a generalized theory of evolution reaching finality in the Trinity, in Otto
Friedman’s transdisciplinary framework for professional practice transposed into the realm of the
transcendent, in Bernard Lonergan’s transdisciplinary method in Insight and Method, and in an
analysis of core problems in contemporary society. All these elements, when used as a guide to an
encounter with the incarnate meaning of Thomas Miintzer, make explicit the horizons and
intentions of the author as they relate to different levels of conversion required for intelligent,
reasonable and responsible action during times of fundamental institutional change.

This study offers one concrete approach to objectifying such foundations, where the heuristic
notion of an encounter with the meaning of another’s life provides data for objectifying one’s
own foundations. This objectified intentionality can then be used to expand one’s horizon and
intentions or initiate a shift to a higher viewpoint. This work operates not at the level of common
sense understanding but in the explanatory theoretical realm of meaning grounded in a working
knowledge of the realm of interiority.

My encounter partner is Thomas Miintzer, an early 16" century German reformer whose
commitment to Church and God fills a grey area in my own scientific and policy-making
background. Evaluating and extending my positions vis-a-vis Miintzer’s foundations is the
immediate task; knowing exactly how to do this is the general theme. The subject matter is
neither Miintzer nor the Reformation, although both are extensively researched, but my own
foundational stance. The objective is not to work out a complete program, but to present and test

one concrete procedure for intentionality analysis in the functional speciality of Foundations.
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It is far easier to draw conclusions from what one already holds than to
deepen one’s understanding of what one’s convictions mean.

Lonergan: A Third Collection
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For Otto
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INTRODUCTION

This study is bracketed by a few disjunctions.

First, objectifying subjectivity is not introspection, not “looking within.” The correct
position is that determining what exists involves three cognitive levels of experiencing,
understanding and judging (metaphysics’ potential, form and act). Objectifying subjectivity starts
with the data of our own decisions, moves on to an explanatory understanding of one’s horizon
and intentions, and affirms this understanding through verification and judging. A “genetic and
dialectical encounter” uses this epistemological position to ground a methodology that goes
beyond the common sense descriptions and uncritical observations of an undifferentiated mind.

Second, this study is not a single affirmation but a compound form of knowing that goes
forward simultaneously on two fronts. In the foreground is a genetic and dialectic encounter with
Thomas Miintzer that moves into understanding my own horizon and intentions as a function of
authenticity and conversion. The background is formed by the upper blade of theory that
anticipates what is to be known—an understanding of the realm of interiority and its application
to foundational research.

This distinction between upper and lower blades, between theory and data, can be seen in
selected sources. There is only one set of primary sources, those concerned with the upper blade,
that consists of the two fundamental works of Bernard Lonergan, S.J., Insight. A Study of Human
Understanding (1957) and Method in Theology (1971). Primary sources on Miintzer require
specialized interpretative skills that I do not have and for the purpose of this research do not need.
The original sources are in old German, a specialized area of interpretation involving not only an
understanding of the language of the time but highly technical theological terms that defined the
debate over papal legitimacy (what if the pope became a heretic?) and the nature of redemption in
an age dominated by apocalyptic immediacy. Instead, a secondary source—The Collected Works
of Thomas Miintzer by Peter Matheson, translator and editor, (1988)—was deemed sufficient for

an encounter with someone different enough to pose a challenge yet not so different as to be an



insurmountable hurtle.! Tertiary references include various writings on Miintzer’s life and times,
contrasting material concerning current fundamental institutional changes, and background
material on a variety of subjects relevant to intentionality analysis and professional practice.
Third, this study does not belong within any existing academic discipline; it belongs to
Lonergan’s theological functional speciality of Foundations. As one of eight functional
specialities, Foundations stands at the cross-over from understanding history to making history,
the point where an understanding of the positions and counter positions of others give way to a
personal commitment of what is position and what are counter positions. Key concepts in this
field include: religious, moral, intellectual and psychic conversion; authenticity and the tension of
genuineness between transcended and transcending self; horizons, intentions, terminal values and
the human good; self-appropriation of one’s rational self-consciousness; differentiation of mind
into various distinct realms of meaning; and the dynamic human spirit that finds its rest in God.
Prior to working out such fundamental terms is the theologian’s own involvement with
conversion, coming to know his or her own horizons and intentions. As Psychoanalysists are not
allowed to practice until they have undergone psychoanalysis, so too Foundationalists are
required by the nature of their speciality to understand whom and what they stand for, and whom

and what they oppose.”

! Peter Matheson, translator and editor, The Collected Works of Thomas Miintzer (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1988). Hereafter known as Collected Works.

? For the most part, Lonergan is treated as one more viewpoint among a number of philosophical and
theological perspectives currently available for discussion in academic circles where the critical underlying
issue is over criteria to distinguish between positions and counter-positions, between what is real and what
is mere imagination (in some cases the very existence of criteria is denied, leading to a general relativism
and eventually the loss of all standards, including academic standards of truth). For reasons that will
become clear, my own foundational stance is based on Lonergan’s Transcendental Method. Thus, my
problem is not sorting through the variety of existing positions and counter-positions that confront
theologians—clearing away the debris, so to speak—but coming to understand the implications of a choice
made long before taking up theological studies.

The greatest of these implications is Lonergan’s emphasis on the subject as prime mover and doer, as
one seeking knowledge, as one caught up in the tension of genuineness and the need for authenticity. It is
this shift from the transcended to the transcending subject that is decisive in Lonergan’s thought, a shift
reflected in the subject of this study: my own subjective foundational stance. To know yourself as knower
is the first step facing anyone interested in adopting Lonergan’s line of inquiry as their own.



Fourth, it is not necessary to have a comprehensive understanding of a subject before making
a judgment. If that were the case, the scope of this study would make working out the details an
impossible task. But such detailed knowledge is not necessary for establishing sound directions or
eliminating unsuitable methods for future inquiries. Lonergan puts this very well:

The canon of parsimony [in interpretation] invokes the resources of critical reflection. Because the
relativist fails to distinguish between the formally and the virtually unconditioned, he demands a
complete explanation of everything before passing any judgment on anything. On the other hand,
precisely because a distinction is to be drawn between the formally and the virtually unconditioned, it
is both possible and salutary to illuminate with intermediate certitudes the long way to complete
explanation. When sufficient evidence is not forthcoming for the more detailed interpretation, it may
be available for a less ambitious pronouncement. When a positive conclusion cannot be substantiated,
a number of negative conclusions may be possible and they will serve to bracket the locus of future,
successful inquiry. Moreover, in the measure that the universal viewpoint is reached, radical surprises
are excluded; in the measure that extrapolation is not to future but to past meanings, the relevant
insights do not call for the discoveries of genius but simply for the thoroughness of painstaking and
intelligent analysis; in the measure that eventually there was closed the gap that once existed between
original meaning and available resources of expression, it is possible to begin from the later, more
adequate expression and remount to the origin of the ideas in the initial, transforming stresses and
strains in linguistic usage.’

Fifth, the primary object of research is not Miintzer but my own foundational stance; the
relevance of Miintzer, as far as this study of my own subjectivity goes, lies in his role as an
encounter partner whose contrasting foundational stance forces the objectification my own
horizon, intentions and things related to the human good within the world-mediated-by-meaning
that I have constructed for myself. Coming to understand such foundations—of how I myself
come to understand not in any general theoretical sense but in the practical day-to-day exercise of
intelligence, reasonableness and responsibility—not only requires a formal theoretical framework
but a considerable amount of reflective and meditative time. Also, learning to live in the tension
of genuineness, between self as transcended and self as transcending, is neither easy nor assured.

This especially holds for self-appropriation in intellectual conversion, for this involves a shift

This also explains the extensive use of footnotes as counter-discussions or parallel conversations to
the main point. Such running commentaries provide further clues and insights into the state of my own
mind while engaged in working on various details. The reader is invited to share my own explorations of
my foundational discernment while reflecting on their own preferred strategies for understanding, judging
and deciding.

* Bernard J. F. Lonergan, S.J., Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (London: Darton, Longman
and Todd, 1957), 590. Hereafter known as Insight.



away from such inadequate intellectual myths as naive realism, idealism or empiricism and
toward a Transcendental Method that truly grounds all active and inquiring intelligence.

Sixth, because questions are set by my own positions and counter-positions, my own
foundational perspective, the primary use of texts—excluding both Insight and Method—is
synoptical rather than analytic. Texts from a number of works are forced into my own Lonergan-
influenced vocabulary according to the specific question being asked. It is this task of
objectifying the question and searching for relevant material for a tentative answer that
constitutes the essential part of this encounter, for both question and material expose my own
foundational stance thus allowing for the objectification of my own subjectivity.

Seventh, the whole point of this study rests on the notions of “self-appropriation” as essential
to “intellectual conversion” and conversion in its various aspects of “falling in love with God”
requiring “vertical shifts” to a “higher viewpoint.” While | have made an effort to avoid technical
language as much as possible, still there is a need to establish the terms and concepts underlying
this study. Unfortunately, there is little time or space to explain all the details behind the language
or assess the willingness of the reader to attend to her own coming to understand—or even to
share in this tension between self as transcended and self as transcending that so defines
conversion in its religious, moral, intellectual and psychic dimensions. In the end, data has to be
reviewed and analyzed, hypothesis generated, and evidence collected in order for a judgment to
be made on the basis of the virtually unconditioned (lower blade of data), all while the theoretical
grounds for anticipating what is to be known (upper blade of theory) are operative. Ultimately the
reader is referred to the essential literature on Lonergan’s Transcendental Method, metaphysics,
ethics and theological methods.

Chapter One sets out the basic theory and underlying terms, delves into current historical
conditions that drive the need for foundational studies and suggests one possible course of action.
Chapter Two outlines my own initial positions and counter-positions, an tentative “moral

horizon” that lays out a formal hypothesis in answer to the question “What are we for?” and my



own long-standing interest in intelligent planning and policy-making under the rubric of
“Professional Practice.” After this, the essential background to understanding early 16™ century
central European history necessary for putting Miintzer’s life into context is laid out in Chapter
Three, before considering Miintzer himself in Chapter Four. Finally, Chapter Five objectifies my
own subjectivity in light of an encounter that makes Miintzer real for me, with the intent of
clarifying my own positions and counter-positions as well as bringing to light critical areas
requiring further reflection and discernment. Finally, the six appendices provide useful
background material to aid the reader in understanding the personal approach that lies behind not
only this study but my own motivations for going into Theological Studies, for traditional
planning and policy-making practices undergo a radical shift when conversion takes hold.

It is important to keep in mind that the object of this study is my own foundational stance. In
the end, what is important is neither Thomas Miintzer nor early 16" century central Europe, but
the world-mediated-by-meaning that I call into existence, the reality I bring into being through
potency, form and act—and through decisions concerning my own terminal values. It is my own
horizon that I seek to know, including the objects and relationships between them that define my
world, in an attempt to understand and enhance the dynamism of my own coming to know. This
is knowledge of whom and what I am for and whom and what I’m against—and the best way of
finding out is to compare my own positions with the positions of another. It involves a working
knowledge of the realm of interiority as perceived, understood and judged to exist in my own
coming to know and do. The very way that I go about these tasks is in effect the object of this
study, for it is through this dynamics of making real the life and times of another that I learn
about my own life and times, and it is through heightening my own awareness of what I am doing

when I do this that I enter into the realm of interiority.



CHAPTER 1

CONTEXT

The war years brought the knowledge that in art it is less important to
see than to make visible.
Paul Klee: Notebooks
The task in this study is to “make visible”—to objectify, to give form to—my own
foundational stance through an encounter with the foundational stance of another. This is a
heightening of awareness to the point of explicit formulation of my horizon, my worldview, my
outlook, of whom and what I am for and conversely whom and what I am against. While there is
an apparent paradox between entering into an encounter with preconceived notions of how the
encounter should be organized, where the end result is that one’s own preconceptions and
preunderstandings are reinforced, the reality is that one always starts somewhere and the key
issue is whether one follows the data or runs roughshod over it. This is a matter of respect, both
for the person one meets and for oneself in following the innate dynamism of the human mind. It
soon becomes apparent if the researcher does not respect data.’
There is a heuristic structure to entering into an encounter, the basic terms of which are laid
out in the section titled “Context”, and contemporary problems that call for such encounters, set
out in “Historical Conditions.” For before research can start on Miintzer’s life and the

intentionality analysis of my own foundational stance, it is necessary to sketch the context within

' The point is whether or not one is willing to grow, to expand one’s understanding, to drop prejudices
and tacit assumptions when they block understanding the data. To encounter another, then, is to transcend
who one is starting at the moment the other is allowed into one’s world-mediated-by-meaning; it is the
awareness of how we call the other into existence as part of our own meaningful world that grounds any
objectification of subjectivity. As we shall see, the “other” is not an external reality to be seen to be known,
but an entity to be called into existence as part of our own world-mediated-by meaning, as a unity that
maintains itself in a coherent intelligible fashion over time. We “call” the other into existence by direct
experience (the data consisting of actions, words, expressed desires, sharing confidences, etc.),
understanding what these experiences mean (giving form to the data, by creating character or personality
images of the other that explain past behaviours and predict future responses), and finally affirming the
reality of that image (by collecting and weighing the evidence for or against, and making a conditional
judgment as to whether or to what extent that image is true). The way in which I call Miintzer into being
will shed light on my own foundations. And while a heuristic structure is used to order the investigation,
the structure itself is only a method to allow the data to speak for itself.



which this research has meaning. Methods need to be defined, concepts elaborated and the
underlying approach clarified—especially since Lonergan’s work is not yet part of the common
body of theological knowledge in the way that Augustine’s Confessions or the works of Vatican
II are. Like both of Lonergan’s major works—Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (1957)
and Method in Theology (1971)—this study is an invitation to share a journey into the realm of
interiority.”

It is also important to understand the broad features of modern life that makes such research
necessary. This includes the societal breakdown in valuation, a chronic lack of imagination, the
Shoah or Holocaust, a growing need for transdisciplinary research and learning to live in an

environment filled with high levels of noise, turbulence and uncertainty.

Conceptual

The Search for Fuller Being

These days all disciplines claim sovereign authority over their own research, including
common sense intelligence laying claim to the business of the world without interference from
philosophers or scientists. While this allows for the specialized development of each discipline
without interference, it also means that intellectual effort is fragmented to the point where it
becomes next to impossible to relate disciplines to each other in any other way then to “merge”
two disciplines, e.g. biochemistry or political economics or sociobiology. But divided minds fail
to comprehend reality in any systematic way, which makes it that much harder to cope with

problems that cannot be solved or understood within one or two explanatory viewpoints.” Many

2 If this invitation is accepted, an interesting dynamic emerges. In the same way that I come to
understand who | am by heightening my awareness of calling Miintzer into being, the reader can heighten
their own awareness of their own foundational stance by calling me into being from the data that emerges
as I call Miintzer into being.

* The split mind or soul is a real problem for Christians. Tad Dunne wrote Lonergan and Spirituality:
Towards a Spiritual Integration (Chicago: Loyola University Press, 1985) specifically on that issue.



environmental problems fall into this category, as do systemic problems arising from the complex
interactions between different facets of an institutional situation where the good of order is
fragmented into different worlds-mediated-by-meaning.

Each discipline involves a search for being, a search for what exists. Each defines and
verifies in data their own things and explanatory conjugates that relate these things to each other.
Common sense intelligence has its own things and its own experiential conjugates that relate
these things to our own senses and our own interests. The same goes for the realm of interiority
with its insights, higher viewpoints, empirical residues, finality, proportionate being, universal
viewpoint and reflective self-consciousness. Such things, along with their experiential and
explanatory conjugates, are verified through a heightened consciousness that reveals our own
emerging complexity of being from the passive self of experiencing to the self-defining self-
determining individual operating at the level of deciding.

Even philosophers, practitioners of the queen of the sciences, have run into problems. Take

Michael H. McCarthy for example:

The empirical study of modernity reveals the growing independence of cultural practices from
philosophical prescription. In science, politics, the arts, and religion, the moderns increasingly have
demanded autonomy of initiative and self-definition. The concept of philosophy as a higher discipline
prescribing methods, vocabulary, and purposes for docile intellectual subordinates has vanished from
the scene. Any attempt to restore philosophy to its role as cultural sovereign would be dismissed as
tyranny. But this dismissal leaves undetermined the proper function of philosophy within a pluralistic
age where human practices look after themselves. Our distinctive emphasis has been on the new
relation that obtains between philosophy and empirical science. The primary purpose of modern

For most of us [Christians] . . . activism and unthinking obedience represent extreme positions.
We fancy ourselves able to live in the secular world in an active, meaningful way and still be able
to move easily into a religious world where we dedicate ourselves to loving God and neighbour in
genuine charity. After all, what else can we do in the face of a secular culture but learn to get
along with it at times, but get along without it also? This is the preferred solution and, for that
reason, it is the more damaging to the soul and to the human order. At least mindless activism and
mindless religious devotion are easily recognized and easily accused of mindlessness. But is
anyone bothered by the fact that he or she lives in two worlds? Look at what this requires of us. It
obviously tends to make religion a Sunday-only reality. But on a deeper level, it splits our very
souls into two different worlds, each with its own language, its own view of human struggle, and
its own purposes. In one language we may speak of economic booms, tax reform, emotional
problems, juvenile delinquency, advertising campaigns, and so on. In the other language we speak
of the Lord, of the Cross, of grace and providence, of discerning spirits, and of prayer. But there is
no way to speak both languages in the same sentence. Nor is there a sharing of languages between
two groups. (Dunne, Lornergan and Spirituality, 4-5)



epistemology had been to monitor the compliance of scientific theories with the classical theory of
science. The shift to historical consciousness made that project obsolete while leaving the theoretical
function of philosophy in doubt.

.. . Philosophy is now at a turning point because the paradigmatic projects of modernity were tied
to a classical theory of reason and knowledge that no longer commands assent. All the basic epistemic
notions—rationality, objectivity, truth, and knowledge—need to be reconceived independent of
Cartesian assumptions. Philosophy must take account of cultural pluralism and autonomy and
surrender its attempt to integrate discourse by the method of logical reduction. In fact, ali logical
strategies of discursive integration become questionable once linguistic pluralism is taken seriously.
There is no privileged propositional stratum of evidence to which legitimate discourse must be
reduced. The identity between philosophy and logic . . . ceases to be credible once philosophers take
time and history into account.

And not only philosophy:

When [religious] expression is confined to the realm of common sense, it can succeed only by
drawing upon the power of symbols and figures to suggest or evoke what cannot adequately be said.
When the realm of theory becomes explicit, religion may take advantage of it to bring about a clearer
and firmer delineation of itself, its objectives, and its aims. But in so far as intellectual conversion is
lacking, there arise controversies. Even where that conversion obtains, there emerge the strange
contrast and tension between the old commonsense apprehension instinct with feeling and the new
theoretical apprehension devoid of feeling and bristling with definitions and theorems. So the God of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob is set against the God of the philosophers and theologians. Honoring the
Trinity and feeling compunction are set against learned discourse on the Trinity and against defining
compunction. Nor can this contrast be understood or the tension removed within the realms of
common sense and of theory. One must go behind them to the realm of interiority. For only through
the realm of interiority can differentiated consciousness understand itself and so explain the nature
and the complementary purposes of different patters of cognitional activity .’

The innate dynamism of the human mind cannot stand contradictions. Premature closure,
flights from understanding and the refusal to consider options that may be detrimental to one’s
wellbeing are only a few of the ways we employ to avoid such internal distresses as a bad
conscience (the dissonance between knowing the good and being unable or unwilling to work
toward it) or trying to hold two contradictory positions at the same time (for example, the
difference between a belief in individual responsibility characteristic of liberal democracies and a
collective right for the state to impose its views typical of socialist states). However, our lives are
often based on an interesting paradox: we can only work toward authenticity when we live in the

tension of the difference between who we are and who we should be, ie., between the

* Michael H. McCarthy, The Crisis of Philosophy (N.Y..: State University of New York Press, 1990),
229,

> Bernard J. F. Lonergan, S.J., Method in Theology (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1971), 114-
15. Hereafter known as Method.



transcended self and the transcending self.® This is a tension that drives us toward fuller being, an
appreciation that we can expand our lives to live more fully, more deeply, more aware not only of

what exists but the potential greater existence we could bring into being.

Functional Specialities in Theology

This study is framed in terms of Lonergan’s functional specialities. These specialities are
built upon the realm of interiority in the sense that they are defined in part by the different ways
that we come to understand and given meaning to our world—the other part being a theological
difference between understanding different worlds mediated by meaning and mediating in such
different worlds. These specialities are grounded in his Transcendental Method, outlined in
Chapter One of Method in Theology but given full expression in Insight: 4 Study of Human
Understanding.

Lonergan’s approach is based on the idea that major philosophical differences can only be
clarified through a sound epistemology, and that an epistemology can only be grounded in an
empirically verifiable theory of the cognitive operations of the human mind. He starts with the
fundamental observation that human beings, when free from other concerns, express an unlimited
desire to understand. The way in which we come to understand involves three separate yet
interrelated activities: experiencing something through our senses, coming to understand these
experiences by giving them form, and then verifying the reality of these forms through reflective
intelligence that sets conditions, collects evidence and judges the truth of the matter. But what
exists is only part of human cognition; so too is giving form and actualizing what might or should
exist. Together, these three operations ground metaphysics. Deciding, the fourth level of

cognitive operations, grounds ethics.

® There are many such tensions in society, the most notable one being the tension that always exists
between the individual and society. There are also tensions between the conscious and unconscious,
humanism and supernatural, meaning and expression, the sensitive and intellectual, and moral impotence
over any long-term sustained development.

10



Lonergan believes in the innate intelligibility of the universe, a position that is opposed for
example by an existential counter-position that finds no meaning in human affairs. Ultimately this
intelligibility can only be grounded in a Transcendental Being, in God. But in the meantime we
develop our common sense intelligence and work on explanatory theories of reality. In this
context, spirituality is a matter of discovering and affirming what is real and what is true, for the
affirmation of intelligibility is to fall in love with the source of all goodness and intelligence, and
the discovering the real and the true involves following the dynamism of the human spirit to be
attentive, intelligent, reasonable, responsible and in love. Such is the path of conversion, a gift of
the Divine Mystery that frees us to follow the dynamism of our own being. The condition of the
subject, then, is of critical importance for although a culture embodies all that is currently known
it is the individual who is the source of meaning. A flawed subject distorts affirmations of truth
and being, leaving the individual to operate in an illusionary world-mediated-by-meaning rather
than a meaningful world that reflects or is grounded in the very intelligibility of the universe.

Even though the universe is understébd to be intelligible, and even though the Transcendent
Being that grounds the universe does so in ways compatible with human understanding and
doing, that intelligibility is not to be wverified through one of a number of inaccurate
epistemologies, such counter-positions as naive realism (knowing the real is a matter of looking),
idealism (the unverified world of ideal types), or empiricism (restricting what can be known only
through sense experience). Lonergan’s “rock” upon which he builds his metaphysics and ethics is
a cognitive theory that affirms the reality of a dynamic inquiring mind, potentially unlimited in
the questions it can ask, through a systematic set of interrelated operations that lead to cumulative
and progressive results. We come to know through patterned operations of “seeing, hearing,
touching, smelling, tasting, inquiring, imaging, understanding, conceiving, formulating,

reflecting, marshalling and weighing the evidence, judging, deliberating, evaluating, deciding,
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speaking, writing”’—or in Lonergan shorthand: experiencing, understanding, judging and
deciding. The first three grounds a metaphysics that forms the upper blade of all inquiry, for
metaphysics anticipates all that is to be known; deciding grounds an ethics, an understanding of
the human good and the dynamics of progress, decline and redemption; and falling in love with
the source of all goodness makes both a true metaphysics and an honest ethics possible.

While all human beings may be born with the potentiality of reaching up to such a universal
viewpoint, we all start in the animalistic sensate world into which we are born. In this world,
realty is “out there”, to be touched, smelt, heard and seen. For a cat or for a young child, a bowl
of milk is a bowl of milk. But human beings go beyond the sensate world to create a world-
mediated-by-meaning where that same bowl of milk may become a votive offering to appease a
wrathful god. Such world-mediated-by-meanings are a cultural artefact that grow ever more
intelligent and reasonable over time as human beings are free to exercise their innate dynamism
or declines and uvltimately vanishes if they are not. Always there is a leading edge, beyond which
lies the as yet unknown, the realm of magic, myth ahd fnystery.

As this leading edge of the bubble of intelligibility expands into this realm of magic, myth
and mystery several things happen. One is the development of intelligible order in society, which
becomes a human good. Another is the differentiation of the human mind into different realms of
meaning, so that explanatory theoretical realms are distinguished from common sense
intelligence, scholarly from artistic, and the transcendental from interiority. A fully differentiated
mind is familiar with each of these realms, knows the appropriate methodology for each, and is
aware when the techniques or meanings of one intrudes into the operations of another. Non-
differentiated minds confine them all into one confusing mass. A third is the need to provide a
sound method for carrying out the multiple tasks set by polymorphic human consciousness, for
the greater the differentiation and the more intelligent the good of order, the greater the need for

control. But control cannot be exercised by cultural norms; it can only be exerted through

7 Method, 6.
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method. In the same way that scientists control inquires into the way things relate to each other,
so too theologians need to develop a common method for guiding their own inquiries. Lonergan’s
method is grounded in that innate dynamism of the human spirit. It is the only possible ground for
transdisciplinary work, for the dynamism of the human spirit understood as a verified explanatory
cognitive theory is the only thing all human beings have in common.

Theology is a specialized pursuit, often conceived as faith in search of reason. Yet this
understanding of the aim of theology is inadequate when it comes to contemporary intellectual
life. Now it is no longer a matter of faith seeking intellectual justification but a matter of faith
being given life in the many diverse cultural expressions of what it means to be human. Faith in
search of reason is sufficient for any one culture whose members already believe in the divinity
and role of Christ, but this approach falls short in conveying the Christian message to other
cultural worlds mediated by meaning.® If theology has a role in this new world, than it can only
be to appropriate the Christian life as it has and is being lived, work out the essentials, and then
communicate them to people of quite different traditions and'libfe-styles. As Lonergan expresses
it, the role of theology is to “mediate between a cultural matrix and the significance and role of a
religion in that matrix.”

Lonergan asserts that not only is this work to be carried forward in two stages but each stage
can be differentiated into four levels or patterns of operation that are isomorphic with the four
levels of cognitive operation. The first stage involves the appropriation of Christian life as it has

been and is lived by numerous people for two thousand years. The second stage goes from

¥ One of the problems in formulating theology as faith in search of reason is that it postulates as
opposites two different realms of meaning, the God-centered world of faith and the human world of reason,
when in fact the opened ended dynamism of human intelligence finds its finality in God. The exercise of
reason is as much a spiritual quest for fuller being as any religious practice. The second problem that arises
from this formulation is that a multiplicity of cultures implies a multiplicity of Christianities with each
expression of faith within that culture having to arrive at their own reasons, resulting in a number of
theologies each culturally dependent. The third problem is that faith is somehow sacrosanct, beyond all
reason—a mindlessness that runs counter to the modern question of ‘How does this work?’ The very
question ‘How does Christianity work?’ poses problems to the religious mind as long as that mind is still
orientated around Christianity as a cultural norm for ethical behaviour operative in the realm of common
sense intelligence.

® Method, xi.
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understanding history to making history, and as such is concerned with conveying current
understanding of what it means to be church, what it means to be a Christian and what it means to
live in a polymorphic world to people who live in very different worlds-mediated-by-meaning.
The collective appropriation of Christian life follows the same general operations as
experiencing, understanding, judging and deciding, but now these activities are part of a
collaborative operation undertaken by a number of people each concerned with their own slice of
the whole. The theological equivalent to experiencing is Research: collecting and organizing the
Christian artefacts including scrapes of parchment, old mosaics, biblical commentaries, etc. that
express in some way the beliefs of a particular Christian community. The equivalent to
understanding is Interpretation, where the meaning of the parchment or the drawing or the
commentary is understood according to the intentions of the creator operating within the common
sense of the times. The cognitive level of judging now comes into play as the determination of
historical facts in the theological functional speciality of History. But histories are many,
reflecting the common sense intelligence of the times they were written, and so there is a need for
understanding the diversity of positions and counter-positions in Christian life—some apparent
but not real, some contrary to each other and some outright contradictory where the choice is only
between one position or the other. Together, Research, Interpretation, History and Dialectics
affirm what Christians have in fact believed and asserted throughout their different communities.
It is important to keep in mind that Lonergan’s understanding of these four functional
specialities does not correspond to current practices or common use of these terms. His
clarification of these different arcas of theological activity is of great help when it comes to
various practitioners, for it is easy to mix interpretation with history, dialectics with interpretation
and so forth—and he certainly draws upon existing knowledge and experience of the many ways
of doing theology. Yet the meaning of these specialities depends not on current usage but on an
underlying explanatory cognitive theory, and the metaphysics and ethics to which this theory

gives rise. Verification of this underlying explanatory theory is through the self-appropriation of
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one’s own rationality, and if this hasn’t taken place then all of Insight and most of Method will be
misunderstood.

The second stage of theological effort shifts from understanding history to making history.
Once again, there are four distinct functional specialities each corresponding with one level of
cognitive operation. But now, instead of starting with experience (Research) and moving up
through a series of higher viewpoints to deciding (Dialectics), the movement is from the top
downwards.

The upper speciality is Foundations. Theologians working in this area draw upon the
analysis of positions and counter-positions revealed in Dialectics as well as their own level of
authenticity or conversion to distinguish between real positions and inadequate counter-positions.
It is to take sides, and the sides that one will take depend upon the authenticity of the decider
engaged in the fourth level operations of deliberation and evaluation. “It is a fully conscious
decision about one’s horizon, one’s outlook, one’s world-view. It deliberately selects the frame-
work, in which doctrines have their meaning, in which systematics reconciles, and thch
communications are effective.”'® An understanding of conversion is essential, as well as learning
to live in the tension of genuineness between transcended and transcending self; following the
transcendental injunctions is a must. The objective of all this work is to set and define general
humanistic and specific theological terms used not in understanding all of theology but to ground
the subsequent functional specialities of Doctrines, Systematics and Communications.

Foundations can be conceived in two distinct ways. The first is a static, deductivist style that
starts like Euclidian Geometry with a set of propositions, of basic axioms, from which all further
statements are derived.

Now if one desires foundations to be conceived in [this] simple manner, then the only sufficient
foundations will be some variation or other of the following style: One must believe and accept
whatever the bible or the true church or both believe and accept. But X is the bible or the true church

Y Method, 268.
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or both. Therefore, one must believe and accept whatever X believes and accepts. Moreover, X
believes and accepts g, b, ¢, d. . . . Therefore, one must believe and accept @, b, ¢, d. . . L

In many ways, this is the imposition of a cultural norm rather than a systematic procedure for
doing theology. The second way of conceiving foundations is dynamic rather than static, open-

ended and creative rather than closed.

If one desires foundations for an ongoing, developing process, one has to move out of the static,
deductivist style—which admits no conclusions that are not implicit in premises—and into the
methodical style—which aims at decreasing darkness and increasing light and keeps adding discovery
to discovery. Then, what is paramount is control of the process. It must be ensured that positions are
accepted and counter-positions are rejected. But that can be ensured only if investigators have attained
intellectual conversion to renounce the myriad of false philosophies, moral conversion to keep
themselves free of individual, group, and general bias, and religious conversion so that in fact each
loves the Lord his God with his whole heart and his whole soul and all his mind and all his strength.

... [1]t does seem necessary to insist that the threefold conversion [religious, moral and
intellectual] is not foundational in the sense that it offers the premisses from which all desirable
conclusions are to be drawn. The threefold conversion is not a set of propositions that a theologian
utters, but a fundamental and momentous change in the human reality that a theologian is."

From this momentous change, Doctrines, Systematics and Communications draw their
strength. Theologians working in the functional speciality of Doctrines work out the core beliefs
common to any Christian community (cognitive level of judging). Systematic theologians
develop the explanatory theories that ground such doctrines (level of understanding), while
Communication specialists seek ways to convey these realities to people living in quite different
cultural matrixes (level of experiencing).

This study, though it draws upon the functional speciality of Dialectics for its data, belongs
to the functional speciality of Foundations. It is an inquiry into the suitability of my own

foundational stance for understanding what it means to be a Christian in our own day and age.

From Dialectics to Foundations

Both Dialectics and Foundations operate at the fourth level of consciousness: deciding.

While experiencing, understanding and judging lead to metaphysics, this fourth level of cognitive

Y Method, 270.
2 1bid., 270.
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operations—deliberating, evaluating and deciding—grounds ethics. This is the level where
conscience comes into being, where any discrepancy between what one knows to be true and
what one decides to do creates an internal uneasiness, where a psychic demand for wholeness
plays itself out in the artistic drama of human living. It is also the level where the tension of
genuineness—between who one is and who one could be (transcended and transcending self)—
not only brings to awareness a fundamental moral impotence to do the good but drives the desire
to wholeness within the greater intelligibility of the Transcendental Being.

The difference between the two specialties is that work in Dialectics seeks to understanding
the fundamental decisions people have made concerning who and what they are for, whereas in
Foundations a personal decision is made that separates positions from counter-positions. This is
the difference between understanding history and making history, for the choice of position
creates a world-mediated-by-meaning that expresses being. It is the difference between
understanding the Christian lives of others and committing one’s life to Christ—and while there
is a communal aspect to such a shift, it is an intensely personal one that defines who one is, who
one is to be.

Ethics anticipates the form that deliberating, valuating and deciding will take in any given
situation; it does not replace it. There is a structure to the human good laid out by Lonergan in
Method, but this structure is not normative. There are no “good” objects out there that all can
agree on, for “good” derives from the process of deliberating, valuating and deciding. Nor is there
an abstract quality of “goodness” attached to some thing. Instead, we have the human mind
seeking answers to such questions as, What is the right thing to do? Why should I desire this
rather than that? What do I consider important in my life? And all these questions involve the
authenticity of those seeking answers within the dramatic and artistic meaning of their lives.

Any deep foundational shift involves an exercise in vertical liberty, a shift to a higher

perspective that subsumes any previous position. But most of the time we expand our horizons in
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a linear fashion, taking what we already know and believe, and extending this to include new
areas of knowledge and activity within the same general viewpoint. As Lonergan writes:

For the most part people merely drift into some contemporary horizon. They do not advert to

the multiplicity of horizons. They do not exercise their vertical liberty by migrating from the

one they have inherited to another they have discovered to be better."

To work in Foundations is to recognize not only the polymorphism of human consciousness
but the many worlds-mediated-by-meaning brought into being by the dynamism of the human
mind to give artistic and dramatic meaning to one’s life. Encountering people who live their lives
in worlds of meaning quite different from our own is one way to exercise this form of vertical
liberty—and the data provided by Dialectics offers this precise opportunity. So also does the need
for transdisciplinary work, a need that arises from the complexity and interdependence of so
much of contemporary life. In both cases one encounters other ways of living, some modes of
which may be better than our own. Then the need to choose, to decide, nags at one’s conscience.

When foundational choices are made in response to the fifth level operations of being in
love, there’s a profound shift in whom that person is."* Such changes work themselves down
through successive lower cognitive operations as the dissonance between past beliefs and
practices and current commitments are brought into coherent and intelligible oneness. These
changes impose order from the top down, as opposed to the sensate practice of working from
experience up. This is reflected in Lonergan’s functional specialities, where the first four start
with data on Christian beliefs and practices and rise through a series of higher viewpoints to an
understanding of the essential agreements and disagreements that set out positions and counter-
positions in the fourth level of Dialectics. Foundations starts with the personal affirmation of

what is an authentic position then uses the very being of the theologian as the starting point for

" Ibid., 269.

" Lonergan doesn’t mention such a fifth level in either Insight or Method, and there is certainly
disagreement over whether this level exists as an independent operation of the human mind Yet I find the
notion useful in differentiating clearly and distinctly between metaphysics, ethics and the innate drive of
the human mind toward transcendent being and knowing that emerges from the detached, disinterested and
unrestricted desire to know all there is to know even in the face of our obvious inability to achieve such a
unity of knowing. In this, it is a matter of personal preference.
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understanding doctrines on the collective level of judging, the formation of systematic theories at
the level of understanding and finally the act of mediating between a religious tradition and a
specific cultural matrix at the level of experiencing.

It is important to keep in mind that such fundamental changes in whom a theologian is,
having fallen in love with the source of all goodness and meaning, automatically starts
reorganizing one’s set of priorities and values along quite different lines—essentially creating an
orientation to deeper terminal values such as truth and justice, hope and charity, discipleship, and
the conversion experiences associated with suffering. Such moral changes in one’s profile of the
human good require new objects or things as the foreground of one’s horizon, as is the case when
one’s understanding of another is mediated by an understanding of the dynamic drive of human
beings to live a fuller existence. Criteria for judging between what is real and what is mere
ideation change, when for example a naive realism that assumes “reality” is out there and one has
only to look to affirm reality is replaced by a critical realism that recognizes the fact that what we
believe is real is a function of experiencing through out senses, giving form to the potentials in
that experience, and finally making a judgment concerning the reality of that form.

The essence of Foundational work at the fourth level of human consciousness is
intentionality analysis. A cognitive operation at this level of deciding what or what not to do goes
beyond consciousness of being, the outcome of the first three levels, and enters into the realm of
conscience. For this reason, the work is not metaphysical as such but the exercise of a free and
responsible conscience—and a good conscience at that. Analyzing intentions and the horizons
reveals how this or that person exercised their conscience within the existing state of the good of
order of their own time.

In many ways, people are engaged in fundamental institutional change through their
allegiance—or lack of it-—to one of the competing options for the good of order. Such changes
are the result of unsolved problems and other critical issues that can arise within a culture or be

imposed from the outside, and as such they are of importance to all people. They can emerge
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from the dynamism of the human spirit, which often challenges traditional mores and norms, or
come into being as the unexpected consequences of some decision or action. To understand the
kind of order that people give their allegiance to and the problems of that time-and-space-specific
socio-political order is to advert to the conditions within which conscience operates. Analyzing
the intentions of others is to understand their understanding of the state of the good of order of
their society and their own personal response to changes within this good of order.

Human living is dynamic, not static. People are ever on the move, caught in the tension
between whom they are and who they might be. So it is that understanding the state of the good
of order in any society depends on knowledge of the development of that order (genetic) and the
tensions of positions and counter-positions within that order (dialectics). It is important to look
for those shifts in objects to which people attend, for any conversion sets into motion different
worlds-mediated-by-meaning and such worlds vary according to the things or objects to which
people are concerned.

The need to make foundational choices emerges once a person is exposed to the positions
and counter-positions of others. Now people make choices of who they are all the time, in the
sense that we are constantly taking a stand on this or that issue, and if everyone were truly
authentic in following the human dynamism toward a fuller existence there would not be a
problem—we all would agree on the right thing to do. But various forms of bias take their toll,
and positions are taken that are less than intelligible or intelligent, less than moral or loving, and
so people come together and take sides. What sides they will take depends on the authenticity of
each person.

The functional speciality of Dialectics is concerned with understanding the essential points
of agreement or disagreement among the various positions and counter-positions brought to light
by the work of historians. This is the study of conflict, either overt or covert, that

... may lie in religious sources, in the religious tradition, in the pronouncements of authorities, or in
the writings of theologians. They may regard contrary orientations of research, contrary
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interpretations, contrary histories, contrary styles of evaluation, contrary horizons, contrary doctrines,
contrary systems, contrary policies.'

Furthermore,

Not all opposition is dialectical. There are differences that will be eliminated by uncovering fresh
data. There are the differences we have named perspectival, and they merely witness to the
complexity of historical reality. But beyond these there are fundamental conflicts stemming from an
explicit or implicit cognitional theory, an ethical stance, a religious outlook. They profoundly modify
one’s mentality. They are to be overcome only through an intellectual, moral, religious conversion.
The function of dialectic will be to bring such conflicts to light, and to provide a technique that
objectifies subjective differences and promotes conversion.'®

Choosing one’s own foundational stance first involves objectifying one’s own subjective
differences—conflicts—with another. So it is that this study starts with clarifying my own
horizon and intentions, given the nature of the conflicts that have arisen and concerned me over
the course of my life (the objects to which I habitually attend). This will not be an extensive
analysis, since my prime concern is over the potential of my own foundational stance to include
the Divine Mystery as operative in human concerns, but it should be sufficient to highlight the
fundamental choices that have guided my development and the current stages of that development

as expressed in the notion of Professional Practice.

Authenticity, Self-appropriation and the Universal Viewpoint

While it is possible to concentrate on the symbol systems that define a world-mediated-by-
meaning—the expression of religious experience is the ecstasy of shamans, the presence of sacred
places, the rituals and periodic festivals that establish the flow of time, traditional myths that tell
of the beginning of the world—there is something more fundamental at work. As Lonergan notes:

I have been contrasting major stages in the cultivation of religious experience: the sacralization of the
universe and of the whole of human living in preliterate times; the emergence of religion as a distinct
institution with its schools of ascetics, its prophetic traditions, its priesthoods; the contemporary phase
in which much institutional religion appears to be in decline, the universe has been desacralized, and
human living secularized.

But it would be a mistake, 1 think, to concentrate on such differences to the neglect of what is
more fundamental. For in the main such differences represent no more than the ongoing process in
which man’s symbols become ever more differentiated and specialized. What is fundamental is

'3 Ibid., 235.
16 Ibid.
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human authenticity, and it is twofold. There is the minor authenticity of the human subject with
respect to the tradition that nourishes him. There is the major authenticity that justifies or condemns
the tradition itself. The former leads to a human judgment on subjects. The latter invites the judgment
of history upon traditions."’

Authenticity involves the lived tension between the transcended self (who one is) and the
transcending self (who one is called to be, to live a fuller life) as expressed in the dynamic
orientation to being open to experience, intelligent in understanding, reasonable in judging,
responsible in deciding and above all being in love with the Transcendent Being who is the
source of all love. Self-appropriation involves the personal affirmation of one’s own cognitional
structure of operations—of experiencing, understanding, judging, deciding and falling in love—
as grounding all human activity no matter what culture or civilization, what organization or social
group. The universal viewpoint is a potential inherent in any truly authentic self-appropriated
person to expand one’s horizon and intentions to include those of any other person or group,
thereby avoiding the truncating effect of trying to understand another from a limited perspective
unable to follow the data. Together, all three set the conditions or criteria for evaluating any one
foundational stance—including my own.'®

Authenticity is derived from the transcendental injunctions postulating the unobstructed
workings of the human mind guided by the detached, disinterested and unrestricted desire to
know. For example, if we are conscious of self as experiencing, then the moral imperative of
experiencing is to be fully open to experience. But until one has appropriated this pattern for
one’s own, counter-positions will prevail and much of what follows will seem strange, confused

and disjointed.

'" Bernard Lonergan, 4 Third Collection, edited by Frederick E. Crowe, S.J. (Mahwah, N.J.: Paulist
Press, 1985), 120.

'® There are other specific identifiers than transcendence and the drive for fuller being, for example
willingness and unrestricted desire to know, that provide basic principles for development. But they are
implicit in authenticity, self-appropriation and the universal viewpoint. It is important to keep in mind that
self-appropriation is only the starting point toward intellectual conversion: it is this decision to affirm
oneself as a reasoning entity that sets the conditions for understanding the implications of this decision,
namely a metaphysics, an ethical approach to understanding the good and the gradual shift to transcendent
being and knowledge.
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Operations in the pattern are seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, tasting, inquiring, imagining,
understanding, conceiving, formulating, reflecting, marshalling and weighing the evidence, judging,
deliberating, evaluating, deciding, speaking, writing.

It will be assumed that everyone is familiar with some at least of these operations and that he has
some notion of what the other terms mean. Our purpose is to bring to light the pattern within which
these operations occur and, it happens, we cannot succeed without an exceptional amount of exertion
and activity on the part of the reader. He will have to familiarize himself with our terminology. He
will have to evoke the relevant operations in his own consciousness. He will have to discover in his
own experience the dynamic relationships leading from one operation to the next. Otherwise he will
fond not glerely this chapter but the whole book about as illuminating as a blind man finds a lecture
on color.

Lonergan identifies eight features of these operations, operations that are now known by the
central operation of each: experiencing, understanding, judging and deciding. His summary runs
as follows.”

1. Each operation is transitive; they have objects. Intentionality is thus involved at each level, e.g. by

seeing there is revealed what is seen; by deciding there is revealed the human good.

2. These operations are conscious operations that not only reveal the object but enable the operating
subject to be present to herself.

3. Introspection is therefore not a matter of “looking within” but a means of objectifying the contents
of consciousness.

=~

. Objectifying the objects of consciousness reveals different levels of consciousness and
intentionality, for the things intended by experiencing are different from the things conceived
through coming to understand, which are different from the things relating to evidence and
judgments, which in turn are different from the moral things at the level of deciding. “On all four
levels, we are aware of ourselves but, as we mount from level to level, it is a fuller self of which
we are aware and the awareness itself is different” (Method, 9).

5. In the same way that different operations reveal different levels of consciousness within the subject,
they also result in different ways of attending to reality. Paying attention to what we experience
may be selective, but it is certainly not the kind of investigative or detective work required in
coming to understand and to formulate that understanding in words. Good judgment requires a
detached intelligence quite different from the tension of inquiry, and detached intelligence gives
way at the level of deciding to attending to the human good and the moral universe of good and
bad consciences.

6. While these operations take place one at a time, resulting in a single instance of knowing and doing,
they also cluster together in a compound form of knowing where many objects are revealed and
a universe of meaning brought into being.

7. Each of these four primary operations is associated with a particular mode of consciousness, but
when taken together as a compound form of knowing they reveal an inner drive of the human
spirit. “To know the good, [the human spirit] must know the real; to know the real, it must know
the true; to know the true, it must know the intelligible; to know the intelligible, it must attend to
the data” (Method, 13). And so it begins.

8. The resulting pattern is dynamic, Not only does the pattern have its own internal logic of operations
that we master as we mature, but it is an open-ended, “ever going beyond what happens to be

1 Method, 6-7. It is the importance of these words that sparked the two and a half year slow read of
Insight.
20 See Method, 7-13.
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given or known, ever striving for a fuller and richer apprehension of the yet unknown or
incompletely known totality, whole, universe” (Method, 13).

This is why the self-appropriation of one’s own rationality is so important, for without it this
pattern of operations cannot be understood or if understood cannot be verified and thus made real.
As Lonergan’s twelve functions of his Transcendental Method make clear, there are many
reasons for wanting to make this cognitive structure real and operative:?’

1. Normative function, where the transcendental precepts of Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be
reasonable and Be responsible have their grounds in the prior reality of the spontaneously self-
organizing operations of the human mind.

2. Critical function, where many philosophical disagreements can be resolved by “bringing to light the
contradiction between a mistaken cognitional theory and the actual performance of the mistaken
theorist” (Method, 21).

3. Dialectical function, where the transcendental method can be used to clarify fundamental positions
that analysis confirms and counter-positions that are denied intelligibility through their own
internal contradictions.

4., Systematic function, where the objectification of the method sets basic terms and relations that
ground an epistemology that is “isomorphic with the terms and relations denoting the ontological
structure of any reality proportionate to human cognitional process” (Method, 21).

5. The transcendental method allows for continuality through the control of meaning that insures
progressive and cumulative results without insisting on a rigid program that blocks the unfolding
dynamism of the human spirit.

6. Heuristic function that outlines both the form of the intended knowing and the steps necessary to
get there even when all there is to start with is the question.

7. Foundational function, where the transcendental method sets the grounds for understanding the
common norms in every field even when dissent runs rampant and no common area of
agreements seems possible.

8. Transcendental method grounds any specific methodology, including that of theology.

9. “The objects of theology do not lie outside the transcendental field, for that field is unrestricted, and
so outside it there is nothing at all” (Method, 23).

10. The transcendental method adds nothing to theology, but “simply draws attention to a resource
that has always been used” (Method, 24).

11. The transcendental method constitutes a generalized empirical method that offers the potential of a
unified science.

12. Transcendental method “is a heightening of consciousness that brings to light our conscious and
intentional operations and thereby leads to the answers to there basic questions. What am 1 doing
when I am knowing? Why is doing that knowing? What do I know when [ do it?” (Method, 25).

Self-appropriation affirms all this, and more. It affirms metaphysics as central and conjugate

potential, form and act, as genetic and dialectic, and as a science. It affirms an ethics of progress

M See Method, 20-25.
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and decline, where the ultimate good for which we all strive is a life of fuller being. It affirms the
possibility of knowing that transcends the cognitive operations of the human mind, a knowing
that involves the spiritual intelligibility of a Transcendent Being. It involves an empirical
worldview of emergent probability that stands in contrast to other worldviews such as Aristotle’s,
Newton’s, or the indeterminacy of quantum physics. It involves the differentiation of mind, as the
polymorphism of human consciousness is given expression in different patterns of experience and
realms of meaning. Perhaps most important of all, it grants entry into the realm of interiority, a
higher perspective that includes all of the above, for the realm of interiority allows for the
development of a truly empirical human science and a theological methodology that does not
suffer from the successful discipline-specific empirical methodology of the hard sciences or the
imposition of cultural norms.

It remains . . . that transcendental method is only a part of theological method. It supplies the basic
anthropological component. It does not supply the specifically religious component. Accordingly, to
advance from transcendental to theological method, it is necessary to add a consideration of religion.
And before we can speak of religion, we first must say something about the human good and about

" human meaning.”

The Human Good

There are two primary counter-positions when it comes to conceiving the human good: that
we think of nothing but good objects, e.g. a good car, a good house, or a good job; and that we are
going to consider an abstract quality that all “good” things possess. The problem in the first case
is that the good is not always visible, it is not something “out there” to be seen, and the “good” is
never general but always a good to someone in particular. Truth and justice may be considered
“goods”, but neither of them are objects. And disputes over capital punishment or a woman’s
right to an abortion—or even the relative worth of different makes of cars—shows that the

“g00d” is not out there but a factor of the human subject. We cannot talk about the human good

2 Method, 25.
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without talking about the people who make such value decisions and the biases that may exist that
end up distorting these choices.

The problem in the second case is that goodness is conceived as an innate property of the
universe, as something that all “good” things possess, when it fact goodness is a decision of value
made by a very real human person in unique time-and-space-specific circumstances. If
“goodness” is to have any meaning, it is to be found in the authentic subject determined to follow
the transcendental precepts—be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable, be responsible, be in
love—in an unrestricted fashion. When we do not follow these precepts—when we limit the good
to our own well-being (egotism), or set values according to the organization or society to which
we have given our allegiance (group bias), or fail to consider the long term implications of what
we do (common sense bias}—we choose as good only a restricted set of the greater set of possible
goods. Such restrictive value choices promote decline.

Historical records affirm the innate dynamism of the human mind to seek both the real and
the good aé ébnducive to progress rather than decline. This is especially true when it comes to
freedom, for the drive toward liberty that became possible with the development of a post-
agricultural economy lies behind the French Revolution, the British Magna Carta and the
American Revolution. It lies in the current tension between traditional societies dominated by a
world-mediated-by-meaning that places all authority and power in the hands of a few, and the
relative openness of Western liberal democracy that stresses individual freedom, liberty and
responsibility.

This innate dynamism of the human spirit toward progress is expressed in time. The Jews
invented the idea of linear time, of going from a distant past of goodness in Eden, the fall, the
tension now existing in our fallen state, and a goal or direction to history that will find its
conclusions in the final days. Up to that point, history was essentially cyclic: recurring patterns of
seasonal cycles, yearly progressions and social events such as war or the succession of kings. But

now progress, decline and recovery/redemption entered into our understanding of history, and are
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now crucial concepts in the Christian/Jewish world-mediated-by-meaning. Not only is history
now linear in form, but we stand embedded in history—not above it

Then there is the reality of decline, manifested in the loss of the good of order. While
progress is manifested in cumulative development of the human good and recovery/redemption is
manifested in human repentance and a shift toward living in the tension between transcended and
transcending self that include a world-mediated-by-meaning based on a higher viewpoint, decline
fragments what was once whole.

On the surface, decline might be easily understood as symptomatic of corrupt minds. But

what of the person recognizing decline?

Decline has a still deeper level. Not only does it compromise and distort progress. Not only do
inattention, obtuseness, unreasonableness, irresponsibility produce objectively absurd situations. Not
only do ideologies corrupt minds. But compromise and distortion discredit progress. Objectively
absurd situations do not yield to treatment. Corrupt minds have a flair for picking the mistaken
solution and insisting that it alone is intelligent, reasonable, good. Imperceptibly the corruption
spreads from the harsh sphere of material advantage and power of the mass media, the stylish
Jjournals, the literary movements, the educational process, the reigning philosophies. A civilization in
decline digs its own grave with a relentless consistency. It cannot be argued out of its self-destructive
ways, for argument has a theoretical major premises, theoretical premises are asked to conform to
matters of fact, and the facts in the situation produced by decline more and more are the absurdities
that proceed from inattention, oversight, unreasonableness and irresponsibility.**

Lonergan’s description indicates that the root causes of decline are not easy to discern, for
they are embedded in the various ways the innate dynamism of the human spirit can be diverted
or blocked. Egotism can restrict inquiring intelligence to the well-being of one person. Group bias
can restrict further questions to the good of one’s own tribe or organization, failing to take into
account the well-being of others groups in society. Common sense bias, especially in non-
differentiated minds that verify the real and the true by an appeal to common beliefs and
practices, erodes the coherency and intelligibility of the social and political order by choosing the
practical thing to do over the intelligent course of action. Or as Lonergan maintains:

Precepts may be violated. Evaluation may be biased by an egoistic disregard of others, by a loyalty
to one’s own group matched by hostility to other groups, by concentrating on short-term benefits and

 See Thomas Cahill, Desire of the Everlasting Hills: The World Before and After Jesus (New York,
N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1999).
** Method, 55.

27



overlooking long-term costs. Moreover, such aberrations are easy to maintain and difficult to correct.
Egoists do not turn into altruists overnight. Hostile groups do not easily forget their grievances, drop
their resentments, overcome their fears and suspicions. Common sense commonly feels itself
omnicompetent in practical affairs, commonly is blind to long-term consequences of policies and
courses of action, commonly is unaware of the admixture of common nonsense in its more cherished
convictions and slogans.”

Recovery/redemption changes the direction of development according to the changes in who
one is. Conversion is the key to this process:

As orientation is . . . the direction of development, so conversion is a change of direction and, indeed,
a change for the better. One frees oneself from the unauthentic. One grows in authenticity. Harmful,
dangerous, misleading satisfactions are dropped. Fears of discomfort, pain, privation have less power
to deflect one from one’s course. Values are apprehended when before they were overlooked. Scales
of preference shift. Errors, rationalizations, ideologies fall and shatter to leave one open to things as
they are and to man as he should be.”

One significant error is the belief that knowing is looking (naive realism). So too are
empiricist and idealistic epistemologies that fail to meet standards set by any inquiring mind:

Now we are not discussing a merely technical point in philosophy. Empiricism, idealism, and
realism name three totally different horizons with no common identical objects. An idealist never
means what an empiricist means, and a realist never means what either of them means. An empiricist
may argue that guantum theory cannot be about physical reality; it cannot because it deals only with
relations between phenomena. An idealist would concur and add that, of course, the same is true of all
science and, indeed, of the whole of human knowing. The critical realist will disagree with both: a
verified hypothesis is probably true; and what probably is true refers to what in reality probably is so.
To change the illustration, What are historical facts? For the empiricist they are what was out there
and was capable of being looked at. For the idealist they are mental constructions carefully based on
data recorded in documents. For the critical realist they are events in the world mediated by true acts
of meaning. To take a third illustration, What is a myth? There are psychological, anthropological,
historical, and philosophic answers to the question. But there also are reductionist answers: myth is a
narrative about entities not to be found within an empiricist, an idealist, a historicist, an existentialist
horizon.

Enough of illustrations. They can be multiplied indefinitely, for philosophic issues are universal in
scope, and some form of naive realm seems to appear utterly unquestionable to very many. As soon as
they begin to speak of knowing, of objectivity, of reality, there crops up the assumption that all
knowing must be something like looking. To be liberated from that blunder, to discover the self-
transcendence proper to the human process of coming to know, is to break often long-ingrained habits
of thought and speech. It is to acquire the mastery in one’s own house that is to be had only when one
knows precisely what one is doing when one is knowing. It is a conversion, a new beginning, a fresh
start. It opens the way to ever further clarifications and development.”’

> Ibid., 53.

*Ibid., 52.

7 Ibid., 239-40. This is what is meant by “calling Miintzer into being.” Miintzer is not someone out
there to be known, but a set of written records that provide potential forms for understanding Miintzer—and
different historians will work out different images of Miintzer from such potentials, some working close to
the data, some imposing their own beliefs, preassumptions or lack of a universal viewpoint.
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This is the crux of self-appropriation of one’s own rational self-consciousness. It is also the
primary objective of this research project, both at the upper blade of theory and the lower blade of
data.

The indicators of both progress and decline are the various components of the human good.
Generally speaking, the reflective self-consciousness that deals with the human good operates on
three levels: the individual, the group and the transcendent. All three are operative in the good of
order. At the individual level, both need and capacity come together to establish a series of
operations designed to achieve a particular good. At some point, a cooperative approach emerges
that takes the innate plasticity and perfectibility of people to improve and develop skills that
result in the good of order. The good of order consists of organized institutions, roles and tasks
that can only be enhanced through potential liberty of its citizens to decide their own orientation
according to various levels of conversion and society’s commitment to a particular terminal
value. Personal relations become the social glue that holds it all together.”®

The whole is subject to genetic levels of Hiétorical development and the dialectic of a
multiplicity of positions and counter-positions. The choice of a particular terminal value takes
place at the cognitive level of deciding, for terminal values are chosen within a given horizon
according to a set of common values and norms that determine what things are or are not
important. The genetic and dialectic analysis of different historical choices involving both the
good of order and the terminal value falls into the functional speciality of Dialectics. The methods
of good decision-making, of sound discernment, belong to the speciality of Foundations.
Foundations is intimately concerned with the human good, for work at this level of deciding
involves distinguishing between positions that promote progress and decrease darkness, and
counter-positions that lead to decline and if not reversed eventually end in dark ages or outright

extinction.

%8 For a more complete understanding of the structure of the human good see Method, 47-52.
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Worlds Mediated by Meaning

While human beings share a sensate world with the animal kingdom, human beings do not
live solely in the sensate world but in a world of signs and symbols that have significance beyond
mere appearance. We live in a world-mediated-by-meaning, a cultural matrix that not only
identifies significant meaningful objects and events, but provides the context within which people
give artistic and dramatic form to their lives. A good example of this is wealth. If people have
enough to feed and shelter themselves, and to live a basic human life, than what is the need for
great wealth? The continued accumulation of wealth may, if a society is rich enough, become
social and political markers of status, of power, of influence and authority. It is not that one has a
car as a mode of transportation, but that one has this car or this house in that neighbourhood.
Furthermore, the social marker is shifting away from real estate, gold or even intangible assets
like the promissory notes of money to an even more intangible asset: one’s line of credit.

The choice of a system to give meaning to existence can range from any of the many
religions that currently exist, as well as certain ideologies offering faith and a broad
understanding of human affairs, e.g. Communism, Nationalism or Individualism. Humanism is
one such foundational stance, defining a horizon with recognized objects and intentions; so is
Christianity, in any of its current manifestations. When a person takes a personal stance
concerning these or other options for living a fuller life, he or she enters into a world of meaning
that adds special significance to the world around them.

This world-mediated-by-meaning is often given expression in an ordo, a recognized perhaps
idealized good of order that underlies the social interactions of those living at a certain place and
time. Then people share a common map of the important institutions in their society, along with
the acceptable norms and criteria for living within these institutional structures. People constantly
orientate themselves, keep track of who and where they, what they are doing and how they stand

in the scheme of things.
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But people exist at various stages of conversion, and so can affirm counter-positions and
deny positions. The result is that conflict is inevitable, no matter how much the organization,
institution or culture is devoted to peace, for different degrees of discernment result in different
worlds-mediated-by-meaning and since their roots may be contrary or contradictory to each other,
so too are the resulting mediated worlds. Sometimes the conflict is within the existing
institutional structure, when for example calls for reform are meant not to overthrow the powers
that be but to restore order to a somewhat chaotic situation. Sometimes the conflict reaches the
level of the ordo itself, in which case two institutional structures may exist in competition and
contradiction to each other. This kind of institutional change is fundamental, for each of the
various options constitutes different worlds-mediated-by-meaning that cannot exist in the same
social and political space for any length of time without leading to confusion, the loss of the good
of order, and perhaps turning into outright war.

The study of such differences belongs to the functional speciality of Dialectics. Choosing the
side to which one will give one’s allegiance belongs to that of Foundafio.n.s. When these issues
involve religious matters, work in these areas becomes theology—in which case the task is to

map the Christian message onto a very different cultural matrix.

Historical Differentiation of Consciousness

For most of human history, the primary realm of meaning has been that of common sense.
Common sense intelligence knows the particulars of a time and a place, knows exactly what to do
in any situation that is likely to arise, and in general knows how to get things done. In itself,
common sense is an essential component in human living, for without a knowledge of the
common sense intelligibility of an era one is lost, disorientated, and left adrift from the affairs of
others. But what common sense doesn’t know is theory. In fact, the non-differentiated mind

whose primary realm of meaning is that of common sense lives in a world with rudimentary and
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rather primitive theoretical and religious beliefs all clumped together under the forms of coming
to understand that are particular to common sense intelligence.

Common sense falls short when asked what this or that term means. For example, any person
knows when a person is being courageous—that is part of the common sense usage of the term
learned over years of correction as people interact with each other. But what does the word
“courageous” mean? What is an explanatory definition of the word, “courageous”? The same
holds for other question, e.g., what does “sin” mean? Or the “community of saints”? People of
common sense intelligence may know the proper use of these and other terms and still be unable
to answer such questions. The reason for this is that these questions no longer belong to the realm
common sense; they are questions that belong to the realm of theory.

It was the early Greeks who, starting with Plato’s Socrates well over two thousand years ago,
first distinguished between common sense and theoretical realms of meaning. But it wasn’t until
the beginnings of the scientific era that explanatory intelligence took control of its own
development with its own specific methodology for empirical research. A new technicvalrlémguage
began to emerge: the language to describe how things relate to each other, rather than how things
relate to us as human beings (the central feature of common sense intelligence), is mathematics.
Unlike common sense that relishes the particular, theorists seek to strip away non-relevant
features to formulate the essential things and their relationships. So Newton watched an apple fall
from a tree and developed the theory of gravity as the force of attraction between two masses—in
this case the relatively small mass of the apple and the far greater one of the earth. The equation
that gives expression to this relationship states that the mutual attraction of any two masses varies
according to the inverse of the square of the distance between them. This law has subsequently
been verified in a wide number of instances, including predicting the orbit of the planets around
the sun.

When it comes to getting on with the affairs of the world, both common sense and theory are

needed. But this is not recognized until there’s another differentiation of mind, this time between
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common sense, theory and interiority. Interiority is the realm of transcendental method, and as
such it is a heightening of consciousness into the polymorphism of the human mind, the variety of
problems and questions it faces, and the resulting methods appropriate to answering these
different kinds of questions. Common sense intelligence relies on general maxims or even fables
to store essential observations into common sense life: “a stitch in time saves nine” may provide
the required insight into any given situation. And scientists have highly technical languages and
elaborate research methods to understand the essential correlations between the‘things they have
formulated and verified as existing.

While differentiating the realm of interiority from the two other realms is essential when it
comes to knowing how the two fit together, one does not remain in that realm of meaning.
Instead, once the transcendental method has been mastered through a process of self-
appropriation it is used as a high level perspective to guide and direct work in the other two
realms. This is necessary for a number of reasons, not the least of which is the tendency of
common sense intelligence to think that it knows everything that needs knowing in order to get on
with the demanding affairs of the world and so relegates theory to the dust-bin of impracticality.
When action is taken on the basis of practicality alone, common sense bias can undermine any
sense of intelligent order in a society. The loss or degradation of the good of order in a society is
a sure indicator of decline.

While there are other realms of meaning—notable the scholarly, which understands the
common sense of another time and place, and the artistic, which gives an aesthetic meaning to
much of our lives—the realm of importance for the purposes of this study is that of the
transcendent. There is a realm of meaning that involves falling in love with the source of all
goodness, all being, the Transcendent Being, that Divine Mystery so active in human history both
at a collective and individual level. There is knowledge of a fuller way of being that is possible
only through an encounter with this Transcendent Being. It is the grounds of all religious, moral,

intellectual and psychic conversion. It provides the tension between transcended and transcending
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self that is the hallmark of an authentic person seeking to follow the innate dynamism of the
human spirit: Be open, Be intelligent, Be reasonable, Be responsible, and Be in love.

Now, common sense relates things to us. But who are we? Do we not change over time, as
acquiring common sense knowledge we are bound to do? One way to get a handle on this is to
inquire into common sense’s subjective field.

While realms of meaning concern the heuristic structures appropriate to different questions,
patterns of experience are just that, recurring patterns of purpose, interest, attention, striving—
effort along a given path and in a given direction. They are ways in which we experience the
world around us, ways that range from the biological (purposeful pleasure, pain) to the aesthetic
(the exuberance of creative play in the artist), to the intellectual (the seasoned spirit of inquiry), to
the dramatic (a dramatic component behind merely getting things done). Out of such patterns of
experience we have the transcending artistic drama of human beings giving meaning to their
lives.

In common sense we also encounter various biases that restrict horizons and limit intentions.
The egotist constrains her thinking solely to her own well being; questions that might arise
concerning the well being of others are not allowed into the self-set drama of her own life. At the
communal level, group bias restricts common thought to the good of one’s tribe, one’s

'57

organization, one’s country, one’s civilization. “My country, right or wrong!” is the rallying cry
of those who restrict their horizon to their own club and their intentions to the well being of their
reference group. Then, in the drive to get things done, common sense bias emerges that prefers
the expedient without considering long-term (theoretical) consequences. This is the long cycle of
decline outlined in Appendix III, where civilizations lose any coherent sense of itself as an

intelligible unity; the good of order falls apart, and the resulting chaos sends a culture into the

dark ages of forgetfulness.
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Freedom

The terminal values we choose, the horizon we adopt, the intentions we pick, all affect the
probability of the emergence or survival of any given scheme of recurrence. Such schemes form
the basis of the theoretical worldview of emergent probability, as opposed to such common sense
worldviews as intelligent design or creationism. But we can do more than affect the probability of
emergence and survivability of any given scheme; we can create either a new thing or a new set
of conjunctions that have no prior existence other than the practical insight of our own
intelligence. Reflective consciousness—that dispassionate inquiry into whether such and such is
so—is replaced by a reflective self-consciousness that seeks finality through ever fuller
expressions of being.*’

Human freedom lies in the unconstrained capacity of each person to chose who she is to be,
to develop over time a true and tested incarnate meaning of her own life. This does not mean that
all our action are the result of the exercise of our freedom to choose; in many if not most cases we
follow the sensate stream of our existence, working unconsciously and uncritically within a given
world-mediated-by-meaning without averting to the diversity of positions. Then there are the

constraints of our own egotism, our allegiance to the groups to which we belong and the practical

It is possible that the concept of predestination depends on a metaphysical understanding of reality
as pre-existent (in the mind of God), not emergent. The explanatory understanding of reality belongs not to
the realm of common sense but to the realm of theory, where empirical verification of things at different
explanatory levels, or the identification of conjugates associated with these things, form the bases for a
metaphysics grounded in current well-established scientific classical and statistical practices. This
worldview of emergent probability did not exist during the Reformation, with the result that the non-
differentiated common sense consciousness of the time failed to attend to the way in which things relate to
each other and instead confused a simple explanatory notion of an all-knowing God with a non-evolutional
notion of realty to affirm that one’s fate was already known in the mind of God.

Does the negation of the doctrine of predestination imply that God is not all-knowing? It might be
more appropriate to say that God knows the full expression of reality that to us starts with potential, is
given form through our ideas, and finally verified through reflective consciousness; that in knowing this
reality, God knows all possible courses of actions, all possible emergent schemes, all possible end states in
finality; that knowing all that we could be does not change the cognitive operations of our minds to come to
understand being and to seek to express a fuller being in our lives. The evidence that we do decide lies at
the cognitive level of deciding. The evidence that we give meaning to physical reality beyond that reality
lies in the insights that we experience on a daily basis. It is this additional meaning that creates the adult
world-mediated-by-meaning. The doctrine of predestination denies the reality of all this, a denial that
creates a discordance that eventually acts to overturn this counter-position.
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intelligence of common sense understanding. There are the tensions between society and self that
are always present, the limitations of a resource poor economy, the tribal need to belong, and the
more sophisticated form of constraints due to an under-developed or primitive good of order that
cannot allow creative play or innovative proposals lest the entire people suffer.

In a rough sense, there are two kinds of freedom that reflective self-consciousness can
exercise: the freedom to respond to higher order structures and the freedom to reorganize lower
order events. In the worldview of emergent probability, there are successive genetic explanatory
levels arranged in a series of higher viewpoints that are self-consistent and autonomous in their
own right and yet—because of the canon of statistical residues—are never fully determined. The
basic explanatory level is that of quantum mechanics. But in the statistical dance of quantum
events, structures emerge that can only be understood in terms of the higher explanatory level of
atomic theory—and so it goes, up through chemistry, to biology, animal sensitivity, to psychic, to
human beings who are both an explanatory genus and an explanatory species. For human beings
are an explanatory genus above that of the sensate, and our species is both a source of higher
systems and subject to higher orders of Transcendent Being.

It is as a source of higher systems of intelligibility and being that human freedom is
exercised. Out of this, potential schemes are given form in a practical insight that reflective self-
consciousness acts to bring them into being and then sustain them over time. But to the degree
that human beings are both explanatory genus and explanatory species—an instance of a
transition from the intelligible to the intelligent—we not only seek finality as the unlimited
extension of the dynamism of the human spirit but are part of a series of ever higher explanatory
levels. At least one of these levels transcends human intelligibility, a level we associate with the
Divine Mystery or a Transcendental Being.

It is for this reason that there are two basic types of freedom. The first is the freedom to
respond to the higher order things and conjugates that are intelligible only to God. In human

experience, this is a response to divine love that permeates the universe. While we are free to
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reject this love and choose a lesser form of being, we cannot escape its presence. The innate
dynamism of human beings to seek to know all things, to be all things, finds its fulfillment only
in this higher order explanatory level. So it is that we can be caught up in this tension between
self as transcended and self as transcending, between the self that we know and the self that we
need to be if we are to find wholeness.

It is this response to divine love that sets in motion a series of ongoing conversions that are
never assured and never safe against the pull of the transcended self. Religious conversion, and
the psychic, intellectual and moral that follow from it, involve not the homogeneous expansion of
a pre-existing horizon and intentions, but a shift to a higher level of intelligibility that allows for
the full and complete expression of what it means to be open to experience, intelligent in
understanding, reasonable in judging and responsible in deciding.

The second basic form freedom can take is the modification of those schemes of recurrence
that take place at lower explanatory levels of being. When practical insights are given weight
through reflective self-consciousness, and being is understood through reflective consciousness, it
becomes possible to create new things and bring into being new conjugates at any one of a
number of levels. So scientists can recreate in their particle accelerators early particles that last
existed within microseconds of the big bang, or hydraulic cycles are changed through the building
of dams and large irrigation systems, or new architectural forms are given expression through
new materials generated in chemical labs and industrial factories. Entities such as limited
corporations are created things within the explanatory level of social intelligence. So too is the
first differentiation between common sense and theoretical explanatory intelligence, followed by
the realm of interiority that puts both into a common perspective. The world-mediated-by-
meaning and the good of order of our particular neck of the woods are both human compound
creations first given expression in simple terms that are than elaborated both in terms differential

and operational skills.
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In the same way that we can refuse God’s love and retreat to cruder less intelligible and
coherent forms of human existence that in some cases may not even seem human, we can reject
or destroy those very things that previous generations have created. After all, human
destructiveness is as much a part of the exercise of human freedom as is creation. But to do so is
to reject the very dynamism of the human spirit, to channel the once open drive to fuller
understanding and being to a limitless intelligible world-mediated-by-meaning—a very
dangerous enterprise considering the moral and intellectual force that such dysfunctional being
can bring to human affairs. In the end, the result is a break-up of whatever good of order that
existed into a more primitive, chaotic, unpredictable disordered society with a sharply constricted

future.

Incarnate Meaning

Central to this research project is the idea of incarnate meaning, for any genetic and dialectic
encounter with Miintzer is an encounter with the incarnate meaning of his life both for his times
and for ours.”

Incarnate meaning combines all or at least many of the other carriers of meaning. It can be at once
intersubjective, artistic, symbolic, linguistic. It is the meaning of a person, of his way of life, of his
words, or of his deeds. It may be his meaning for just one other person, or for a small group, or for a
whole national, or social, or cultural, or religious tradition.

Such meaning may attach to a group achievement, to a Thermopylae or Marathon, to the Christian
martyrs, to a glorious revolution. It may be transposed to a character of characters in a story or a play,
to a Hamlet or Tartuffe or Don Juan. It may emanate from the whole personality and the total
performance of an orator or a demagogue.

Finally, as meaning can be incarnate, so too can be the meaningless, the vacant, the empty, the
vapid, the insipid, the dull.”!

To assert the incarnate meaning of another is not as hard as it might first appear. This is

something that we do naturally as human beings creating and maintaining a world-mediated-by-

*® In a crude sense, there are three ways to formulate Miintzer’s incarnate meaning: the significance he
had for those of his own time and place, the meaning that he has five centuries later in a society that is no
longer Christian, and the meaning his life has for God. The latter goes beyond the scope of this study.
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meaning in which every event or thing or person that captures our attention does so because of the

meaning they have. Everything else disappears into the empirical residue.

Historical Conditions

The Need for Foundational Studies

Where do you come from? What are your (intellectual) roots? What is your family
background? To what groups do you give allegiance? The answer to these and other questions are
often intended to provide a sense of who you are and what your intentions may be—no easy task
in this day and age. For there is nothing so problematic for human beings than other human
beings—especially during times of fundamental institutional change when it would appear that
humans are no longer the darlings of God, species mortality gnaws at our souls, and instead of
things getting better we seem to be able to do little that is right. Whether these perceptions are
explained as a species tropism that has us keep a constant eye out for danger, or the result of such
historical events as earth-rise photos over the moon’s horizon, or the crematoriums of the Nazi
concentration camps, or an emerging ecological awareness of the disruptiveness of the human
species, or the reality of life in a post-Hiroshima post-modernist world, the result is a situation
where trying to keep tabs on who and where we are, and what we should be doing, is

unquestionably the dominate activity in contemporary life.*>

*2 That, and the other companion question to who we are, namely what are we for. Orientation, the
first of the three pre-planning pre-policy-making steps of Otto Friedman (the other two being Diagnosis &
Evaluation, and Estimating Scope & Constraints on rational action during times of fundamental
institutional change), is an essential component of our existence during times of fundamental institutional
change. My favourite image of this is that of a very early ancestor of mine running through the disappearing
forests of Africa engaged in the hunt of a dangerous predator. If this person should ever lose track for one
moment of who he is, where he is, and what he is doing (a complex ever-changing virtual reality that
includes the intentions of not only his fellow hunters but of the game itself)—it would spell disaster.
Orientation is the one primary task of our overlarge craniums, overdeveloped in evolutionary terms because
of the need to position and engage in the ever fluid social dynamics of any “primitive” primate kinship
group.

One has only to imagine the confused individual who no longer knows who or where they are to
realize the overriding importance of being able to find and bind oneself successfully in both time and space.
Who has not experienced an instant of total confusion when, descending a flight of stairs, mind elsewhere,
one is jolted back into reality by an extra unexpected step? Orientation is the first thing you do when you
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Who are you? What do you want? While it is easy to give a superficial answer in terms of
our daily lives, it is not so easy to answer these questions with any degree of authority. What are
you for? is a far harder question to answer, for it relates to the very meaning of our lives. Part of
the problem is that we have to deal with a number of interrelated struggles that in effect define a
new set of operating parameters for the human species:

—A breakdown in the societal processes of valuation resulting in a profusion of appreciative systems
that make consensus building on even the simplest plan or policy a difficult if not impossible task.

—A lack or stifling of imagination that may confirm ourselves to ourselves as being good, generous
and decent people but expose our complicity in the banality of the evil of our times to the judgment of
future generations.

—A “black hole” in our social and political universe that is the Holocaust, an as yet unique historical
event that seems to defy understanding. That it happened once opens an abyss beneath us, an ever
present possibility that it could happen again, now, here, with new “Jews” and new “Germans” to
enact the same roles.

—The failure of various disciplines to cope with the complexity of many of our critical problems,
resulting in a growing need for a truly comprehensive transdisciplinary framework plus a general
theory of history in order to even begin to understand the fundamental institutional changes now
taking place-—much less to work out the regulatory plans and policies necessary to promote progress
by adding to the human good while avoiding those actions that lead to decline.

—Coping with the problem of regulating ever more complex and intricate organizations and
institutions, with “information™ abounding in books, the media, and on the web, with increasing levels
of confusion and turbulence as unplanned and unexpected consequences emerge to become a part of
history.

Together these five points constitute a major hurtle when it comes to orientating ourselves

during times of changing institutional environments.”> And if we cannot orientate ourselves

wake up from an extended excursion into the preconscious mentality of deep sleep. It is so important that,
to avoid panic and the subsequent damage random trashing may ensue, the first things that a hospital
patient is told when coming out from under a general anaesthetic is his or her name and where they are. The
latter example shows that we orientate ourselves to a world-mediated-by-meaning rather than the physical
world of our senses.

The point is that if at any time you are fed the wrong information or make the wrong judgments, you
will at best be out of step with what is happening around you, or at worse (if hunting) you will be dead,
having blundered into the grasp of the very prey on which you hoped to dine. This brings us to an important
point: while it is possible to tolerate non-intelligent, unreasonable and irresponsible behaviour in times of
relative peace and tranquility, during times of crises the tares have to be separated from the wheat. When
your back is to the wall, sound judgment and responsible decision-making are no longer luxuries, they are
necessities. See Robert D. Kaplan, “The Dangers of Peace”, in The Coming Anarchy: Shattering the
Dreams of the Post Cold War (New York: Vintage, 2000), 169 185.

3 By definition, an institution is an organization that has been raised to special importance. Whereas
organizations come and go with no outsider caring very much, institutions—if threatened—are immediately
supported by society at large. For if these institutions were to fail, a good slice of society would soon
follow—for the loss of institutions constitutes a loss in the regulatory capacity of a culture or society. 1f
there are fundamental value shifts in society, these shifts are expressed in institutional changes that in turn
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successfully, we cannot act according to the needs and demands of the time—for the simple
reason that restricted or misplaced orientations leave one operating in an imaginary world of
things that do not exist.

Authenticity, the human good, freedom—of such things is my world constructed, the world-
mediated-by-meaning as it “appears” to me, or since this presupposes a reality out there to be
seen, has been brought into being on my part through various encounters with the positions and
counter-positions of other contemporaries. The objects and relationships—the unities and
conjugates—that make up this world are for the most part social and political variables having to
do with broad societal trends and needs. Yet it is also an intensely personal world, for the major
components have to do with practical intelligence action, with plans and policies that lead to
progress rather than decline, with getting ourselves out of this mess we as a species have created

for ourselves. It reflects a search for the fundamentals of human living.

Breakdowns in Societal Valuation

The seminal work in this area is Karl Mannheim’s “The Crisis in Valuation” (1943).*

“There is definitely a coherent system of social and psychological activities which constitute the

affect the ways in which a culture regulates itself and its environment. If these shifts involve incompatible
horizons, then alternative institutions are imagined, created and maintained, thus splitting societies and
resulting in the loss of a collective good of order.

An excellent barometer of institutional change may be found in architectural developments
throughout the ages. Without fail, the dominate powers—the fundamental organizations of any age that are
granted institutional status—express themselves in monuments. To the early Egyptians, it was the temples
at Karnack (Thebes) or the pyramids of Giza. To the Romans, it was the great public palaces of the
emperors. To medieval society, soaring cathedrals dominated the skyline of Europe—that and the great
palaces and retreats of feudal kings and queens. In our times, our institutional monuments are great
commercial structures such as the former Twin Towers of New York or the glass facades of the great
banking institutions that dominate many downtown skylines. Both the parliamentary buildings in Ottawa
and the White House in Washington D.C. pale in comparison: one suspects that they are monuments to the
powerful institutions of another age.

*# Karl Mannheim, “The Crisis of Valuation”, Diagnosis of Our Time: Wartime Essays of a
Sociologist (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1943), 12 30. See also Karl Mannheim, /deology and
Utopia: An Introduction 1o the Sociology of Knowledge (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1936) for an
understanding of the ways in which grounds for collective action are achieved through ideological and
utopian modes of “thinking.” For another expert analysis of current regulatory problems, see Sir Geoffrey
Vickers, Value Systems and Social Process (Middlesex, England: Penguin, 1968) and Freedom in a
Rocking Boat: Changing Values in an Unstable Society (Middlesex, England: Penguin, 1970).
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process of valuation; among them value creation, value dissemination, value reconciliation, value

standardization, value assimilation are the most important, and there are definite social conditions

which favour or upset the smooth working of the process of valuation.”

Mannheim argues that traditional societal processes of valuation had started to break down
around the beginning of the 20" century in the face of a number of social and political realities:

—Uncontrolled rapid growth where ever larger groups dominate social and political realities, leading
to a dissonance between the values of a parochial world where handicrafts and agriculture prevailed
over society.

—The exponentially growing number of contacts between people, where there exists neither
techniques for mediating between radically different valuations nor time for any real assimilation.

—The emergence of new forms of authority and sanctions, with the loss of traditional forms of
justification, i.e. the ways of our forefathers, the will of God, an eternal rational law, the law of the
strongest, justification on the bases of usefulness, or the uncontrollable inspiration of a charismatic
leader.

—An upsetting of the balance between conscious and unconscious forces by having to “bear the
burden of a greater amount of consciousness”, especially conscious value appreciation.

This crisis in valuation manifests itself as fundamental conflicts based on positions and
counter-positions that can only be understood in terms of conflicting horizons, diverse
orientatioﬁs, énd whatever degree of conversion and differentiation of mind that may exist in such
time-and-space-specific realities. The situation is such that:

In the very same social environment we now have the most contradictory philosophies of life. First,
there is the religion of love and universal brotherhood, mainly inspired by Christian tradition, as a
measuring-rod for our activities. Then there is the philosophy of Enlightenment and Liberalism, with
its emphasis on freedom and personality, and its appreciation of wealth, security, happiness, tolerance
and philanthropy as the means of achieving them. Then we have the challenge of the Socialists, who
rate equality, social justice, basic security and a planned social order as the chief desiderata of the age.
But beyond all this we have . . . the most recent philosophy, with the demoniac image of man
emphasizing fertility, race, power, and the tribal and military virtues of conquest, discipline and blind
obedience.

We are not only divided against each other in our evaluation of the big issues, such as the
principles of the Good Life and those of the best social organization, but we have no settled views
especially in our democratic societies, concerning the right patterns of human behaviour and conduct.
One set of education influences is preparing the new generation to practise and defend their rational
self-interest in a competitive world, while another lays the emphasis on unselfishness, social service
and subordination to common ends. One set of social influences is guided by the ideal of asceticism
and repression, the other by the wish to encourage self-expression.

We have no accepted theory and practice concerning the nature of freedom and discipline. Some
think that, owing to the self-regulating powers inherent in group life, discipline would spontaneously
emerge if only full freedom were given and the pressure of external authority removed. In contrast to
this anarchist theory, others hold that if strict regulation is applied to those spheres of life where it is

3 1bid., 17.
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necessary, the scope for real freedom is not suppressed by rather created. To such thinkers discipline
is the pre-condition of freedom. Having no settled views on freedom and discipline, it is not surprising
that we have no clear-cut criteria for the treatment of criminals, and do not know whether punishment
should be retributive and deterrent or a kind of readjustment and re-education for life in society. We
hesitate whether to treat the law-breaker as a sinner or as a patient, and cannot decide whether he or
society is at fault.”®

Thirty years from the time these words were written, Sir Geoffrey Vickers exposed the trap
humans have fallen into, a trap that combines both the crisis in valuation and the extensive
socio/political changes that had been taking place. Both are part of unexpected and unanticipated
consequences of a powerful economic scheme developed by the Victorians—a new world order
of liberal economics that was intended to initiate peaceful economic and political change without
having recourse to the heavy hand of authority or the destructive practices of war.

A century later we can see well enough the trap which they were preparing for their successors. . .
The changes they initiated were to create a world which is neither stable nor regulable at any level or
in any aspect. Each organized population, whatever its form of government, faces increasing problems
of internal regulation, and these are compounded by their inability to regulate external relations which
they could formerly ignore but which are now essential to their existence. Some of these problems are
ecological; they arise from the relations of growing populations to their increasingly crowded and
polluted living space. Some are political, concerned with the regulation of public power both
internally, where the need for regulation makes it increasingly dominant, and externally, where it
increasingly conflicts with others. Yet other of these problems are economic; for the economic system
proves to be ever less ‘automatically’ regulable, either internally or externally, and in both fields the
machinery for deliberate regulation is unequal to the demands on it. The most fundamental of all
regulative problems are social and personal. These are the problems of setting standards, sufficiently
self-consistent, attainable, valid and widely acceptable to preserve the coherence through time and
change of men and their societies. These in turn are part of those shared systems of interpreting
experience on which all cooperative action and all effective communication depend.”’

A half-century later, our dilemma runs even deeper. These disruptions in value creation
associated with increasing rates of change themselves associated with the industrial age, leave us

without the means to decide between those systems of appreciation that are available to us.*® In

*Ibid., 12 13.

*" Vickers, Sir Geoffrey, Freedom in a Rocking Boat: Changing Values in an Unstable Society
(Middlesex, England: Penguin, 1970), 19. He goes on to note that no matter what the scale—global or
individual—the basic nature of the trap remains the same: threats to the physical basis of existence, threats
to the institutional basis for existence, and threats to appreciative systems as the need for revaluation and
reassessment outstrips human capabilities. For an excellent analysis of the origins of this trap, see Karl
Polanyi, The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of our Time, first released in 1944
(Boston: Beacon, 1957).

%% The problem has even deeper roots. The reason for the proliferation of multiple appreciative
systems lies in a failure of a specialized form of intelligence known as common sense-—to practical,
realistic and down-to-earth men and women who specialize in common sense insights into the particular,
the unique, the time-and-space-specific ‘now.” The most important thing for the politicians, lawyers,
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this era of relativism, an era that eased seamlessly into the deconstructionist mentality of post-
modernity, little is of intrinsic value. If all cultures are valid simply because they are “intact”
cultures, beautiful “pearls” in themselves that westerners now accused of massive destruction of
vibrant cultures no longer wish to “colonize” by imposing their own values, then the capacity for
moral judgment may still exist but the freedom to exercise that capacity has been, at the very
least, compromised.” This is the dilemma “Old Europe” now faces:

France and many of its old Europe allies are not just placating external enemies. . . . Opening their
doors to a massive influx of Arab immigrants was part of the bargain [with Arabic principalities] too,
and the price has been especially steep in countries like France. America, with its open, free-market
economy, is a land of opportunity for Arab immigrants. France, with its rigid, tightly regulated

administrators and business people of the world is to get on with the world’s business. There is no
subordination of this drive to a deeper appreciation of history or of the world of theory, and certainly no
time to gain a consensus among the population at large; the ultimate criterion is the practicality of the
proposed schemes itself.

The result is rather predictable. As each active individual and group promotes their own agenda
according to their own terminal values, the general social body fragments into competing clusters and
constellations whom lack any shared appreciative system sufficient to guide and direct the action of the
whole. Group bias reigns supreme, as conflicting groups and organizations compete with each other for
power, control, and the resources they bring. Unless these men and women of common sense are willing to
forgo the practical in favour of a general theory of history or a subordination to the laws and principles
worked out in the realm of theory, the social scene continues to fragment in a process of devolution where
ever lower and less comprehensive schemes of understanding and appreciation become the norm. This is
the longer cycle of decline worked out by Lonergan in /nsight, Chapter VII on “Common Sense and
Object”, subsection 8: “General Bias.” The solution to this problem involves moving to a higher viewpoint
of humankind, one that places all the fragments of society within a common perspective as local
expressions of the basic transcendent operations of the human process of coming to understand.

** This is no more evident than those who take to the streets in recent protests over the warmongering
of the current president of the United States while ignoring the “butcher of Baghdad’s™ brutal regime
during which tens of thousands were tortured and executed, or the refusal of Europeans to admit that there
is a terrorism problem, preferring to label terrorists as militants or freedom fighters. To be fair, with
France’s six million Islamic citizens, compared with a mere 600,000 Jews, the French may not have much
in the way of choice but to accept Dhimmi status; ditto Germany and the Netherlands, where in the latter
over half of those eighteen and under will be Muslim by the year 2020. (Mark Steyn, “A Western Alliance
No More?” [The Washington Times, November 10, 2003], reprinted and distributed by the Canadian
Institute of Jewish Research, Israner Daily Briefing, Volume 1II, Number 747, Tuesday, November 11,
2003.)

But the problem runs deeper than mere demographic weight. Take the question of terrorism:
“Terrorists aren't the big problem. The big problem is that leading news organizations, from Reuters to the
BBC, refuse to call them terrorists. An even bigger problem is that when news people use weasel words
like "militants" to describe bestial fanatics who blow up bus riders or wedding guests in Israel, it doesn't
merely reflect their fear [but] their moral confusion. It's not just that Reuters and the BBC assume a facade
of neutrality because they don't want their own reporters targeted (the excuse offered sometimes) but that
Reuters and the BBC can no longer tell the difference. Neither can the CBC, which also uses "militant” for
terrorist. . . It's not cowardice, or not just cowardice; it's that many news people have lost the moral
capacity to distinguish between patriots and terrorists. Or good and evil.” George Jonas, “Pragmatic Anti-
Semites” (National Post, October 27, 2003), reprinted and distributed by the Canadian Institute for Jewish
Research, Isranet Daily Briefing (Volume 11, Number 741, November 3, 2003).
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economy is not, and angry, unemployed, and unassimilated Arabs, living an apartheid life in the
lawless, high-rise, concrete warrens that form threatening rings around French cities today are now 20
percent of the French population, and the most rapidly growing part. Fearing civil unrest, France
needs to placate this explosive population and, since she is unwilling to take the economic steps
necessary to create meaningful job opportunities for them, she offers them a proxy victory over Israel
instead, poisoning their hate-polluted minds with a constant stream of anti-Israel and anti-American
propaganda, and pretending to be shocked when French Arabs attack French Jews and burn down
French synagogues.*’

Surely one would expect the post WWII instigators of this Europe-Arab scheme to predict
such pressures as a natural consequence of their actions. Certainly, Europe shows signs of an
already severe crisis of valuation made worse through immigration. The root cause most likely
lies in a common sense attitude that took immigration as the expedient thing to do under the
circumstances. Yet, there is another factor. In political affairs as in other facets of human life one
finds a surprising lack of . . . not intelligence, but of imagination. Imagination is essential in the
process of valuation, for it is through our imaginations that we come to understand other people,
other groups, and it is through our imaginations that practical insights arise. In the former case,
for example, if one cannot imagine what it is like to be a Christian, then much of Christian life
will be a closed book; in the latter, if one cannot imagiﬁé a business opportunity, that opportunity

does not exist—at least for that person or group or civilization.

A Chronic Lack of Imagination

What we cannot imagine, we cannot “see”; what we cannot “see” does not exist, is not real,

and cannot be part of our world-mediated-by-meaning, our self-created virtual reality. Our

*0 Lerner, Barbara, “Bush vs. Geneva”, National Review Online, December 3, 2003. The extent to
which Europe appears to be accepting dhimmi status may be observed in European acceptance of Arab
opinion that Jews constitute the deadly enemy of world peace. “At a period [1970 s] when American
historians were, for the first time, uncovering the history of the extermination of European Jewry and
revealing the political and religious implications, a virulent campaign was launched in Europe to present
the Israelis as Nazi criminals. This destructive policy, which focused on Israel, boomeranged on the
Christian dhimmis with irreversible consequences because it constituted a smokescreen concealing their
oppression. It is a remarkable fact that it was during this period, when the PLO was active in the destruction
of Lebanon, that from Europe emanated hate-filled invective against Israel, whose prime minister from
1977 was Menahem Begin, a Holocaust survivor.” Bat Ye’or, Islam and Dhimmitude: Where Civilizations
Collide, translated from the French by Miriam Kochan and David Littman (Madison, UK: Fairleigh
Dickinson University Press, 2002), 301.
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insights into our past, present, and future depend to a great extent upon images that bind concepts
and relations into a unique whole.*' If such images are not allowed to surface, if they are denied
existence for any reason—a megalomaniac egotism, a pathological subservience to a group,
denying future realities by concentrating on the immediate with no thought given to the question
“And then what?”—then the process of coming to understand and valuate is distorted.*” The
result is that we live in a world twisted by what can only be called evil, as unintentional as this
evil may be.* This, as Toynbee notes, places considerable stress on the process of valuation:

If and when this controversy [between a rich north and a poor south] broke out, it seemed likely to
be carried from the plane of economics and politics on to the plane of religion, and this on several
accounts. In the first place, the peasantry’s persistence in breeding up to the limits of its food supply
was the social effect of a religious cause which could not be modified without a change in the
peasantry’s religious attitude and outlook. The religious outlook which made the peasantry’s breeding
habits so resistant to argument might not have been irrational in origin, for it was a survival from a
primitive state of society in which the household had been the optimum social and economic unity of
agricultural production. A mechanized technology had now done away with the social and economic
environment in which the worship of family fecundity had made economic and social sense; but the
persistence of the cult when there was no longer any sense left in it was a consequence of the relative
slowness of the Psyche’s pace on the subconscious level in comparison with the pace of the intellect
and the will.

Without a religious revolution in the souls of the peasantry, it was hard to see how the World’s
Malthusian problem was to be solved; but the peasantry was not the only party to the situation that
would have to achieve a change of heart if Mankind was to find a happy issue out of an impending
catastrophe. For, if it was true that ‘Man doth not live by bread alone’, then a complacently
prosperoui Western minority had something to learn from an unworldly vein in the éthos of the
peasantry.

1 Qee Insight, 7-13, for the importance of images in definitions; for inhibitions on the demand for
images, 193-94. But the issue runs far deeper. The truly great mystery, acknowledged in Lonergan’s title
yet often forgotten in the many tidbits that follow, is that human beings have insights into data that bring
new routines into being—a leap of imagination into possibilities not derived from extending existing ideas.
These insights are so common, so much a part of our daily lives, that we take them for granted. Yet they
form the difference between intelligent action and floundering around in a morass of unrealistic
expectations and misleading routines that only lead to decline. A driving need to know—the question—is
one of the factors behind the emergence of an insight; so too is the image. And it is this flow of images that
the imagination can provide. This applies to all realms of meaning, from common sense to explanatory,
from scholarly to interiority: a lack of imagination forestalls the development of necessary insights into
data or the demands of the situation to move to a higher viewpoint of what it means to be human.

*2'S0 is the need for cultivating one’s emotions, an equally important yet neglected aspect of
intellectual life. (See Method, 30 34.) For an excellent analysis of the breakdown of the affective sphere in
meeting the demands of industrial life see Edgar Z. Friedenberg, The Disposal of Liberty and Other
Industrial Wastes (Garden City, New York: Anchor, 1976).

* Yet, “Blindness, as Freud has taught us, is more often the consequence of a positive act than the
result of mere defect. It is not that we are blind—we choose blindness, for good reasons.” Garrett Hardin,
Exploring New Ethics for Survival: The Voyage of the Spaceship Beagle (Baltimore, Maryland: Penguin,
1972), 18. Hardin’s italics.

* Arnold J. Toynbee, 4 Study of History, abridged (New York, N.Y.: Oxford, 1957), 344.
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Such is part of the dynamics of trying to regulating ever larger human ecological units
(urban conglomerations that contain tens of millions of people) under pressure of an expanding
population base. No longer can one person or group stand above the fray and enforce their beliefs
upon the whole. Not only was the situation far too complex for that to have any chance of
success, the very process of acquiring the levers of control generate a group bias that will in the
end defeat any such attempt to dictate the nature of reality and the truth of the situation. But it
takes an active imagination to realize that such problems exist.

The well-known contemporary novelist and student of the realities of human living, Doris
Lessing, raised this issue of a lack of imagination when answering a question put to her by Jonah
Raskin in the spring of 1969 at the State University of New York:

I’m tormented by the inadequacy of the imagination. I’ve a sense of the conflict between my life as a
writer and the terrors of our time. One sits down to write in a quiet flat in London and one thinks, Yes,
there’s a war going on in Vietnam. The night before last, when we were having dinner here, the police
were raiding the university and arresting students. . . .

The strain of watching the horrors becomes so great that middle-aged people block them out. My
generation doesn’t understand that young people have penetrated below the surface and have seen the
horrors of our civilization. We’ve been so damned corrupted. Humanity has got worse and worse, puts
up with more and more, gets more and more bourgeois. The youth have realized this.

I have always observed incredible brutality in society. My parents’ lives and the lives of millions
of people were ruined by the First World War. But the human imagination rejects the implications of
our situation. War scars humanity in ways we refuse to recognize. After the Second World War the
world sat up, licked its wounds ineffectually, and started to prepare for the Third World War.*’

But the most damning comment she made, one that should give us a moment’s pause, was in
her response to Studs Terkel in a Chicago interview held the same year:

Terkel: This is a theme without ending — the theme of man and circumstance. In Hannah Arendt’s

book Eichmann in Jerusalem, with its subtitle “The banality of Evil”—and we face now too the evil

of banality—she says that Eichmann was indeed not a beast: he was a man who acted beastly. Isn’t
this what you’re saying, that the possibilities are within?

% Jonah Raskin’s interview with Doris Lessing took place on the campus of the State University of
New York, Stony Brook, in the spring of 1969. Reprinted as “The Inadequacy of the Imagination™ in Doris
Lessing, Conversations, edited by Earl G. Ingersoll (Princeton, New Jersey: Ontario Review Press, 1994),
13 18. While particulars may have changed since the days of the Vietnam War, the horrors still remain — in
Rwanda, Iran, Palestine, Zimbabwe, for example, as well as the break-away republics of the former Soviet
Union who were ill-prepared for a sudden immersion in global realities. For a first-hand account of
contemporary conditions in Guinea, Ivory Coast, Togo, Egypt, Turkey, Turkestan, Iran, Pakistan, and
southern India see Robert D. Kaplan, The Ends of the Earth: A Journey to the Frontiers of Anarchy (New
York: Vintage, 1997).
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Lessing: Yes, can you imagine in 100 years’ time, if anyone is alive then, that anyone’s going to look
back to the Second World War and say, “Oh, those beastly Germans™? They’re going to say that the
world allowed a certain type of government to take power in Germany, and a very small group of
people in other countries protested what was going on; but we’re all going to be implicated in this
kind of guilt. And they’re going to look back on what we’re living through now and say, “Those
people allowed” — I’'m not going to list the horrors, because we all know them — “to happen,” even
though we’re terribly nice, good, kind, charming, delightful people. Right?*¢

It is tempting to think that we are above all that. But we too are implicated in evil, this time
in a tragedy that we not only passively allow but in many cases actively support, and that is the
Tragedy of the Commons, or in its more generic form, the Double C—Double P Game (Common

Costs—Private Profits—and don 't tell anybody!)."” The Tragedy of the Commons has to do with

4 Studs Terkel, radio interview with Doris Lessing, Chicago, June 10, 1969. Reprinted as “Learning
to Put the Questions Differently” in Conversations (1994), 22. Hannah Arendt’s “banality of evil” is
possible only through a lack of imagination that otherwise allows us to walk — even temporarily — in the
shoes of another. Doris Lessing, Re: Colonized Planet 5, Shikasta, the first volume of Canopus in Argos:
Archives (New York: Knopf, 1979) should in my opinion be required reading for any theological student
interested in stretching his or her religious imagination to go beyond traditionally defined Christian modes
of religious interiority in order to face the tragic and the evil of human dramatic, often rhetorical, living.

7 Hardin’s original comments on the Tragedy of the Commons were presented as a presidential
address before the meeting of the Pacific Division of the American Association for the Advancement of
Science, Utah State University, 25 June 1968. It was completely ignored by the press. The paper was then
revised and published in Science (Volume 162, December 13, 1968), 1243 1248. The complete essay may
be found in Garrett Hardin, Exploring New Ethics for Survival: The Voyage of the Spaceship Beagle
(Baltimore, Maryland: Penguin, 1972), 250 264. It still remains essential reading for anyone interested in
environmental ethics.

A description of the Double C—Double P Game may be found in Garrett Hardin, Filters Against Folly:
How to Survive Despite Economists, Ecologists, and the Merely Eloquent (Baltimore, Maryland: Penguin,
1985), 104 114. 1t is the larceny of external costs vs. private profit, i.e. a Common Costs-Private Profit
ethic where individual gain takes precedence over societal loss.

An interesting aspect of this game is Paul and Anne Ehrlich’s “Rivet Poppers.” It’s worth quoting in
full.

As you walk from the terminal toward your airliner, you notice a man on a ladder busily prying
rivets out of its wing. Somewhat concerned, you saunter over to the rivet popper and ask him just
what the hell he’s doing.

‘1 work for the airline—Growthmania Intercontinental,” the man informs you, ‘and the airline
has discovered that it can sell these rivets for two dollars apiece.’

‘But how do you know you won’t fatally weaken the wing doing that?” you inquire.

‘Don’t worry,” he assures you. ‘I’m certain the manufacturer made this plane much stronger
than it needs to be, so no harm’s done. Besides, 1’ve taken lots of rivets from this wing and it
hasn’t fallen off yet. Growthmania Airlines needs the money; if we didn’t pop the rivets,
Growthmania wouldn’t be able to continue expanding. And I need the commission they pay me—
fifty cents a rivet!’

“You must be out of your mind!’

‘I told you not to worry; I know what I’'m doing. As a matter of fact, I’'m going to fly on this
flight also, so you can see there’s absolutely nothing to be concerned about.’

Any sane person would, of course, go back into the terminal, report the gibbering idiot and
Growthmania Airlines to the FAA, and make reservations on another carrier. You never have to
fly on an airliner. But unfortunately all of us are passengers on a very large spacecraft—one on
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tracts of land held in common that anyone could use to graze their animals or collect harvest.
Now, as long as the land is underused, there’s no problem. But once the carrying capacity of the
land has been reached, an interesting dilemma emerges—an innate regulatory problem that has no
solution within the commons system. In its pure abstract form, it is better known as the Prisoner’s
Dilemma.*® Say a given tract of land held in common can support a maximum of one hundred
cows. Say further that one of those that use the common wants to add another cow. How might
she reason? It is to the benefit of any one person to add an extra cow or two to her own herd,
knowing that her wealth will increase by one cow while the costs (land degradation,
malnourished cows, and so forth.) will be born by all.

The Double C-Double P Game also relies on the commons to work. It outlines a strategy
that pervades Western institutions, a strategy that results in a breakdown of the good of order as
ever more turbulent and uncertain operating environment are generated. For example, in North
America, forests are considered as public land held in common by a government who then offers
leasing rights to loggers at rates so low as to be ludicrous. Profits go to the loggers and lumber
processors, private companies for the most part, while the costs of deforestation are born by all.

The same holds true for air pollution and its companion, global warming, where companies

which we have no option but to fly. And, frighteningly, it is swarming with rivet poppers behaving
in ways analogous to that just described. . . .

Rivet-popping on Spaceship Earth consists of aiding and abetting the extermination of species
and populations of nonhuman organisms. . . .

The form of the catastrophe is, unfortunately, difficult to predict. Perhaps the most likely event
will be an end of civilization in T. S. Eliot’s whimper. As nature is progressively impoverished, its
ability to provide a moderate climate, cleanse air and water, recycle wastes, protect crops from
pests, replenish soils, and so on will be increasingly degraded. The human population will be
growing as the capacity of Earth to support people is shrinking. Rising death rates and a falling
quality of life will lead to a crumbling of post-industrial civilization. The end may come so
gradually that the hour of its arrival may not be recognizable, but the familiar world of today will
disappear within the life span of many people now alive.

Paul and Anne Ehrlich, Extinction: The Causes and Consequences of the Disappearance of Species
(New York, N. Y.: Random House, 1981), xi-xii. Ehrlich’s italics.

*® The “Prisoner's Dilemma”, a classic in two-person game theory, goes as follows: The police present
two suspects with the following alternatives: if either confesses while the other does not, he will receive
two years in prison while the other will receive twelve; if neither confesses, each will receive four years in
prison; if both confess, each will receive ten years in prison. This problem was devised in 1950 by Albert
W. Tucker, Department of Mathematics, Princeton University. Robert Nozick, Philosophical Explanations
(Cambridge MA, Harvard University Press. 1981), 452.
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acquire personal profits by manufacturing or processing industries that rely upon a free dump for
their by-products: the atmosphere. Then there’s the interesting legality of limiting or exempting
nuclear power producers from paying full reparation if something should go wrong; if not for this
exemption, insurance companies would never cover them.

The Tragedy of the Commons is with us still, in treating the atmosphere as a common dump
and the ocean as a common protean resource. It is in each country’s benefit to continue to fish as
hard and as long as possible, for the costs of doing so are collective while the gains are private.
Collapsing fisheries around the world are the natural consequences of this course of action.”’

After all:

Was there ever a poacher who was overwhelmed by a feeling of guilt when he was caught? It is
doubtful. Shame, perhaps, but not guilt. The mind of the poacher lives in a past in which the
abundance of resources justified the Marxist rule “to each according to his needs”. . . .

Does the manager of a factory feel guilty when he is charged with vastly overloading a community
sewage system for which his organization is not paying appropriately high taxes? Probably not. He
will likely offer the justification that his business is “creating employment” and “stimulating
community development.” He will see nothing inconsistent in his overdrafts on the commons of the
community sewage system while he praises free enterprise and condemns the welfare state.>

History will no doubt condemn us when, fifty or one hundred years down the line, our

grandchildren and great grandchildren will ask, “How could they have allowed (this) to

* This mismanagement of the commons places a heavy burden on existing regulatory systems, given
the stress that can now be observed in climatic change, species mutations and general deformities, genetic
drift, dropping fertility rates, resource depletion if not outright elimination, population stress, and so on and
so forth. Hence Sir Geoffrey’s trap: human communities can no longer keep pace with rates of change that
require regulations that can only be made real through changes in a society’s appreciative system. Thus,
one might expect the EU would learn from the collapse of the cod fisheries off Canada’s Atlantic coast and
close down the fisheries for a few years to allow recovery of fish stocks; but this is actively opposed by the
fishing industry itself, with a far different appreciation of the reality of the situation. Or the problems due to
radioactive fallout from Chernobyl, spread through deserted Russian cities that will remain uninhabitable
for centuries, before moving through Europe and around the world to generate a “slight” statistic increase
in the rates of certain types of cancer.

One strategy is to covert the commons into “private” property, as when individuals or groups are
invited to buy an acre of rain forest in order to preserve it. Another is the emergence of world-wide
regulatory systems such as the EU, or the growing trend toward standards for proper governance as
dictators are found not only to destroy their own country but those countries around them, or the Nuclear
Regulatory Agency that attempts to control the spread of nuclear weapons. But it is difficult to see exactly
how much support such agencies will be given, given the substantial interests involved. Nuclear
proliferation continues, because it is in the interests of “rogue” nations such as North Korea, Iran, or at one
time Pakistan to pursue their procurement—if only as a matter of national pride.

> Hardin, Filters (1985), 104.
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happen?”®' When we come face to face with the Divine Mystery, knowing for the first time the
reality of our lives—how then will we answer? Perhaps even more important, who then will we
be?** In any case, there is a failure in our ability to imagine other possibilities or probabilities,

either deliberately through the use of word magic™ or inadvertently through a subconscious

! There are at least two major assumptions: 1) that future generations will have access to at least
comparable intellectual capital, and 2) that the human race will still exist.

The first assumption is challenged by a succession of dark ages in human history, where societies and
civilizations—unable to cope with either internal or external ‘jolts’—lose a collective memory on how
things are done. In our own Western civilization, the collapse of the Roman Empire saw a reversion from
civil society to institutions based on human intersubjectivity and a subsequent regression to a feudal state of
affairs. North American Indians saw their own cultures devastated by the arrival of Western Europeans, as
did the very cradle of civilization—the Fertile Crescent of several millennia ago now destroyed by
centuries of overgrazing goats and inadequate drainage. The suggestion that our own civilization is at risk
is found in Jane Jacobs, Dark Age Ahead (New York, N.Y.: Random House, 2004).

The second is conditional, dependent upon our collective ability to face threats to our very survival as
a species. In their opening remarks to the importance of ‘natural’ capital, Hawken, Lovins, and Lovins
write:

The climate debate is a public issue in which the assets at risk are not specific resources, like
oil, fish, or timber, but a life-supporting system. One of nature’s most critical cycles is the
continual exchange of carbon dioxide and oxygen among plants and animals. This “recycling
service” is provided by nature free of charge. But today carbon dioxide is building up in the
atmosphere, due in part to combustion of fossil fuels. In effect, the capacity of the natural system
to recycle carbon dioxide has been exceeded, just as overfishing can exceed the capacity of a
fishery to replenish stocks. But what is especially important to realize is that there is no known
alternative to nature’s carbon cycle service.

Besides climate, the changes in the biosphere are widespread. In the past half century, the
world has lost a fourth of its topsoil and a third of its forest cover. At present rates of destruction,
we will lose 70 percent of the world’s coral reefs in our lifetime, host to 25 percent of marine life.
In the past three decades, one-third of the planet’s resources, its “natural wealth,” has been
consumed. We are losing freshwater ecosystems at the rate of 6 percent a year, marine ecosystems
by 4 percent a year. There is no longer any serious scientific dispute that the decline in every
living system in the world in reaching such levels that an increasing number of them are starting to
lose, often at a pace accelerated by the interactions of their decline, their assured ability to sustain
the continuity of the life process. We have reached an extraordinary threshold.

Paul Hawken, Amory Lovins, and L. Hunter Lovins, Natural Capitalism: Creating the Next Industrial
Revolution (New York, N.Y.: Little, Brown and Co., 2000), 4. Failure to understand and heed the empirical
sciences on the part of powerful vested interests is, of course, one of the symptoms of decline noted by
Jacobs.

*2 In facing the Divine Mystery, it is never a matter of what we think per se, but who we are. If we
have become the sort of person who prefers the good even over our own well-being, even while
acknowledging the depths of our own evil, then we will open ourselves to the “judgment” that comes from
truly knowing the good. If we have been selfish, miserly, cruel—or even a good person just trying to get
by—we will know ourselves for what we truly are and instantly reject this knowledge, instantly rejecting
the good, for we have never depended on God to get us through the night, never acknowledge that we may
have been in the wrong, are unable to accept that our judgment may have been less than perfect, that we
may be less than gods, neither master of our fate or destiny.

>3 “The official function of language is to facilitate thought and communication. One of its unofficial
functions, just as real, is to prevent thought and communication.” Hardin, Ethics, (1972), 66. Hardin’s
italics.
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reasoning that—if allowed to reach consciousness—would dramatically change the situation. So

it is that the late David Low’s Colonel Blimp exclaims: “Gad, sir, reforms are all right as long as

'73

they don’t change anything
But first, a cautionary note: there’s a hidden assumption in all this that Kary Mullis, winner
of the Nobel Prize in chemistry for inventing the polymerase chain reaction in biochemistry,

graphically points out.

What happened in the 1980°s? We have brought something down on ourselves as expensive,
although not quite as brutal, as a world war. Did everybody forget that we were just big ants? Did
somebody convince us that just because most of our religions had lost their appeal, we ourselves were
suddenly gods? That we were now the masters of the planet and the guardians of the status quo? That
the precise climatic conditions that happen to exist on the Earth today in the Holy Twentieth Century,
the Climatic Century of 001, the first year of human domination of all of Earth, should be here
forever, in secula seculorum? All the good species are here now. None shall perish and no new ones
are welcome. Biology is no longer allowed: the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change are now in charge. Evolution is over.

I recall a cartoon. A caveman is raging in front of his cave glaring up at a flash of lightning and
pointing an accusing finger toward his mate and the fire burning in the mouth of the cave, “It didn’t
used to do that before you started making those things.”

The future of the Earth has got nothing to do with the creatures that live clustered along the shores
of its gr&saft bodies of water. We are just here for the ride. And the ride is not smooth. It never has been
smooth.

An excellent reminder, should we get too full of ourselves. And so too, is the holocaust.

The Holocaust

It appears that a black hole has opened in history that to date has swallowed numerous
attempts to bring intelligibility to an underlying horror. Religious and humanist imagination both
fail to come to grips with its reality. The credibility of both religion and humanism is cast into
doubt, especially the organized realities of Christianity and Liberal Economics. All post-

holocaust social and political thought, if not prematurely truncated, eventually enters its gravity

> Kary Mullis, Dancing Naked in the Mind Field (New York, N.Y.: Vintage Books, 1998), 204 205.
Mullis’ italics. This is of course blasphemy in the minds of those who belief the earth was created for
humankind. The first great science-inspired religious upset started with Copernicus, who by insisting that
the earth revolved around the sun and not vice versa removed humanity from the center of the universe.
The second great upset concerns an understanding of evolutionary development on our planet, which
subjects human-kind to the same ecological processes as any other species—including the inevitability of
our own extinction as a species. Individuals die; species die; and a higher level species may yet emerge to
supplant our own as our own has supplanted many other species.
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well as a great unknown that shakes humanistic idealism and religious faith to its core, a glimpse

of an abyss disturbing our very foundations of who we are.

The destruction of European Jewry in 1933-45 did not take place as the result of the deeds of one
man acting by himself. No person is omnipotent in this direct sense. Rather, power, including the
power to destroy individuals, comes about through the control of social organizations in which
numerous individuals participate. Among these organisations are the political party, the administrative
bureaucracy, and the police and military branches of government. What binds each of these units into
a monolithic force capable of carrying out the directives issued from the top is the reliable obedience
of the participants. Obedience links individual men to systems of authority, cements individual action
to political purpose.

And it is to the phenomenon of obedience that several commentators have directed attention in
seeking to explain the Nazi holocaust. . . .

The Nazi extermination of European Jews is the most extreme instance of abhorrent immoral acts
carried out by thousands of people in the name of obedience.*

While the depravity of human beings may not surprise historians or students of social
behaviour, the reality of the Shoah®® runs totally against any notion of an open society composed
of mature, authentic human beings.”” “We have met the enemy and he is us” (Pogo).

It is unfortunately essential to differentiate between different types of evil, just as we differentiate
between types of good. If we do that, we can see a continuum from mass brutalisation through
Genocide to Holocaust. Mass brutalisation began, in our century, with World War I and the massive
murder of soldiers (by gas, for instance) that took place then. This appears to have prepared the world
for the shedding of all restraints imposed by the relatively thin veneers of civilization. The next step is
Genocide, and Holocaust is then defined as the extreme case, the farthest point of the continuum. It
then becomes not only the name by which the planned murder of the Jewish people is known, but a
generic name for an ideologically motivated planned total murder of a whole people. Holocaust-
related events would then include the Armenian massacres.”®

Massacres are nothing new in history. One has only to think of Rwanda in recent years, or
the Killing Fields of Cambodia, or the Armenian genocide, or even the treatment of the Indians of

North America to know that tribal warfare, resource conflicts, and group biases have all played

>% Stanley Milgram, “Obedience to Criminal Orders: The Compulsion to Do Evil,” in Thomas Blass,
Contemporary Social Psychology: Representative Readings (Itasca, lllinois: F.E. Peacock, 1976), 175 184:
175 6. For another well-known study of social roles and authority see Philip G. Zimbardo, “Pathology of
Imprisonment,” Blass, Social Psychology (1976), 295 301. In both cases, research in this area had been the
result of a need to understand the Nazi “success” in exterminating nearly six million Jews for purely
ideological reasons; “authority” had become problematic.

*% The term “holocaust” stems from the Hebrew word “olah” meaning burnt offering. The Greeks
translated this word from the Hebrew bible as “holokauston”, an “offering consumed by fire.” Although the
term Holocaust has entered common usage, it is still a vile image to apply to the fiery fumaces of the death
camps. Jewish scholars now prefer the term “Shoah”, a Hebrew word meaning “desolation.”

%7 For an analysis of the intellectual roots of totalitarian societies, see Karl R. Popper, The Open
Society and its Enemies, Vol. 1, Plato, Vol. 2, Hegel and Marx, 5th ed., revised (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1966).

%8 Yehuda Bauer, A History of the Holocaust (Danbury, CT: Franklin Watts, 1982), 332.
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their roles in recorded history. But the Shoah has remained at centre stage for over sixty years.
Bauer believes that the answer to the Shoah’s persistence in human imagination lies in its
historical uniqueness:

1. People were slain because they were descendents of three or four grand-parents of Jewish heritage;

being born was their deadly crime.

2. Anyone of Jewish descent—as long as Nazi Germany could reach them—was targeted for murder.
Genocide wasn’t restricted to a particular nation or area of the world; it was to be a total
eradication.

3. Although the totalitarian structure provided the means for eradicating all Jews, the reason was
purely ideological, Hitler’s “final solution” being the result of a disastrous outgrowth of close to
two thousand years of Christian anti-Semitism.

4. The new highs or lows to which Nazis refined the notion of concentration camps, where elaborate
and deadly levels of dehumanization were exercised through forms of control based on a firm
knowledge of people’s psychological needs.>

It is this very lack of a precedent for the Shoah that is beginning to be understood all over the
world; a very special case of genocide took place here—one that was total, global and purely
ideological. Having occurred once, there is no reason to suppose it might not happen again, not

exactly with the same players but certainly taking the same form.*

*® Yehuda Bauer, Rethinking the Holocaust (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2001).

5 Who then will emerge to play the Nazi and who the Jews? In this context, it will be interesting to
observe the “development” of the kind of extreme Islamic response to Western societies of the type
represented by such super-angry and super-empowered individuals as Osama Bin Laden. Are we watching
the early stages of an Islamic fundamentalist, ideologically driven resentment focused on the United States
as the Great Evil, while trying on for size the Nazi mantle? And this is not limited to al-Qu’ida; the
uncritical Arabic acceptance of that slanderous Russian forgery, The Protocols of Zion, does not bode well.

It is in this context that the possibility of a Nuclear Winter comes close to being reality. Ever since Fat
Boy landed on Hiroshima in 1945, a war-weary Western world has had to face the possibility that there
would be no winners in war; instead, war might well lead to the extinction of all. It was only the mutual
respect for human life that kept both Russia and the United States within the MAD (Mutually Assured
Destruction) doctrine even during such hair-raising times as the Cuba Missile Crisis. The problem is not
that nuclear weapons have altered the course of war; they have. The problem lies in aggressive war
posturing and the ultimate commitment to war that is inherent in the current practice human species, a
problem made far worse when one of the protagonists believes they have nothing to loose and place no
value on human lives. The presence of nuclear weapons only raises the stakes; they do not change the
underlying human reality of idolatry. The Holocaust is only one—an extreme case—of the symptoms of
this underlying pathology in human behaviour.

The roots of this pathology may run very deep indeed. One interesting theory is that the evolutionary
development of Homo sapiens was not only very rapid, in evolutionary terms, but also incomplete: the
addition of the neo-cortex to already existing reptilian and primate brains took place without a
corresponding over-ride control on the part of the higher brain functions. The result is that we, as a species,
tend to be led by emotional priorities that have their roots not only in the need for food, warmth, and safety
(the domain of the reptilian brain) but the complex primate social patterns of grooming, status positioning,
alpha male and female dominance, mating rituals, among others (the primate brain}—namely those
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The credibility of Christianity has been questioned by Franklin H. Littell and A. Roy Eckardt:
How can the murder of the Messiah’s people in the midst of Christendom by baptized apostates be
justified? The martyrs of the Church Struggle against Nazism and the Righteous among the nations
are but a footnote to the Holocaust, which to some Christian theologians is a main theological crisis of
the present generation. On the Catholic side, John Pawlikowski, Rosemary Ruether, and others
grapple with the responsibility of Christianity for the Holocaust.

Littell, Eckardt, Pawlikowski, and [ have suggested that an ‘early warning system’ be organized to
detect in Western democracy the signs of totalitarianism, intolerance, and prejudice that breed
genocide. The Holocaust would then become a tremendous waming signal to be addressed when
trying to avoid becoming either perpetrator or victim.*'

(This unlikely collaboration reveals one of the lesser known results of the Shoah, the

creation of a point of intersection between Christian and Jewish history that over time may well

revamp our understanding of Western history.)

Part of the problem that led to the Shoah lay in the fact that religion had been discredited.

The crisis in valuation, the lack of imagination in the face of a confusing and turbulent reality, the

misplaced trust in the Double C—Double P Game, all combined with religions that could no

longer rely on obedience and tradition—given a public breakdown in trust and a general

hermeneutics of suspicion—to leave us vulnerable to various forms of idolatry with which

religions are very familiar. It is a question that, for Toynbee, plagues us today:

Had the fanatically positive Judaic religions been discredited beyond repair by the incriminating
record of intolerance that had given the lie to their professions? Was there any virtue in the religious
toleration into which a disillusioned Western world had subsided toward the close of the seventeenth
century of the Christian Era? How long would Western souls find it bearable to go on living without
religion? And, now that the discomfort of a spiritual vacuum had tempted them to open the door to
such devils as nationalism and fascism and communism, how long was their latter-day belief in
toleration likely to stand the test? Toleration had been easy in a lukewarm age in which the varieties
of Western Christianity had lost their hold on Western hearts and minds, while these had not yet
found alternative objects for their frustrated devotion. Now that they had gone a whoring after other
gods, would eighteenth-century toleration hold its own against a twentieth-century fanaticism?*

By implication, Toynbee lays bare the primary difficulty in the crisis of valuation: it is not

just a matter of arriving at a new consensus; it is a question of arriving at a new consensus under

God that will allow for the formation of a new consensus on grounds not of man’s own making.

complex intellectual demands that may have driven the development of a large brain. See Arthur Koestler,
Janus: A Summing Up (London: Pan, 1978), 5 20.

1 Bauer, History (1982), 333-43.
52 Arnold Toynbee, 4 Study of History: Abridgment of Volumes VII-X, by D. C. Somervell (New

York, N.Y.: Oxford, 1957), 314-15.
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As usual, the devil lies in the details—one of which is that freedom makes moral and intellectual
demands that closed societies do not.

Finally, lest we should be tempted toward a totalitarian government that “makes the trains
run on time”, we should remind ourselves:

What did the Nazis leave behind? Where are their literary, their artistic, their philosophical, their
architectural achievements? The Nazi Reich dissolved into nothingness. It left only one memorial: the
ruins of the concentration camps and, crowning it, the only great achievement of Nazism-—Auschwitz
and the mass murder.®’

What better symbol of utter decline could there be than one of the Nazi camps? Their presence
can haunt the soul, leaving unease that if it could happen to them then it could happen to me.
There are lessons there that need to be learned not as an academic work but out to need to
understand how such a collapse into barbaric behaviour could have occurred. Or perhaps the
question that remains unanswered ts, How could other countries, other nations, not only let the
Nazis rise to power but take over country after country without opposition? After all, there was

no lack of warning of Hitler’s intentions.

A Growing Need for Transdisciplinary Studies

Thomas L. Friedman, an Oxford educated twice Pulitzer Prize-winning foreign affairs
columnist for The New York Times, provides a personal introduction to a growing
transdisciplinary approach to understanding current affairs.

Being the foreign affairs columnist for The New York Times is actually the best job in the world. . . . 1
get to be a tourist with an attitude. I get to go anywhere, anytime, and have attitudes about what I see
and hear. But the question for me as I embarked on this odyssey was: Which Attitudes? What would
be the lens, the perspective, the organizing system — the superstory — through which [ would look at
the wc;gld, make sense of events, prioritize them, opine upon them and help readers understand

them?

% Bauer, History (1982), 267. 1t is interesting to note that this particular passage was delivered on
January 27, 1998, the German Holocaust Memorial Day, in a speech to the Bundestag—the German House
of Representatives—a few years before the 9/11 terrorist attack on the Twin Towers. Al-Qu’ida left behind
little more than the Nazis—a smoking hole in the ground—from an ideology that rejected not only Western
culture but the ignominy of globalization “forced” upon a proud culture by the Americans.

® Thomas L. Friedman, The Lexus and the Olive Tree, updated and expanded (New York: Anchor,
2000), 5. What is especially interesting about his analysis of current fundamental institutional changes on a
global level is that it applies equally well to Christian believers. In many ways, the “Olive Tree” of
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His answer is worth quoting in full, for it illustrates not only the degree to which the world
has changed over the last two centuries, but the emerging need for transdisciplinary studies in
order to orient ourselves during times of fundamental institutional change. It is clear to Friedman

that traditional disciplines and cultures are no longer up to this task.

I learned you need to do two things at once — look at the world through a multilens perspective and, at
the same time, convey that complexity to readers through simple stories, not grand theories. I use two
techniques: I ‘do information arbitrage’ in order to understand the world, and I ‘tell stories’ in order to
explain it.

What is information arbitrage? Arbitrage is a market term. Technically speaking, it refers to the
simultaneous buying and selling of the same securities, commodities or foreign exchange in different
markets to profit from unequal prices and unequal information. The successful arbitrageur is a trader
who knows that pork bellies are selling for $1 per pound in Chicago and for $1.50 in New York and
so he buys them in Chicago and sells them in New York. One can do arbitrage in markets. One can do
it in literature. It was said of the great Spanish writer José Ortega y Gasset that he ‘bought information
cheap in London and sold in expensive in Spain.” That is, he frequented all the great salons of
London and then translated the insights he gained there into Spanish for Spanish readers back home.
But whether you are selling pork bellies or insights, the key to being a successful arbitrageur is having
a wide net of informants and information and then knowing how to synthesize it in a way that will
produce a profit. . . .

Today, more than ever, the traditional boundaries between politics, culture, technology, finance,
national security and ecology are disappearing. You often cannot explain one without referring to the
others, and you cannot explain the whole without reference to them all. Therefore, to be an effective
foreign affairs analyst or reporter, you have to learn how to arbitrage information from these disparate
perspectives and then weave it all together to produce a picture of the world that you would never
have if you looked at it from only one perspective. That is the essence of information arbitrage. In a
world where we are all so much more interconnected, the ability to read the connections, and to
connect the dots, is the real value added provided by a journalist. If you don’t see the connections, you
won’t see the world.*’

Christianity, while useful in the formation of responsible characters, has yet to face the reality of the
“golden straight jacket,” preferring to remain as a traditional cult or sect upon the world scene rather than
face the value demands of an increasing liberty-orientated institutional scheme. Poverty may be a Christian
value, but certainly not the levels of poverty that condemn an entire people to a dehumanizing and
subsistence existence. I suspect that if Christians were to take their faith as seriously as a stock-broker takes
his exchange, they would have to join in the collective drive toward authenticity and transcendent values
that are part and parcel of any institution based on rational, rather that traditional, authority—after all bias
quickly shows itself when faced with reality. Practical, common sense, down-to-earth people save to be
open to experience, intelligent in understanding, reasonable in judging, and responsible in deciding if they
are to flourish in such an institutional reality and so avoid becoming road-kill.

% Ibid., 19-20. Thomas Friedman’s problem, however, is that his job restricts him to current
participants and commentators, so he misses the deeper form of analysis of social and political realities that
belong to well established social science traditions of thought and experience. In other words, his very
note-worthy success as a journalist is also his failure as a diagnostician. Furthermore, his use of the phrase
“golden straight-jacket” to symbolize contemporary urban and industrial schemes for generating wealth—
far more wealth than any agricultural society could even generate—suggests a predilection for olive trees
rather than Lexus. Once the transition has been made (and it is not an easy one, for it took Europe over
three hundred years to make), middle class life offered an alternative from being dominated by a small
wealthy elite while the remaining populace spent most of their lives in poverty. Agricultural societies have
very limited excess wealth and what there is becomes concentrated in the hands of 1-2% of society who can
afford to plan for the future; education is usually restricted to rote learning that doesn’t threaten the status
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Friedman worked out his approach as a foreign affairs analyst. But the same need for a
comprehensive understanding is felt in other areas of human endeavour. Take for example the far
too often destructive practices of going for the immediate without taking into consideration other
factors, a practice whose consequences quickly show up in unexpected and unwanted
environmental changes. Decisions are often control driven and rather technically narrow, as in the
case of the Russian financed 1969 development of the High Aswan Dam with its Lake Nasser
head pond on the Nile where important environmental issues such as the rise of parasitic diseases
due to year-round irrigation, the increased flow of silt-clear water that undermined bridges, rapid
silt build-up in the head pond, excessive evaporation reaching as high as 40% of total capacity—
and, in the Nile itself, the lack of silt being deposited to maintain an eroding delta—were all set
aside as externalities and side-effects in favour of the undeniable benefits of power generation,

irrigation, water supply and river control.®®

quo; life-long learning and the continual training and retraining of urban citizens is not possible when the
resources are not there.

In a sense, it is not a matter of a conflict between traditional and liberal cultures but a conflict between
an emerging urban centered economic wealth generators that supersede the practices of resource limited
agricultural schemes in the same way that hunter/gatherer societies were once superseded by the first great
agricultural states of the Fertile Crescent. For a basic understanding of the underlying dynamics, see Jane
Jacobs, Dark Age Ahead (New York, N.Y.: Random House, 2004).

% Norman Smith, 4 History of Dams (Secaucus, New Jersey: Citadel Press, 1972), 241 2. For a
devastating critique of the Newtonian narrow-mindedness underlying the construction of the High Aswan,
see Garrett Hardin, Exploring New Ethics for Survival: The Voyage of the Spaceship Beagle (Baltimore,
Maryland: Penguin, 1972), 40-41.

It is also a sobering thought to remember that we are in the midst of the sixth massive species
extinction in earth history—an event largely of our own making—and even if the rate of global population
growth may be slowing down, populations are still increasing the current global population of over six and
a half billion human beings with a current doubling time of thirty to forty years. (Exponential growth
cannot be measured in absolute terms, only in terms of the number of years it takes to double an existing
population; even a dramatic decrease in doubling time does not solve the problem of exponential growth,
between the world’s population doubling within a single generation or simply taking two generations.)

In an interesting slight of hand that suggests a certain lack of imagination—or an unwillingness to
make public what is already well known to the UN: a recent report on global population growth by the
population division of the UN Department of Economic of Social Affairs offers a medium-case scenario of
arise from the current level of 6.3 billion to around 9 billion in the year 2300. As the BBC reporter noted:
“One startling projection based on present fertility levels is for 134 trillion inhabitants [by 2300]—although
the UN concedes this is an impossible outcome. . . . The 134 trillion figure is used merely as a
demonstration that present fertility levels are unsustainable.” BBC, “UN warns of population surge”, BBC
News report, 2003/12/09 05:36:04, http://news.bbe.co.uk/go/pr/fi/s/2/hi/science/nature/3302497 .stm.

58



Any student of current affairs knows that she faces a bewildering wall of often strident
voices, each speaking their own language, each seeking to be heard, each engaged in propaganda,
each grounded in their own foundations and their own understanding of understanding. Even if
the same words are being used, one cannot assume that the meaning is the same. But this is only
the start of the problem. More than ever it is difficult to identify those bits of significant
information that lead to accurate and reliable assessments of what is true or real. For example,
trying to sort out the present complexities of the Middle East is a lost cause if all that one has to
depend upon are reports by the media. Yet people support Hezbollah and Hamas “charities” and
the EU provides billions of dollars in PA funding without adequate financial controls so that
YasirArafat could siphon off billions to finance his complete elimination of Israel, actions that
only serve to maintain, rather than resolve, Middle Eastern conflicts.®’

But there is more to the need for transdisciplinary studies. As Hardin so often stresses, the
one great thing that ecologists know is this: “We can never do merely one thing.”®® This is the

notion of system, of a network or a web that exists not only in the three dimensions of space but

The second interesting thing about these population extrapolations, explicitly made for economic
forecasting, is that they ignore the possibility of a massive population collapse. As any first year student of
species population dynamics knows, exponential population growth follows a characteristic “S™ shaped
pattern that starts with slow increases, enters a take-off phase of rapid growth with ever shorter doubling
periods, which then can assume different end curves as resources and other constraints on population size
come into play. There are two basic ways in which population growth ends: a gradual tapering off of the
“S” curve so that the rate of increase slows down to zero and all further growth in population size ceases at
significantly higher levels, or an overshoot of the resource base with a subsequent die off—a population
collapse—until the population size is again in balance with its now sharply reduced resource base. The
difficulty in the later scenario is the population may have so overshot and devastated its resource base
during its peak period that the collapse takes an apocalyptic form where the population is reduced to a mere
fraction of its former size. The UN people are clearly placing all their bets on the first option.

%7 There are several highly illuminating books available to anyone who wishes to go beyond the
media. For media bias, see Elliot M. Kramer, Complicity: Terrorism in the News (Self-published, to be re-
released by Lafayette, Louisiana: Alpha, 2004). For conflicting claims over Palestine, see Joan Peters,
From Time Immemorial: The Origins of the Arab-Jewish Conflict over Palestine (U.S.A.: J. Kap, 1984);
her study is especially interesting since she started from a strong pro-Palestinian position only to change
her mind more than two years later when she found that historical data did not support Palestinian claims.
For broader insights into Islamic relations with others, especially over an apparent European complicity
with Islamic “militants”, see Bat Ye’or, Islam and Dhimmitude: Where Civilizations Collide, translated
from the French by Miriam Kochan and David Littman (Madison, UK: Fairleigh Dickinson University
Press, 2002). For insights into Arafat’s intentions concerning the elimination of the state of Israel, see Barry
Rubin and Judith Colp Rubin, Yasir Arafat: A Political Biography (New York, N.Y.: Oxford University
Press, 2003).

8 Hardin, Ethics (1972), 39. Hardin’s italics.
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the fourth dimension of time. Such webs or networks are very complex and to intervene at any
point for whatever reason is to disturb the whole in ways that may be very unpredictable and even
disastrous. A Newtonian mentality may seek to change the weather for the betterment of
humankind without taking into account the consequences of doing so—for rain that falls in one
area is water that normally would have fallen elsewhere.” Counter-intuitive solutions may be
required, as in the case of a person running a high fever: the correct action is to increase the fever
so that the healing processes can be enhanced (of course, if the temperature is foo high, then the
person needs to be packed in ice to lower the temperature as quickly as possible before brain
damage can occur).

Another common distortion is to rely on vision, specifically photos taken by cameras. Such
photos only hide the far more complex reality behind surface appearance. This became obvious
when photos of city slums in the United States that led to the good-will endeavour of destroying
stums in order to construct new housing only to destroy the true communities that lay behind the
pictures. With this destruction of long-standing communities came an increase in crifné; to the
point where the new housing projects often had to be razed to the ground.

The Newtonian response to almost any social evil is to buy hardware in the hope that the problem will
somehow be solved by the mere magnitude of the expenditure. It seldom is. The Darwinian response
is to think before acting—i.e., to study and to analyze, on the assumption that we are dealing with a
compl7%:x web of causes and effects, and that intuitive responses will probably do more harm than
good.

% This brings up the interesting issue of “side-effects” as a potent form of word magic. “The Zambezi
River in Africa was dammed, with World Bank financing, to create the 1700-square-mile Lake Kariba. The
effect desired: electricity. The ‘side-effects’ produced: (1) destructive flooding of rich alluvial agricultural
land above the dam; (2) uprooting of long-settled farmers from this land to be resettled on poorer hilly land
that required farming practices with which they were not familiar; (3) impoverishment of these farmers and
{4) the migration of many of them to city slums; (5) social disorder of uprooted, impoverished people; (6)
creation of a new biotic zone along the lake shore that favoured the multiplication of tsetse flies; (7)
trypanosomiasis (sleeping sickness) among humans; and (8) over-all diminution of protein supply of the
region.” Hardin, Ethics (1972), 68. Hardin’s italics.

“Definition: ‘Side-effect’: any effect we don’t want, and the existence of which we will deny as long
as we can.” Ibid., 68. Hardin’s italics.

® Hardin, Ethics (1972), 55. Hardin’s italics. The Darwinian worldview has now been superseded by
Lonergan’s worldview of Emergent Probability, as the Darwinian approach has its own deficiencies. See
Insight, 132-34.
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The type of thinking that is involved must of necessity be transdisciplinary in nature, for it is
only through the contributions of different disciplines to the analysis of the time-and-space-
specific features of complex webs and systems that it is possible to arrive at an intelligent
understanding of the complexities and interactions of the various interlocked and conditioned
schemes of recurrence. Thus, Thomas Friedman uses a transdisciplinary approach of information
arbitrage to understanding the essential recurring schemes in international relations. The same
need also applies to the application of theological to time-and-space-specific situations, especially
if these situations are characterized by the foundational discords arising from the breakdown in
the process of valuation: without a transdisciplinary understanding of the web—of the muititude
of recurring often conditioned schemes—policies and plans based solely on religious interiority

are bound to have undesirable “side-effects.”

Living In the Midst of Noise, Turbulence, and Uncertainty

The same conditions that generate a need for transdisciplinary thinking also create a need to
handle uncertainty, unpredictable events and mass confusion. An excellent example of confusion
in a turbulent environment was the December 7, 1941 “surprise” attack on Pearl Harbour. Why,
when there were so many clues about the outbreak of war, did the attack come as a complete
shock, a complete surprise? “It is much easier,” writes Roberta Wohlsetter, “after the event:

... to sort the relevant from the irrelevant signals. After the event . . . a signal is always crystal clear;
we can now see what disaster it was signalling, since the disaster has occurred. But before the event it
is obscure and pregnant with conflicting meanings. It comes to the observer embedded in an
atmosphere of “noise,” i.e., in the company of all sorts of information that is useless and irrelevant for
predicting the particular disaster. . . .

In short, we failed to anticipate Pear] Harbor not for want of the relevant materials, but because of
a plethora of irrelevant ones. Much of the appearance of wanton neglect that emerged in various
investigations of the disaster resulted from the unconscious suppression of vast congeries of signs
pointing in every direction except Pearl harbour. It was difficult later to recall these signs since they
had led nowhere. Signals that are characterized today as absolutely unequivocal warnings of surprise
air attack on Pearl harbour become, on analysis in the context of December, 1941, not merely
ambiguous but occasionally inconsistent with such an attack.”

' Roberta Wohlstetter, Pearl Harbor: Warning and Decision (Stanford, California: Stanford
University Press, 1962), 387—-88. Wohlsetter’s italics.
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But this is only the start.

There is a difference . . . between having a signal available somewhere in the heap of irrelevancies,
and perceiving it as a warning; and there is also a difference between perceiving it as a warning, and
acting or getting action on. These distinctions, simple as they are, illuminate the obscurity shrouding
this moment in history.”

Or many other moments in history, one suspects. There is little doubt that the world we
currently live in is full of sudden twists and turns that often arrive without notice. The ripples
arising from al-Qu’ida’s successful attack on the Twin Towers, their partial success of ploughing
an airliner into the Pentagon, and their failure to utilize a fourth high-jacked plan as a weapon are
still working themselves out in history, with border problems between Canada and the United
States, a schism with “Old” Europe, the elimination of the Taliban in Afghanistan, the decision to
remove Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq, leaving China-Japan-Taiwan to deal with North
Korea, planning to withdraw troops stationed in Germany, tightening homeland security, and so
on. Then there are upsets due to climatic change combined with land degradation: a heat wave in
Paris that kills thousands, floods in Europe as rivers overflow their banks, the possibility of a
North-West Passage for world shipping as the Artic ice sheet melts, routine flooding of low-lying
Bangladesh as sea levels gradually rise, and the a;pearance of ungovernable states such as
Somalia. There are the unforeseen “side-effects” of populations whose members are unwilling or
unable to regulate their own population levels, “side-effects” such as the extinction of countless
thousands of species. Then there is mono-cropping such as huge beef herds that are susceptible to
single disease invasions, the quite predictable resurgence of drug-resistant diseases such as
tuberculosis. There is a growing global economic system where traditional economic schemes—
the welfare state, the full-employment for life state, the older hand-craft and manual agricultural

schemes—come up against the juggernaut of the “golden straight-jacket.” ™

” Tbid., 389.

7 At the time of writing, the latest such shock is the growing realization that Iran is according to a few
sources only months away from the point of no return in the development of nuclear weapons and ballistic
missiles to deliver them anywhere within a 3,000 mile radius. To all extents and purposes, the dream of
nuclear non-proliferation, already interrupted by Israel, Pakistan and India, is about to be shattered. Given
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The point is that changes sparked by the Industrial Revolution in Britain, subsequently
exported to the world at large, have resulted in a far less secure, conflict-free, and threat-free
planet. It is partly the break-down of the good of order in various parts of the world, a lack of
predictability that is now part and parcel of our way of life. The breakdown of the process of
valuation, the limitations of imagination for whatever reasons, the uncertainties exposed by the
Holocaust, the lack of a comprehensive general theory of history with the corresponding lack of a
truly transdisciplinary framework—all combine to create a turbulent and often confusing
environment that truly makes the task of orientation a critical one for our times.

Finally, there is the problem of linguistic inflation, where language itself deteriorates.

Academicians are apt, by force of habit, to regard confused speaking and writing as unfortunate but
not necessarily dangerous. The political zealots of the right and left insist that fervor is what counts
and that commitment—which is usually taken to mean feeling strong emotions—is more important
than making clear what one is committed to. Meanwhile, the ordinary citizen stops his ears and hopes
that the clamor will die away. . ..

The plain fact is that the systematic deterioration of language in times of crisis prevents dialogue
when it is most needed, and thereby contributes to the difficulty of obtaining the kind of concerted
action necessary to cope with the mounting complexities of our day. Language, like currency, to
which it is often compared, appears to be subject to Gresham’s law that debased currency drives out
sound coin. What we are now facing is a progressive linguistic inflation that in the long run may turn
out to be a more serious threat than the monetary inflation we are experiencing today. Orwell’s essay
warns us explicitly against pretentious euphemisms, jargon words, and ‘the inflated style’ that “falls
upon the facts like soft snow, blurring the outlines and covering up all the details.”™

Control over meaning is now one of the fundamental issue of our times, and the first step to
exercising such control is to objectify the tensions and conflicts in one’s own coming to know,

coming to do.

What is to be Done?

Objectifying Subjectivity

The first step in this long drawn out process of self-orientation is not a philosophical,

the intense competition among different Islamic sects, it is unlikely that once Iran has the capability of
launching nuclear weapons that others will not soon follow.

™ Philip H. Rhinelander, Is Man Incomprehensible to Man? (San Francisco: W. H. Freeman, 1974),
35. Rhinelander’s italics. Quotes from George Orwell are from a 1946 essay entitled “Politics and the
English Language” in A Collection of Essays (New York, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1954), 162-77.
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theological, or humanistic search for absolute truth but a series of experiments that bring to light
the processes of conversion and authenticity—first in one’s own life and then by recognizing
these movements in the lives of others. The point to keep in mind is this:

It is only through the movement towards cognitional and moral self-transcendence, in which the
theologian overcomes his own conflicts, that he can hope to discern the ambivalence at work in others
and the measure in which they resolve their problems. Only through such discernment can he hope to
appreciate all that has been intelligent, true, and good in the past even in the lives and the thought of
opponents. Only through such discernment can we come to acknowledge all that was misinformed,
misunderstood, mistaken, evil even in those with who he is allied. Further, however, this action is
reciprocal. Just as it is one’s own self-transcendence that enables one to know others accurately and to
judge them fairly, so inversely it is through knowledge and appreciation of others that we come to
know ourselves and to fill out and refine our apprehension of values. . . .

Such an objectification of subjectivity is in the style of the crucial experiment. While it will not be
automatically efficacious, it will provide the open-minded, the serious, the sincere with the occasion
to ask themselves some basic questions, first, about others but eventually, even about themselves. It
will make conversion a topic and thereby promote it. Results will not be sudden or startling, for
conversion commonly is a slow process of maturation. It is finding out for oneself and in oneself what
it is to be intelligent, to be reasonable, to be responsible, to love. Dialectic contributes to that end by
pointing out ultimate differences, by offering the example of others that differ radically from oneself,
by providing the occasion for a reflection, a self-scrutiny, that can lead to a new understanding of
oneself and one’s destiny.”

While it is relatively easy to expand upon one’s current beliefs, it is a far harder task to lay
bear one’s foundational stance, one’s very self as a person, for it exposes varying degrees of
conversion (and lack thereof) and the quality of one’s decisions when it comes to foundational
choices—all in order to understand the consequences of one’s pre-understanding and pre-
judgments within which we orient ourselves in a meaningful world. Even worse, objectifying
one’s horizon is a reflexive act, which is to say that we can never step outside ourselves in order
to “see” ourselves as another might; our ideas, our concepts of self and society create the reality
that we use to understand ourselves. Even to experience another’s assessment of oneself is to
understand that assessment within the context of our own horizon.

There is only one way to come to understand one’s own horizon and that is through the
process of encountering the lived reality of another whose own horizon is similar to, yet also
differs to some extent from, our own. Contrasts are highlighted, contradictions exposed, a step

forward even though a complete understanding of who we are and what we stand for will forever

> Method, 252-53.
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be beyond our capacity. Thus to objectify subjectivity is to make explicit one’s horizons,
foundational orientation and initial choices through an encounter with another, so that one can
evaluate the current initial conditions in order to adopt a better, more productive, stance should
that prove necessary.”® An extreme example of this might be a secular humanist’s encounter with
the life of one of the recognized saints: if the encounter was an open one, then the secular
mentality would have to confront the lived reality of a person whose life was dedicated to God.

At the very least, it would clarify the humanist’s foundational orientation.”’

7 Foundations are not to be understood as first principles or sets of axioms, but as the initial set of
conditions upon which future developments unfold, in a process that leads away from darkness and into the
light of conversion. Rarely—if ever—is a person’s foundational stance adequate for the openness necessary
for following the transcendental injunctions: to be open to experience, intelligent in understanding,
reasonable when it comes to judging what is true or real, responsible when it comes to deciding upon a
course of action — and above all, loving. Most of human life is spent encountering the flaws in one’s
foundations, which then (hopefully) lead us to do something about them.

This process of redemption is not a conscious one and certainly not under the control of our
intelligence. The difference is between living in a world of sight, where reality is encountered outside at
some distance, and the world of the blind, where touch reigns supreme. Touches come with little or no
warning; they are extremely personal, for they occur not at a distance, but where and when we are—we
never know what lies around the corner, for it is impossible to see what is ahead, only to experience the
touch when it occurs. Touches are highly differentiated, falling between the gentle brush of a feather and
the smash of an unexpected door-jam. This is the realm of religious interiority, where often the only thing
to do is to relinquish control, put all into the hands of the Divine Mystery, and experience the sometimes
gentle and sometimes not so gentle work of the Spirit.

77 Such was the experience of Jean Amery, one of the few survivors of Auschwitz. His own education
as an intellectual turned out not only to have no practical use in the camps but certainly failed him
spiritually as well. Even though he noted the ability of those with deep religious faith to retain their
humanity in the face of the dehumanizing rituals and routines of the death camps, he himself remained to
the end a humanist—disillusioned, eventually taking his own life. He could neither forget nor forgive; nor
did he want to, believing as he did that the memory of that experience had to be kept alive. See Jean
Amery, At the Mind’s Limits: Contemplations by a Survivor on Auschwitz and its Realities, translated by
Sidney and Stella Rosenfeld, first published in German 1976 (New York, N.Y.: Schocken, 1986).

On the other hand, Ignatius Loyola—a contemporary of Thomas Miintzer in time but not in place
{Miintzer lived in Germany, while Loyola, born in a Basque province, lived most of his life in Spain and in
Rome). At first committed to a career in both court and military, his life changed after being hit by a canon
ball while participating in the defence of the town of Pamplona against the French. He found himself at the
age of thirty with a leg that refused to heal and had to be broken again without the benefit of anaesthetic.
Convalescent, confined (and very bored), he asked for novels to read, but all they could bring was a copy of
the Life of Christ and a book on the saints. This encounter changed the course of his life and, eventually,
altered church history. His Spiritual Exercises is still a must-read for those seeking to deepen their
understanding of religious interiority. For the life and times of Ignatius see Karl Rahner, Ignatius of Loyola
{London: Collins, 1979). For an authoritative analysis of Ignatius’ spiritual exercises see Jules J. Toner,
S.J., A Commentary on St. Ignatius’ Rules for the Discernment of Spirits: A Guide to the Principles and
Practice (St. Louis, Missouri: Institute of Jesuit Sources, 1982). For the exercises and communal
spirituality see John J. English, S.J., Spiritual Freedom: From an Experience of the Ignatian Exercises to
the Art of Spiritual Guidance, 2™ edition, revised and updated (Chicago: Loyola University Press, 1995).
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The fundamental sources of many distortions are not in the working out of our beliefs, but in
the horizons from which such doctrines and systems of theological thought are drawn during the
mediated phase of doing theology—horizons that become personal statements of truth derived
from an authentic subjectivity and illusion if that subjectivity is inauthentic and unconverted. This
is a process of theological discernment that distinguishes between positions and counter-
positions. While the self-appropriation of one’s own rationality allows entrance into the realm of
interiority, it is one’s orientation that guides entry into the mediated phase of doing theology. For
anyone engaged in the first of these mediated functional specialities—foundations—it is
especially important to make explicit who it is that one is as a theologian. For there are different
kinds of detectives, general investigators, and critical embodiments of lived Christian truths and
one needs to know what kind one is.

At its real root . . . foundations occurs on the fourth level of human consciousness, on the level of
deliberation, evaluation, decision. It is a decision about who and what you are for and . . . who and
what you are against. It is a decision illuminated by the manifold possibilities exhibited in dialectic. It
is a fully conscious decision about one’s horizon, one’s outlook, one’s world-view. It deliberately
selects the frame-work, in which doctrines have their meaning, in which systematics reconciles, in
which communications are effective.

Such a deliberate decision is anything but arbitrary. Arbitrariness is just unauthenticity, while
conversion is from unauthenticity to authenticity. It is total surrender to the demands of the human
spirit: be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable, be responsible, be in love.”

The same holds true for the work of Thomas L. Friedman, Karl Mannheim, Sir Geoffrey,
Roberta Wohlsetter, or any other person seeking to orient themselves—and to evaluate, and
diagnosis problems—during times of radical institutional change. One’s starting point, one’s
initial foundational stance, will have an impact on all that inquiring intelligence experiences,
understands, and judges. These initial conditions direct the unfolding of intelligence, placing
limits here and there, automatically assuming certain options are more probable than others—or

even ignoring a possibility because it does not fit within their emerging reality.”” What changes

one’s starting point is conversion.

7 Method, 268.
7 As a visual metaphor, horizons refer to our immediate world (our immediate interests), a more
distant reality where things are not so distinct or so clear, and an unseen expanse beyond those mountains
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Although conversion is intensely personal, it is not purely private. While individuals contribute
elements to horizons, it is only within the social group that the elements accumulate and it is only with
century-old traditions that notable developments occur. To know that conversion is religious, moral,
and intellectual, to discern between authentic and unauthentic conversion, to recognize the difference
in their fruits—by their fruits you shall know them—all call for a high seriousness and a mature
wisdom that a social group does not easily attain or maintain.

It follows that conversion involves more than a change of horizon. It can mean that one begins to
belong to a different social group or, if one’s group remains the same, that one begins to belong to it
in a new way.®

To understand Miintzer, then, is to understand his own contribution to the broader societal
development that we in retrospect call the Reformation.®

Vital to an understanding of horizons, of intentionality of the individual or group to which an
individua!l gives his or her allegiance, is the knower—and the epistemology that underlies that
knowing. (To a pure empiricist, for example, the question of the existence of God is not even a
question, for within their experienced reality “religion” is understood as an opiate for the masses,
little more than a product of wishful thinking and mass delusion.) Never were these
epistemological differences so clearly understood as when Lonergan worked out the dynamic
operations of the human mind:

Empiricism, idealism, and realism name three totally different horizons with no common identical
objects. An idealist never means what an empiricist means, and a realist never means what either of
them means. An empiricist may argue that quantum theory cannot be about physical reality; it cannot
because it deals only with relations between phenomena. An idealist would concur and add that, of
course, the same is true of all science and, indeed, of the whole of human knowing. The critical realist
will disagree with both: a verified hypothesis is probably true; and what probably is true refers to what
in reality probably is so. To change the illustration, What are historical facts? For the empiricist they
are what was out there and was capable of being looked at. For the idealist they are mental
constructions carefully based on data recorded in documents. For the critical realist they are events in
the world mediated by true acts of meaning. To take a third illustration, What is a myth? There are
psychological, anthropological, historical, and philosophic answers to the question. But there also are
reductionist answers: myth is a narrative about entities not to be found within an empiricist, an
idealist, a historicist, an existentialist horizon.®

or beyond the curve of the earth that is not known nor may never be known. Now horizons are
characterized in terms of the questions that are considered either legitimate (with answers), legitimate (with
answers not yet known), legitimate (but impossible to answer) or not considered to be legitimate questions
at all, i.e. regarded as pure nonsense at best or at worse the result of insanity.

* Ibid., 269.

81 Even though Miintzer and others of his elk called themselves reformers, the “Reformation™ as such
had yet to be called into existence as an explanatory umbrella for understand the historical changes of the
time. Ditto the notion of the Industrial Revolution. In both cases, those who sought to deal with their
immediate situation did so without the benefit of the clarification of subsequent events, in the same way
that the Day of Infamy at Pear] Harbor clarified previous weeks of noise. See Wobhlstetter, Pear! Harbor,
(1962).

% Ibid., 239.
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Our horizons are rarely formulated or understood in any conscious fashion, having emerged
out of a combination of cultural resources and a complex series of decisions when faced with the
task of sorting between dialectic positions and counter-positions. To determine which are
which—which are true positions and which are dubious or down-right false counter-positions—is
to create one’s horizon, one’s foundational self, at a subjective level of existence. After all, “It is
a person that takes sides, and the side that he takes will depend on the fact that he has or has not
been converted.”®

This entire study is not only a protracted struggle to uncover my own inauthenticities but
also an investigation into the implications of my own convictions when it comes to understanding
the meaning and importance of doing theology during times of fundamental institutional change.
It is an inquiry into the basic terms that are used to make sense of that which we experience. To
do this, Lonergan makes clear the need for spiritual development when it comes to working in the
field of foundations.

The functional speciality, foundations, will derive its first set of categories from religious
experience. That experience is something exceedingly simple and, in time, also exceedingly
simplifying, but it also is something exceeding rich and enriching. There are needed studies of
religious interiority: historical, phenomenological, psychological, sociological. There is needed in the
theologian the spiritual development that will enable him both to enter into the experience of others
and to frame the terms and relations that will express that experience.®

Foundations arise out of the need to choose between opposing positions in the functional
specialty of dialectics. For a long time, my horizon was set by the rational, secular, scientific-
orientated world of environmental planning and policy-making—constistent enough in itself but
also quite incompatible with religious expression and theological studies. Here lies my own
dilemma: are these positions truly incompatible? Is there a way of integrating religious thought
with the process orientated world of rational scientific thinking, a world that understands reality
in terms of changing relationships and dynamic processes? Perhaps a shift to a higher viewpoint

is required in order to put both positions into proper context.

8 Ibid., 268.
8 Ibid., 290.
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It is the latter upon which this study is built, for the higher viewpoint is the realm of
interiority that permits an understanding of all human modes of knowing at the level of the
objectified subjectivity of the individual through which doctrines are understood, theories
systematized, and the results put into action at the level of communications. This higher
viewpoint is used and through its use tested to find out if such an approach works. It is a test that
involves an extensive personal encounter with the life of the radical reformer Thomas Miintzer set
in the Reformation world of early 16™ century Germany. The similarities are there and make such
an encounter a possibility. Like us, Miintzer lived during a time of fundamental institutional
change. He, too, faced problems of disorientation, misdiagnosis and evaluations, not to mention
inaccurate estimates of the scope and constraints on action within what must have seemed an
irrational world. Yet, krank am Gott, he sought to bring God to his parishioners in a deep and
meaningful way, one that made sense to them within their own lives. By encountering Miintzer’s
life and allowing myself to be challenged by his aims, his intentions, his values, I hope to
integrate these two worlds of mine, the secular and the religious, into a functional whole.

Finally, we are all works in progress. We will never know the totality of ourselves since that
understanding falls only within the providence of the Divine Mystery. But we can develop the
skills of an encounterer, refining our conceptual field and enhancing the operations that can be
performed in the search for a better understanding of religious interiority. Even if we do not have
the power to change in this way, we can at least decide to embrace the Divine Mystery’s desire to
enhance us as truly human and let this Divine Mystery do the work.

Deliberate decision about one’s horizon is [a] high achievement. For the most part people merely
drift into some contemporary horizon. They do not advert to the multiplicity of horizons. They do not
exercise their vertical liberty by migrating from the one they have inherited to another they have
discovered to be better.*’

In the objectification of subjectivity, there is not only a discussion of the six different realms

of mind (common sense, theoretical, interiority, transcendence, scholarly and artistic),

8 Ibid., 269.
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authenticity (open to experience, intelligent in understanding, reasonable in judging, responsibly
in deciding, and above all loving), conversion in all its forms (religious, moral, intellectual, and
psychic), but a final decision of the terms to be used in bringing intelligibility to human
experience—especially human experiences of the transcendental.®® In short, objectifying
subjectivity involves finding one’s limits in each of these areas—exposing the flaws and
distortions in who we are as theologians, but always with the intention of going beyond our initial
set of conditions that direct and form our inquiries and in the end to deciding upon those terms
that will be used to bring intelligibility in the functional specialities of doctrines, systematics and
communications. This foundational awareness of our use of terms and concepts always arises out
of the intentionality that is so much a part of our horizons. It is through these terms that we come
to understand not only ourselves but others, and in so doing enter into their living reality, their

incarnate meaning.®’

The Importance of Encounters

Only recently, in historical terms, has it been possible to carry out such a study.

In 1957, Bernard J. F. Lonergan, S.J., published a seminal book on the nature of human
knowing titled Insight: A Study of Human Understanding. Using a pedagogical method of raising
questions through a series of higher viewpoints, he encourages the reader to objectify her own
understanding of understanding, In doing so, Lonergan laid down the foundation of a truly
transdisciplinary approach to one of the major problems of our age: the lack of a shared
appreciative framework for understanding, judging, and choosing. In other words, his approach

solved the problem caused by the breakdown of the process of valuation in society under the

% For the concept of psychic conversion see Robert M. Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990), 42 63.

¥7 How else are we to recognize people of good will, if we are not people of good will? The problem
of trust—those who a person can rely upon and those who are essentially undependable—is one of the truly
critical choices in the political and social arena within which professional practice is exercised. See Harold
D. Lasswell, 4 Pre-View of Policy Sciences (New York: Elsevier, 1971), 79 81.
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pressures of the industrial revolution and mounting population levels. He provided a stable rock
upon which a strong position could be constructed.®® This “rock” of Lonergan’s is his
Transcendental Method, upon which his generalized empirical method, theological functional
specialties, and entire philosophy is ultimately founded. In the end, the “rock™ is not the cognitive
operations of the human mind, but the existence of the transcendental as the major ground for
human existence to which we are all drawn through the unrestricted desire to know.

This method provides a way to integrate the eternal truths of religious thought with the
process-oriented world of scientific theory building, not by maintaining that one is better than the
other but showing the uniqueness of each and their resulting complementarity. All come together
in the realm of interiority with the authentic subjectivity of the individual, different
differentiations of mind, of various forms of conversion, and of the intentions and interests of
human beings. It is an understanding of horizons, first one’s own and then through this
experience the horizons of others. It is the search for authenticity through encounter.

This study operates on three levels. The lowest or primary level is that of a dialectical
encounter with the life and times of Thomas Miintzer—his social and political environment,
values, defects in authenticity, drive toward transcendence, changing horizons, intentions,
consequences of his actions, and all the other factors that make Miintzer Miintzer. The next level
takes the data gathered though this encounter and uses it as the basis for carrying out a critical
evaluation of my own objectified subjective foundations formalized to some extent before going
into this encounter. At the top level, the entire process is presented as part of a parallel method in
communications to illustrate the interaction of authentic and inauthentic subjectivity in human

affairs as a means of facilitate policy-makers, planners, and assorted activists in their work.

% 1t may turn out that Lonergan’s work will be one of the major turning points in the development of
human thought, comparable to Roger Bacon’s (1214 92 C.E.) initiation of the scientific era. But at this
point in time the validation of his approach through dialogue with others is only starting and the
implications of his achievement are just now being worked out. This process, if successful, may take
centuries.
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Chapter Two lays out my own pre-encounter foundational conditions by making explicit the
fundamental choices I have made up to this point. In effect, there are three such choices:
Lonergan’s Critical Realism (already laid out in this chapter), Otto Friedman’s Transdisciplinary
Framework (Professional Practice), and a tentative “ideal” moral universe as precursor to a
general theory of (Christian) history.®

Chapter Three starts with a shift to the functional specialty of dialectics to work out the basic
conditions of Miintzer’s time, with a special emphasis on the underlying circumstances for those
conflicts involving Thomas Miintzer. This is especially important, for work in the area of
foundations has its roots in the myriad of positions staked out by both the converted and the
unconverted, clarified in the functional specialty of dialectics, and understanding these positions
and counter-positions requires a basic understanding of the context within which they had
meaning.

Theologians working in the area of dialectics have as their primary concern the clarification
of the positions being espoused by primary participants. But this is only the starting point for
anyone interested in foundations:

... dialectic stands to theology, as pull and counterpull stand to the spiritual life, and foundations
stands to theology as discernment stands to the spiritual life where it sorts out pull and counterpulil and
does not permit counterpull to distort the pull or pull to let seep some of its dignity and worth on to
counterpull.”’

The refinement of positions follows the general method outlined by Lonergan in the chapter
on dialectic. This starts with the assembly of historical material related to the life and times of
Thomas Miintzer, adds evaluative interpretations for completion, compares the completed

assembly to locate affinities and differences, locates affinities and antiphonies in other, not so

% The actual order in which they became part of who 1 am is quite different. My first deep interest
was Friedman’s Transdisciplinary Framework for Professional Practice, but to me this framework always
lacked a solid theoretical grounding. Lonergan’s Transcendental Method supplied the appropriate
foundation, but also led directly to the question of the existence of God. Deciding that I preferred to live in
a world with God rather than one without now changed the upper level context for all human events, which
lead to the realization for me that the upper context was really the Triune God.

% Bernard J. F. Lonergan, S. J., 4 Third Collection, (Mahwah, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1985), 195.
Lonergan’s italics.
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easy to recognize, disguises through reduction to their root causes, classifies differences
according to their grounds, and selects those conflicts that have their opposition in horizons. In
this final stage, one develops positions and reverses counter-positions by operating upon these
fundamental dialectical conflicts, determining those that are compatible with religious, moral and
intellectual conversion from those that are not. While it is impossible to do justice to such a
program, it is ppssible to identify and sketch out those fundamental positions and counter-
positions that preoccupied people of Miintzer’s time.

Chapter Four shifts attention to Miintzer’s own life. Once again, resource constraints do not
allow for a full exploration of the meaning of the material that has come down to us. Instead, the
upper blade of theory combined with the interests of Professional Practice allows for the selection
of the truly important aspects—dialectic positioning and counter-positioning, the good of order
and control over meaning—that form the key aspects of any encounter. The material of Chapter
Three supports all three of these aspects of Miintzer’s life.

| Chapter Five starts when a conditional judgement is made concerning the incarnate meaning
of Miintzer’s life at the end of Chapter Four. Attention now shifts to the pull and counterpull of
my own subjectivity with that of Miintzer’s or, to be more precise, to hone in on the crucial
differences and similarities between his positions and my own that enable me to objectify my
own subjectivity. This is the story of my own engagement with Miintzer, my own attempt to
understand his position (or counter-position), my own encounter with the values that are
incarnated in his life. It is a record of the unfolding of my own foundations when challenged by
the foundations of another whose religious life far exceeds my own and yet whose interest in
enhancing the lives of his fellow human beings echoes my own interest in planning and policy-
making. Once again, only the key features are laid out for inspection. But they are enough to
outline my own foundational stance with some degree of assurance.

The notion of encounter underlies each chapter, for encounters take place in time—a

diachronic phenomenon with initial conditions, engaging the other, and subsequent
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transformations that are all part and parcel of conversion. Together, all five chapters belong to the
functional speciality of Communications, for the subject matter focuses attention on the
importance of conversion, differentiation of mind, and key features of professional practice—
both in terms of my own growth as a theologian and as a deeper understanding of the methods
and intentions involved in undertaking this kind of work. The latter work is incomplete, little
more than an initial stab at a series of tasks that would require the work of far more than one
person to be considered adequate. If anything, it represents a prototype, a possibility, an option
for those whose background and skills exceeds my own.

Such a study may well be incomprehensible to some if not many of those active in academic
intellectual life. For one thing:

Lonergan’s emphasis on conversion as foundational reality is perhaps the most controversial element
in his entire set of proposals for theology in particular, but also for the whole of the intellectual life. In
some circles there is a resistance to the radical appeal that Lonergan has made to a complex process of
conversion as foundational for everything else. As the appeal, so the resistance is intensely personal
and existential. In Lonergan’s own words, in many instances the option ‘is a decision about who and
what you are for and, again, who and what you are against It is a fully conscious decision about
one’s horizon, one’s outlook, one’s worldview. It deliberately selects the framework, in which
doctrines have their meaning, in which systematics reconciles, in which communications are
effective.”

Problems endemic to the academy automatically place such a foundation as Lonergan proposes
outside the mainstream. The contemporary secular academy and any religiously affiliated institutions
that ape it are the heirs of a modern nominalistic, then conceptualistic, then Machiavellian, then
Cartesian, then Enlightenment decision to live an intellectual life in abstraction from the flow of
existence in the Metaxy, the In-between, not only of time and eternity, history and transcendence,
question and answer, world and God, but also of nature and the supernatural, reason and faith, and
finally sin and grace. Lonergan’s appeal to authenticity and conversion as foundational reality for the
life of human intelligence, and so finally to grace as the condition of the possibility of a genuine life
of reason, even as the life of reason is the highest earthly achievement of grace, is an attempt to
reverse a fateful error of modernity that, if left unchecked, will head to a total destruction and final
disintegration and decay of humanity’s civilizational achievements.”!

Strong words, these, but real enough; once intelligence reaches the conclusion that there is
no such thing as truth and that all values are relative, society can no longer function as an
expression and reservoir of the best of human effort. The notion of a civilized society with tested

traditions, appealing standards and a strong sense of ultimate values, is lost—and with it that

°! Doran, Theology (1990), 150 1. Reference is to Method, 268.
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civilization itself. Farfetched? Consider Himmelbarb’s comments on the postmodernist

philosopher of history, Hayden White.

For White, as for postmodernists’ generaily, there is no distinction between history and philosophy
or between history and literature—or between history and ‘antihistory,” which is why he can describe
the psychoanalytic study Life Against Death as a brilliant work of ‘antihistory,” and then insist that its
author, Norman O. Brown, is surely worthy of consideration as a ‘serious historian.” All of history, in
this view, is aesthetic and philosophical, its only meaning or ‘reality’ (again, in quotation marks)
being that which the historian chooses to give it in accord with his own sensibility and disposition.
What the traditional historian sees as an event that actually occurred in the past, the postmodernist
sees as a ‘text’ that exists only in the present—a text to be parsed, glossed, construed, and interpreted
by the historian, much as a poem or novel is by the critic. And, like any literary text, the historical text
is indeterminate and contradictory, paradoxical and ironic, rhetorical and metaphoric.”*

Within these words of Doran and Himmelbarb lie both the hope and fear that led up to this
work, i.e. the affirmation of living a life of abstraction that lies within the flow of existence
wherein work can be done on the issues facing contemporary humans—those five critical features
outlined at the start of this introduction—combined with the recognition that to many of my
academically trained contemporaries such foundational work has no meaning, relevance, or
purpose; it falls outside their horizons.”

It is not my role to defend or promote Lonergan’s ideas, but to live out the implications of
the kind of theologian that Lonergan represents.”® In other words, I assume that, based on its
usefulness in clarifying and grounding many of the problems outlined in the beginning of this
introduction, his basic approach is sound. For me, it is now a matter of finding ways to put

Lonergan’s achievement into practice, thus increasing the probability of the emergence of a well

2 Gertrude Himmelfarb, “Postmodernist History” in On Looking into the Abyss: Untimely Thoughts
on Culture and Society (New York: Vintage, 1994, 131-161), 140. Insisting that Norman O. Brown is a
“serious historian” is cited in Hayden White, “The Burden of History,” History and Theory (1966), 129;
reprinted in Hayden White, Tropics of Discourse.: Essays in Cultural Criticism (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1978), 45.

% These realizations have led to the amusing supposition that I live in and work for a society that will
only come into being about a hundred or two hundred years from now when the usefulness, if not the
necessity, of such work is self-evident and no longer needs to be argued or defended.

°* Why this is may be found in Part I: Initial State. Briefly put, all my training has been focused on
practical tasks of design and then later on planning and policy-making. For me, Lonergan’s work acquires
its grounding not in the dialectics of theology or philosophy within groves of academia where both Insight
and Method were conceived and written, but in the simple fact that his work fills a blank area when it
comes to thinking about professional practice in the field of design, planning, or policy-making: the
absence of a “rock” in a sea of positions and counter-positions where the breakdown in the process of
valuation has led to a situation where there is no common means of distinguishing between good and bad,
true and false.
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grounded culture to succeed that of our own. Once the shift to a higher perspective has taken
place, it is no longer possible to return to a more limited viewpoint without doing damage to

one’s own detached, disinterested and unrestricted desire to know.

Improving Foundations

Objectifying one’s foundations allows for if not demands an appraisal of one’s horizon and
intentions. While this aspect of the study is there in Chapter Five, it is only as a description of
some of the unresolved tensions and inconsistencies that plague any person. Working out the
incarnate meaning of one’s own life is a long slow process of not only coming to know what you
stand for but comparing your stance against the positions taken by another in the search for a
better horizon and set of intentions. Unlike articulating the positions and counter-positions of
others, improving foundations require personal choices. In the case of conversion, such choices
start with falling in love with God. It is only through conversion that human beings can begin to
meet the demands of the transdisciplinary injunctions. This means learning to live in the constant
tension between recognizing one’s sinfulness and responding to love by seeking that which God
loves. An encounter with an authentic human being may bring an internal conflict highlighting
our own limited response to what it means to be human. But it is only through an encounter with
God that deeper meaning is given to any truly foundational encounter; ultimately this work is
only valid if undertaken under the auspices of the Spirit.”

I may also ask myself the question, Am I a genuine Catholic or Protestant or Buddhist? I
may answer in the affirmative and that answer may be correct. But it may be wrong. It is possible
that there are a number of points with which I am in total agreement, according to the ideal of the

tradition, but 1 have diverged from that tradition by paying attention to only a few aspects, by

** Does one have to be a saint to do theology? This would appear to be one lesson that could be drawn
from Lonergan’s work. But the requirement is not for a state of transcendence yet to be reached but to
achieve an openness to a universal perspective that allows any theologian to be guided by the data where-
even the data may lead. Acquiring this potential is a key feature of any encounter.
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failing to understand what I do pay attention to or by failing to attend to an undetected
rationalization. Encountering another helps in countering these normative drifts, but only if that
other is a genuine open, understanding, reasonable, responsible and loving person who belongs to
a tradition that is also open, understanding, reasonable, responsible and loving.”

As Lonergan puts it, the danger is a corruption of any authentic tradition:

What I am is one thing, what a genuine Christian is is another, and I am unaware of the difference.
My unawareness in unexpressed. Indeed, I have no language to express what I really am, so [ use the
language of the tradition I unauthentically appropriate, and thereby I devaluate, distort, water down,
corrupt that language.

Such devaluation, distortion, corruption may occur only in scattered individuals, and then there
occurs unauthenticity in its minor [individual] form. But it may also occur on a more massive scale,
and then the words are repeated but the meaning is gone. The chair is still the chair of Moses, but it is
occupied by scribes and Pharisees. The theology is still Scholastic, but the Scholasticism is decadent.
The religious order still reads out the rules and studies the constitution, but one may doubt whether
the home fires are still burning. The sacred name of science is still invoked, but one can ask with
Edmund Husserl whether any significant scientific ideal remains, whether it has not been replaced by
the conventions of a clique. Then the unauthenticity of the individuals generates the unauthenticity of
traditions. Then if one takes the tradition as it currently exists for one’s standard, one can do no more
than authentically realize unauthenticity. Such is unauthenticity in its tragic form, for then the best of
intentions combine with a hidden decay.

So it is that commonly men have to pay a double price for their personal attainment of
authenticity. Not only have they to undo their own lapses from righteousness but more grievously
they have to discover what is wrong in the tradition they have inherited and they have to struggle
against the massive undertow it sets up.”’

In the end, the only protection we have is to rely—like scientists—on a methodology
designed to sift between truth and falsehood on a collective level. But lest we become too
attached to the exercise of our own intelligence, there is Heschel to remind us of human frailty
and divine inspiration.

The realization of the dangerous greatness of man, of his immense power and ability to destroy all
life on earth, must completely change our conception of man’s place and role in the divine scheme. If
this great world of ours is not a trifle in the eyes of God, if the Creator is at all concerned with His
creation, then man—who has the power to devise both culture and crime, but who is also able to be a
proxy for divine justice—is important enough to be the recipient of spiritual light at the rare dawns of
his history.

% In actual fact, if one or both are engaged in a quest for genuineness then the encounter becomes one
of mutual correction and reinforcement within the general guidance of the Spirit. Such has been my
experience in a two year plus slow read of Lonergan’s Insight with three other participants, where each
session ends with a sense of astonishment and amazement as new vistas are revealed, a mutual widening of
our respective horizons.

" Bernard J. F. Lonergan, S.J., 4 Third Collection, edited by Frederick E. Crowe, S.J. (Mahwah, N.J.:
Paulist Press, 1985), 121.
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Unless history is a vagary of nonsense, there must be a voice that says NO to man, a voice not
vague, faint and inward, like qualms of conscience, but equal in spiritual might to man’s power to
destroy.

The voice speaks to the spirit of prophetic men in singular moments of their lives and cries to the
masses through the horror of history.

The Bible, speaking in the name of a Being that combines justice with omnipotence, is the never-
ceasing outcry of “NO” to humanity. In the midst of our applauding the feats of civilization, the Bible
flings itself like a knife slashing our complacency, reminding us that God, too, has a voice in history.
Only those who are satisfied with the state of affairs or those who choose the easy path of escaping
from society, rather than to stay within it and to keep themselves clean of the mud of spacious glories,
will resent its attack on human independence.”®

8 Abraham Joshua Heschel, God in Search of Man: A Philosophy of Judaism (New York, N.Y .:
Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1955), 171.
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CHAPTER 2
STARTING POINT

Man is not finished. One must be ready to develop, open to
change; and in one’s life an exalted child, a child of creation, of
the Creator.

Paul Klee: Notebooks

What was my initial horizon, before going into this encounter with Miintzer? What things or
objects did I focus on, that had meaning for me? What were my intentions? Who or what am |

for? Who or what am I against?

Key Features
Elemental Meaning

Sean McEvenue, an expert in the Pentateuch with a Lonergan background, writes:

. .. the original and normative meanings of Scripture are literary in character: they do not affirm
abstract doctrines or universal laws. . . . We have seen that they do affirm something subjective: the
foundational stances of individual authors. We have called this elemental meaning. These stances are
not explicit in the text. Rather they remain hidden or subliminal, and for that reason they have their
maximum effect and are powerfully normative for readers and communities who read the Bible as a

divinely inspired book.'

While there are many ways to recover this elemental meaning, he uses three specific
questions that one should ask of any biblical text. These questions apply equally well to
understanding the core meaning of any foundational stance including my own.

1) In what realm of meaning, or human activity (for example war, liturgy, family life, politics, sports,
aesthetic activity, and so forth) does the Speaker expect revelation or salvation to occur?
2) In what precise way is salvation or revelation expected to be experienced by the Speaker/reader?

3) What demands upon the reader, what conversions and what practices, are implied and demanded by
this foundational expectancy?’

' Sean McEvenue, Interpreting the Pentateuch (Collegeville, Minnesota: The Liturgical Press, 1990),

ol.
? Ibid., 62. Note that the answers do not have to correspond with accepted doctrine, but only to the

person’s experience and understanding of salvation and/or revelation. Doctrinal understanding follows
Foundations in Lonergan’s functional specialities.
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Realm of Meaning

Where do we expect revelation or salivation to occur? When this question was raised before
a small number of graduate students in Theological Studies, the most common answer in this
admittedly small sample was in family life. There where two exceptions: one found revelation or
salvation in asking questions; the other in planning and policy making. The latter response was
my own. I expect revelation and/or salvation to occur in the realm of public policy, in the human
activity of deciding on a terminal good and a plan or policy to make this terminal good real.

Essential to this response is the belief that human intersubjectivity although important is not
as fundamental to recovery and redemption as the communal exercise of human judgment and
deciding—a problem considering that the essential feature of Christianity is a personal
relationship with Jesus as the expression of God’s love. And there is a profound difference. When
family life is used as the primary realm of meaning for redemption/salvation, than the objects of
one’s attention are familial roles and the complex interplay of human intersubjectivity expressed
through faith, hope and charity. What is not a part of such a foundational stance are the kinds of
post-agricultural organizational relationships and the scientific mentality that grounds an ever
more accurate appreciation of things as they relate to each other. After all, human
intersubjectivity and the sensate world of human subjectivity relate things to us.

Another difference is that redemption/salvation becomes a communal effort involving
collective authenticity. While individual spiritual development is essential for discernment and
such discernment is essential for creating an authentic Christian world-mediated-by-meaning,
such efforts are secondary to the kinds of group development that allow for the transcendental
injunctions to be applied to a collective openness to experience, an intelligent cultural
understanding, a reasonable communal affirmation of what is real and a shared responsible
decision concerning society’s terminal value—what we are for.

A third feature is that the focus is on making history, not understanding it. While

understanding is an essential component for making history, it does not substitute for the personal
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commitment, the given allegiance, to a position that sets one’s orientation within the public
sphere. Revelation/salvation is for me to be found in the processes that lead to a decision. The
processes involve coming to understand and coming to decide on what is of true value; the
decision is the outcome of this process, this making real what has been up to that time an
intellectual—in a broad sense—effort. If done wisely and in accordance with what we know of
the Divine Mystery, than redemption and salvation are made real and active in human affairs.
This elemental meaning of my foundational stance explains why for me both the conceptual
and historical conditions of Chapter One are so important. Together they define my own world-

mediated-by-meaning, my basic horizon, terminal values and to some extent my intentions.

Expected Form

I expect revelation or salvation to be experienced as the reversal of decline and the
restoration of cumulative and progressive development in human affairs. To be more exact, |
expect the emergence of a good of order that can handle cases of egotism, group bias and
common sense expedience—especially the latter, which excludes long-term theoretical interests
from intruding on the business of the day. I expect the emergence of a terminal value for our
culture that will allow for individual development as part of a greater movement toward making
real a fuller sense of what it means to be a human being. 1 also expect that this will take a good
many years, quite possibly centuries, and may never arrive due to the long term cycles of decline
initiated by common sense bias that may bring human history to an end.

The first point is that time is conceived in a linear rather than cyclic fashion: there is a
starting point, points of transition and some ending point as yet concealed yet potential in the here
and now. Furthermore, there are stages in this development, as in the historical differentiation of
human consciousness away from naive realism and the domination of a non-differentiated
common sense and toward the realm of interiority that reveals the broad outline of all that there is

to know. Also, this development is dialectic, involving people in social interactions split along
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different foundational stances—some authentic, some bjased. This is a commitment to an
evolutionary model, the only empirically based explanatory theory that explains differentiation in
species as a consequence of genetic drift among isolated populations.’

Secondly, this is a long-term perspective, less concerned with the immediate problems of the
day than with the deeper structural changes. An understanding of fundamental institutional shifts
is more important than an understanding of the political dynamics of a third world country, unless
these political dynamics are a function of the dialectics of global institutional change. Ignorance
of such long-term historical conditions can leave one fighting bush fires while a forest fire is
about to bring all to an untimely end. The catch phrase is, “Think Global; Act Local.”

Third, creativity, imagination and artistic play are all very important factors that need to be
fostered if post-agricultural economies are not to stagnate and decline through the lack of critical
discernment and associated differentiated skills. Dialectics is very much a part of cultural
development and without new often radical ideas people are not challenged to improve their
capacity to discern between positions and counter-positions. Cultures on the move develop
complex languages that allow for close distinctions and the new sets of operations that follow
from them. Creativity and imagination allow for the development of new distinctions and new
operations. While in the past alchemists used to distinguish between earth, air, fire and water as
the essential constituents of nature, chemists now use the Periodic Table. The latter provides an

articulate discernment between different elements and properties associated with them.

3 This is now subsumed by the worldview of emergent probability. While evolutionary theory
explains the differentiation of species, species are still things. What does change are recurring schemes of
operations specific to different levels of genus. These recurring schemes are problematic in two senses: the
probability of their emergence as part of a general trend toward higher schemes of order and the probability
of their survival once they come into being. While higher order schemes regulate lower order ones, they are
in turn conditioned by the existence of these same lower order schemes. This worldview of emergent
probability sets the higher blade of theory that guides our expectations of what there is to be found.

Furthermore, not all societies are based on linear time. Fundamentalist Islamic cultures hold that
Islamic law holds for all time and all places; there is no development, only obedience to the will of Allah.
Fundamentalist Christian groups such as the Amish are similar, although their non-militant stance does not
have the same kind of impact. And then there are cultures where change is so slow that it falls outside the
life-span of any one person; there tradition not reason grounds practice.
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The fourth observation is that reversing decline is not the result of one person but an
emergent collective responsibility. While it is true that initiating the reversal of decline is always
the result of one person’s insight and decision, the actual work is a communal project. Expecting
one super-hero to correct all of society’s problems becomes a counter-position to be reversed.
This position has interesting consequences when it comes to Christology, for such a foundational

stance would reject as counter-position the glorification of Jesus as imperial ruler of all creation.*

Demands upon the Subject
The first demand that this foundational stance makes is that the subject surrender totally

... to the demands of the human spirit: be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable, be responsible, be in
love.

It is not to be conceived as an act of will. To speak of an act of will is to suppose the metaphysical
context of a faculty psychology. But to speak of the fourth level of human consciousness, the level on
which consciousness becomes conscience, is to suppose the context of intentionality analysis.
Decision is responsible and it is free, but it is the work not of a metaphysical will but of conscience
and, indeed, when a conversion, the work of a good conscience.’

To be completely open to these transcendental injunctions is of course impossible. But one
can seek to expand the area of intelligence and intelligibility in human affairs and decrease the
amount of bias that leads to decline, which means learning to live with the tension between
transcended and transcending self. This means it is important to learn about conversion in all its
different genetic and dialectic aspects, from psychic to intellectual, from moral to religious—
including the types of bias, preunderstandings, prejudgments and errors that may come into play
to interfere with the dynamic unfolding of the human spirit. Such is the first demand of my own

elemental meaning,

* The implications of this foundational stance will be explored later in this chapter. But for the
moment it may be enough to suggest the possibility that within the Trinity, Jesus is not the all-powerful
father but instead an “elder brother” who, because of his divine birthright, has trod the path we have yet to
follow. As an elder brother he is not too different from us as to be incomprehensible, yet as a member of
the Triune God he is where we should be. In this sense, Jesus becomes the ultimate example of the fullness
of human existence that we are encouraged to follow not in any slavish fashion but according to the
dynamic human spirit in the time-and-space-specific genetic and dialectic circumstances of our own times.

3 Method, 268.
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The second is to become knowledgeable about the fundamental institutional changes that are
taking place not only in our own times but within the context of a general theory of history. This
includes knowledge of how cultures emerge, develop and eventually decline; knowledge of how
dark ages come into being as a culture’s institutions fail to manage internal or external shocks;
and knowledge of how post-agricultural economies function, since given the size and density of
contemporary human populations any return to a solar-powered agricultural economy represents
little more than utopian thinking.

Such a foundational stance also demands a working knowledge of the realm of interiority,
i.e., the complete self-appropriation of one’s own rationality so that one is familiar with the
polymorphism of human consciousness, basic metaphysical positions and counter-positions, and
all the other factors sketched out in the section on theory in Chapter One. In the same way that
calculus is the language of science, Lonergan’s analysis of the dynamics of human understanding
provides a language for understanding human beings grounded in the one thing that all human
being share: a cognitive structure based on experiencing, understanding, judging, deciding and
loving.

Finally, this elemental stance requires a transdisciplinary approach to understanding human
affairs. Such a mind cannot be content with a partial understanding of reality offered by any
particular discipline, even though such disciplines are valid and useful in their own right. Instead,
this position not only demands an understanding of the range of explanatory disciplines and the
relationships between them but an understanding of common sense intelligence as a necessary
component in human decision making. It demands a methodology capable of combining such
diverse examples of polymorphic human consciousness into a path that leads to a well-grounded

plan or policy.
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This methodology already exists in its essential form in the work of Otto Friedman.® His
methodology has been extended to include Lonergan’s generalized empirical method—all
presented under the name of Professional Practice. The essential features of this notion are
sketched out in the third section of this chapter, after the second section that inquires into the
possibility of a general theory of history. But first it is necessary to objectify what or who I stand

for, and what or who I am against.

Fundamental Positions and Counter-positions

Since high school, my primary interest has always been to know what was really going on
behind the superficial aspects of human living, what was really important.” This preoccupation
exerted itself through a five year bachelor’s program in Communication Design at the Nova
Scotia College of Art and Design, Halifax, and a four years interdisciplinary master’s program in
Environmental Studies (incomplete) at York University, Toronto.

The critical decision of who and what I was for, and who and what I was against, took place
during those four years in environmental studies. The dialectical situation involved the nature of

professional practice: were professionals only responsible for the exercise of their speciality for

® If anything, Otto Friedman has had a greater impact on my development than Bernard Lonergan—
although there are signs in this study that there is a mutual fit between the two. Lonergan provides the
general empirical method for doing transdisciplinary work that Friedman’s work needed, while Friedman
provides an excellent way for making Lonergan’s work come to life in very practical situations. It is this
need to put Lonergan to work, to empirically test his ideas through the tasks laid out by Friedman, that
takes me beyond an amateur appreciation of Lonergan toward a more precise professional knowledge of his
terms and methods.

All references to Friedman’s work are through my own unpublished course notes working for two
years as his teaching assistant while working on a Master’s degree in Environmental Studies, York
University, in the mid-1970s, where he was a visiting professor in the department of Sociology. Outside of
a few symposium papers, he never published any major work; his primary interest was always in his own
professional practice in organizational development.

’ The seminal event occurred during my graduating year at high school. My class was rehearsing the
graduation ceremony under the direction of the principal and one of the teachers. You can imagine that the
potential for shenanigans was very high, but our principal had a steady hand and could control a class with
ease. At one point the teacher suggested a course of action and he said no, that to do that would result in a
loss of control. It was at that moment 1 realized that he was aware of a reality beyond my own. Ever since
then, I’ve been in pursuit of that underlying reality that he knew and I did not.

85



the good of the client? Or did professionals have a deeper responsibility for the commonwealth?
Being a technician had little appeal; being highly skilled, creative and responsible for the good of
order did. So I made a commitment to the notion of professionals as responsible citizens whose
special training brought with it the responsibility for the proper use of that training. Only later did
I realize this decision was a decision for an open rather than closed society.® My terminal value
became the good of order in society. The primary means of achieving this, an emerging notion of
professional practice as responsible to a higher good. Working out the primary features of this
notion became an on and off preoccupation for the next thirty years.

It was a decision, perhaps rashly made, to share in the burden of responsibility. As Karl
Popper wrote in his preface to The Open Society and Its Enemies:

I see now more clearly than ever before that even our present [1966] troubles spring from
something that is as admirable and sound as it is dangerous—from our impatience to better the lot of
our fellows. For these troubles are the by-products of what is perhaps the greatest of all moral and
spiritual revolutions of history, a movement which began three centuries ago. It is the longing of
uncounted unknown men to free themselves and their minds from the tutelage of authority and
prejudice. It is their attempt to build up an open society which rejects the absolute authority of the
merely established and the merely traditional while trying to preserve, to develop, and to establish
traditions, old or new, that measure up to their standards of freedom, of humaneness, and of rational
criticism. It is their unwillingness to sit back and leave the entire responsibility for ruling the world to
human or superhuman authority, and their readiness to share the burden of responsibility for avoidable
suffering, and to work for its avoidance. This revolution has created powers of appalling
destructiveness; but they may yet be conquered.’

To provide ready tools for those willing to share such burdens of responsibility is the
primary objective of Professional Practice. Professional Practice affirms the commitment of
Western institutions to rely on reason to justify any policy or institution. The counter-positions it
denies is that of authority and power based solely on caste, on uncritical traditions or on the

whims of those at the top of the social, political and economic heap.

¥ An excellent introduction to this issue may be found in Karl R. Popper’s The Open Society and Its
Enemies, vol. 1, Plato, vol. 2, Hegel and Marx, fifth edition (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 1966). These volumes were written during the grave years of the Second World War when the future
of open societies in the face of the growing power of totalitarian regimes was very much in doubt.

® Karl R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, Vol. 1, Plato 5" edition (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1966), ix.
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About twelve years ago, this work on professional practice was subsumed under a higher
perspective, one that now includes God. This transformation started in 1989 with my first
graduate course in Lonergan’s Method in Theology. Chapter Four of Method dealt with religion
and Lonergan posed the question of the existence of God in such a way I had to have an answer.
As it turns out, I decided to live in an intelligible world and so affirmed the reality of a Divine
Mystery in human affairs that sublated the question of the good of order.'® But now I had a new
problem to solve: what changes in this notion of professional practice were necessary now that
the affirmation of an active and vital Divine Mystery in human history had been made? One
change was to make a priority the adequacy of my own prior foundational stance to make this
transition to such higher viewpoint. It was this foundational question that became the predominate
question when entering the master’s program in Theological Studies.

Another change was to affirm the fundamental importance of creativity in human affairs,
especially in complex post-agricultural economies where the need to keep up with the exegeses of
the times demands not oﬁiy a commitment to the dynamism of the human spirit to follow the
transcendental precepts but the support and encouragement of innovators who not only
understand these problems but are in a position to do something about them. It is the creative
individual who develops the new routines, brings into being new things and sustains an active
openness and responsiveness to the world around them. If such creativity is neglected by society

as a whole, than progress slows to a halts, problems fester to create yet more problems, and the

10 This event sheds light on the importance of dialectic in foundational decision making. Lonergan
laid out two opposing positions: God did not exist, in which case there was no intelligible order to the
universe and hence no moral imperative to do anything more than what power and authority would dictate;
or God did exist, and there was an intelligible order to the universe and to the dynamism of the human
spirit. The critical insight was an inverse insight into verification: asking for proof of the existence of God
was not a good question, for any question of proof involved one’s foundational stance and that stance could
well preclude any logical extension to admit the existence of God. That inverse insight made it clear that
the question of the existence of God could only be answered at the level of deciding rather than judging,
and the grounds for making such a decision lay in the authenticity of the decision-maker. In effect, 1
decided to live in a world mediated by Divine meaning (position) in contrast to an unintelligible and hostile
universe where might made right (counter-position). From that, all else followed.
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good of order slowly fragments until some internal or external event exceeds the institutional
capacity to respond and the culture slides into a dark age of forgetfulness.

Unfortunately, there’s a myth about creativity embedded in the common sense use of the
term that places the creative person at odds with reason—a myth especially prone in religious

circles.!!

Leaving aside the lower aspects of human nature, we may look to one of its highest, to the fact that
man can be creative. It is the small creative minority of men who really matter; the men who create
works of art or of thought, the founders of religions, and the great statesmen. These few exceptional
individuals allow us to glimpse the real greatness of man. But although these leaders of mankind
know how to make use of reason for their purposes, they are never men of reason. Their roots lie
deeper—deep in their instincts and impulses, and in those of the society of which they are parts.
Creativeness is an entirely irrational, a mystical faculty. . ."?

A third change lies in refusing what Lonergan calls common-sense eclecticism as one of the
methods that guides the search for wisdom.

Theoretical understanding . . . seeks to solve problems, to erect syntheses, to embrace the universe
in a single view. Neither its existence, nor its value, nor the remote possibility of its success is denied.
Still common sense is concerned not with remote but with proximate possibilities. It lauds the great
men of the past, ostensibly to stir one to emulation, but really to urge one to modesty. It remarks that,
if there are unsolved problems and, no doubt, there are, at least men of undoubted genius have failed
to solve them. It leaves to be inferred that, unless one is a still greater genius, then one had best regard
such problems as practically insoluble. But emphatically it would not discourage anyone inclined to

" This is the core of my own problem with religious matters, given my background and commitment
to the use of intelligence in human affairs. The problem is that the tools and methods of the social sciences
cannot be used to both investigate what lies within human experience and what lies beyond it. Yet, true
transdisciplinary work involves both. Solving this apparent incompatibility not only lies behind this study,
it Lonergan’s approach to human understanding and theological method is so important.

12 Karl R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, volume 2, Hegel and Marx, fifth ed. revised
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1966), 228. The real mystery lies in the phenomena of
an insight, both into data or into the potentials of a situation, for suddenly one knows what one did not
know a moment before—and this knowing brings something new into the world. See Chapter One of
Insight. But it is interesting to note that my own drive to rationality is itself irrational, based now on a
desire to know the real as understood by the Divine Mystery, i.e., god-inspired rather than man-inspired.

It is the reality of a creative self in action, promoting progress and avoiding or reversing decline
during times of fundamental institutional change, that lies behind the following notion of professional
practice. A better title might be: Enjoying the Creative Self: Design Parameters for Successful Planning
and Policy-Making during times of Fundamental Institutional Change. In what follows, the creative self—
that reflective self-consciousness of those involved in making history through the active appropriation of a
world-mediated-by-meaning that has self-directing value—is taken for granted. Rather, the question is:
How can a self-actualizing, self-knowing, highly motivated, courageous and loving creative self find her
way around organizations and societies that are rarely designed to facilitate innovative minds or their own
collective self-renewal?

For the relationship between organizations and creative individuals, see John W. Garder, Self-
Renewal: The Individual and the Innovative Society (New York, N.Y.: Harper & Row, 1964). For the
educational training of the creative self, see Moira T. Carley, Creative Learning and Living: The Human
Element (Victoria, B.C.: Trafford, 2005).
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philosophy. A recognition of one’s limitations need not prevent one from studying philosophy, from
teaching it, from contributing to reviews, from writing books. One can become learned in the history
of philosophy. One can form one’s reasoned judgments about the views of others. By taking care not
to lose the common touch, by maintaining one’s sense of reality, by cultivating balance and
proportion, one can reach a philosophic viewpoint that is solidly reliable and, after all, sufficiently
enlightened. For opinions are legion; theories rise, glow, fascinate, and vanish; but sound judgment
remains. And what is sound judgment? It is to bow to the necessary, to accept the certain, merely to
entertain the probable, to distrust the doubtful, to disregard the merely possible, to laugh at the
improbable, to denounce the impossible, and to believe what Science says. Nor are these precepts
empty words, for there are truths that one cannot reject in practical living, there are others which it
would be silly to doubt, there are claims to truth that merit attention and consideration, and each of
these has its opposites. List the lot, draw out their implications, and you will find that you already
possess a sound philosophy that can be set down in a series of propositions confirmed by proofs and
fortified by answers to objections.

Such . . . is the programme of common-sense eclecticism."

Why is common-sense eclecticism a counter-position method in philosophy? First of all,
common sense is subject to dramatic, egotistic, group and general common sense bias to the point
where any uncritical examination of the integration of common sense and theory only muddies
the water. Secondly, such eclecticism goes against the prime objective of philosophy, “. . . the
integrated unfolding of the detached, disinterested, and unrestricted desire to know” (Insight,
418), for this method only provides yet another viewpoint. Eclecticism also stunts the
development of philosophy, for its improvement is restricted to men of genius. But perhaps most
important of all, it encourages a wide range of judgment without taking into account that
understanding is an important component of judging. The latter is a real danger in professional
practice, for it is easy to think that one’s judgment is improved through developing a wide range
of apparently eclectic bits of knowledge brought together without a suitable metaphysics and

transdisciplinary framework to ground these bits in an explanatory worldview.'*

A Moral Horizon
Without some sense of history, one cannot know where one has been, where one is or where

one is going. Yet, for the most part such histories are cultural artefacts, stories that give meaning

" Insight, 417.

' If the reader does not attend to this underlying upper blade of theory, then this study would appear
eclectic indeed. This is why Chapters One and Two are so important: they outline the upper blade so
necessary for guiding any encounter.
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to the drama of human living, and not a solid general theory of history. Few people explore the
entire span of human existence, from the beginning of our species to its end. Olaf Stapleton did,
in his two novels Last and First Men and Last Men in London."” The only contemporary historian
that 1 know of who attempted a comprehensive explanatory analysis of the rise and fall of human
civilizations was Arnold Toynbee in his monumental ten volume work, A Study of History.'’

To anyone educated in a traditional theological approach to Christianity, this section may
seem rather pointless and certainly misdirected. There exists a fundamental difference between
two realms of meaning, that of common sense intelligence and that of the empirical scientific-
orientated theory, such that within common sense intelligence (the world as it appears to us as
sensed “bodies”) it is proper to cease raising any other questions when an idea can be shown to
work while in the theoretical realm where the concern is with ultimate explanation one has to
keep asking the question ‘why’ until an ultimate explanation has been reached. The “moral
horizon” rather crudely and roughly sketched out in this chapter represents one attempt toward an

ultimate explanation of the universe.'’

' Olaf Stapledon, Last and First Men / Last Men in London (published in one volume by Middlesex,
England: Penguin Books, 1972). Last and First Men was originally published by Methuen in 1930 reissued
by Penguin in 1963. Last Men in London was published by Methuen in 1932. The first volume purports to
be a history of human kind as written by the last of the humans, mentally and physically altered to live on
Neptune in the dying days of the sun, having passed through a series of such modifications including the
Second and Third human species, a remake into a winged species on Venus, and other such changes. Last
Men in London provides a Neptunian ‘last man’s’ perspective on our 20" century world. Although both are
works of fiction, the fiction is based on contemporary scientific and ethical possibilities.

' Arnold Toynbee, 4 Study of History, abridgment of Volumes VII-I by D. C. Somervell (New York,
N.Y.: Oxford, 1957).

17 Of the three initial foundational pillars—moral horizon, Lonergan’s critical realism, and
professional practice—this sketch of a moral horizon is and remains supposition. The notions of
professional practice, with its primary questions and transdisciplinary framework, and critical realism, with
its focus on the subject as knower, have been externally verified by others, judged as both real and true.
This puts both of them on a completely different level of consciousness, where they function as the basis
for deciding between different dialectical organizing principles to discern the truth in the functional
specialty of Foundations. The same cannot be said of this imaginative and highly speculative
conceptualization of a moral horizon constructed around an explanatory theory of general history. At this
level, there is only one virtually unconditioned affirmation: the Divine Mystery exists as an ever present
and ever functioning power in the universe.

Even so, there is “fittingness” to this model. Fred Crowe, in writing on Lonergan’s Christology,
mentions that in theology one deals not with mathematical or scientific necessity but with possibility. “The
notion of what is fitting is a favorite theme of Lonergan’s: theology deals with the possible, not with the
necessary, and so it is satisfied to show that the incarnation was fitting, that it has its intelligibility without
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This is not to say that [ don’t have an appreciation of the diversity, complexity, richness, and
depth to be found in the unique, the individual, the penetrating quality of a Tolstoy or a Gibbons,
or the beauty of religious community seeking God through common work. I would echo the
beliefs of George Steiner, an authority in hermeneutics and life-long companion of both the lliad
and Odyssey:

[ have conducted my emotional, intellectual and professional affairs in distrust of theory. So far as
I am able, I can attach meaning to the concept of theory in the exact and, to some degree, applied
sciences. These theoretical constructs demand crucial experiments for their verification of
falsification. If refuted, they will be superseded. They can be mathematically or logically formalized.
The invocation of ‘theory’ in the humanities, in historical and social studies, in the evaluation of
literature and the arts, seems to me mendacious. The humanities are susceptible neither to crucial
experiments nor to verification (except on a material, documentary level). Our responses to them are
narratives of intuition. In the unbounded dynamics of the semantic, in the flux of the meaningful, in
the uncircumscribed interplay of interpretations, the only propositions are those of personal choice, of
taste, of echoing affinity or deafness. There can be no refutations or disproofs in any theoretical sense.
Colleridge does not refute Samuel Johnson; Picasso does not advance on Raphael. In humane letters,
‘theory” is nothing but intuition grown impatient.'®
The same does not apply to professional practice, whose standards and norms are established
in the realm of interiority. All forms of professional practice occur in “times-and-space-specific
socio/political situations”. The idea is that each time a professional seeks to intervene, this
intervention requires a personal reorientation to the specific circumstances, a separate diagnosis
and evaluation of the problem(s), and specific estimates of the scope and constraints on rational
action within this historically and geographically unique situation. Yet, all such interventions not
only require precise and distinct ideas of what we mean by progress and decline but also a
decision of what we—as a species—are for. Of the many answers that have been given, the
Christian approach has perhaps the highest views and expectations on human beings. This is

affirmed through Christian life, not theory, yet when one’s culture is no longer what is was and

the Church seems destined to be left behind in the dust-bones of history, theologians can help by

being necessitated. ‘Intelligibility” does not mean simply the absence of internal contradiction; more
positively, it means what divine wisdom, coextensive with divine power, sees as good and possible.”
Frederick E. Crowe, S.J., Christ and History. The Christology of Bernard Lonergan from 1935 to 1982,
Ottawa: Novalis, 2005), 66. Italics are Crowe’s.

'® George Steiner, Errata: An Examined Life (London: Phoenix, 1997), 5. To the extent that the
humanities are a specialization of intelligence into the common sense of another time and place, Steiner is
certainly correct: an appropriate hermeneutical methodology is necessary, but not any explanatory theory of
the data.
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starting to ask the question ‘why’ in an unrestricted fashion. Clarifying the foundations of
Christian faith is in my mind essential to being able to function as Christians in a pluralistic world
where common cultural norms no longer apply.

It may seem strange to lay out the beginnings of a general moral history without
acknowledging the work of such intellectual giants as Arnold J. Toynbee, Tielhard de Chardin, or
Saint Augustine.”” Yet such a formal history misses the point. Each of us develops over time
crude images of reality—social reality, past histories, future possibilities, and types of human
beings, social norms, personal values, and so forth—constructed using available cultural tools.
These are half-rational half-irrational images that share features with others in society but that
also are uniquely our own. Conversion differs from person to person, resulting in a great deal of
diversity in positions and counter-positions at play in society. What kind of moral reality have I
constructed for myself at a time when traditions have broken down, a crisis in valuation holds
supreme, and the only alternative is to seek firm foundations in order to discern correctly between
different perspectives?

Although there are often dramatic conversions—sudden shifts in direction—deep changes
take place over far long periods of time. For me, such changes may have started with the decision
to follow the work of Otto Friedman, or perhaps more than twelve years after Friedman to follow
the opportunity for intellectual conversion offered by Lonergan. It was then that a dramatic shift

took place: for the first time I faced the problem of the existence of God. Chapter Four of Method

' Why in the form of a history? It is only in history that we can talk about progress and decline, the
collective results of good and evil working themselves out in human life.

Armold J. Toynbee, 4 Study of History: Abridgment of Volumes V1I-1(by D. C. Somervell. New York,
N.Y.: Oxford, 1957). Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man (translated from the French by
Bernard Wall with an introduction by Sir Julian Huxley. New York, N.Y.: Harper and Row, 1959). Saint
Augustine, The City of God (translated by Marcus Dods, D.D. with an introduction by Thomas Merton.
New York, N.Y.: The Modem Library, 1993).

Without a doubt, the best compendium relating to a moral universe is that found in the Christian
Bible. It contains a record of the gradual evolution of positions and counter-positions concerning man’s
relationship with God that spans at least two thousand years.
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laid out the problem.”® If God did not exist, then morality or intelligibility was a matter of the
person or group holding the biggest stick. If God did exist, then goodness, moral truth, and an
intelligent universe did exist independent of human passions.

There could be no middle ground.

Now, questions that require Yes/No answers are questions of judgment (true or false, real or
unreal): evidence is collected and carefully weighted to determine the truth or reality of a
statement or event. It took close to three weeks of desperate probing before 1 suddenly realized
that the question was not one of reasonably judgment but of responsible deciding. In other words,
no evidence could ever justify either a yes or a no answer; it was a matter of preference, a
decision of ultimate value.?’ Now, framed in this matter, the choice was obvious: While living in
a world where God exists might not change the apparent madness, insanities, and irrationalities of
the world, the presence of God did offer hope, a way out, the possibility of a truly human world
guided by divine inspiration.

The emotional efements of a religious conversion would not emerge for nearly ten years. But
in the meantime, there was a major shift in intentions that I likened to a rainstorm transversing a
watershed: on one side of a narrow ridge, the water would flow in one direction, while only a few
meters on, the water would flow in a diametrically opposite direction. My decision had that
aspect about it: one moment, without any change in circumstances or conditions, my attention
focussed on what I wanted; the next moment, I started asking myself what God thought of things.
Gradually, as this question took hold and unfolded over a decade or more of small insights and

different perceptions of reality, a moral horizon started to emerge wherein I tried to make sense of

% This question gave rise to a pure form of the type of incompatible horizons that are found in the
functional specialty of Dialectics: both cannot be true; one must stand while the other falls. Discernment
identifies one as the true position, which is to say that a truly authentic person who is open to experience,
intelligent in understanding, reasonable in judging, and responsible when it comes to deciding issues of
value will choose one of the two options as true while the other will be understood as being flawed. This
decision lies in the functional specialty of foundations.

2! Such a negation of the question is an example of an inverse insight. Inverse insights deny
intelligibility to the question itself, thus initiating often radical changes in direction. See Lonergan, Insight
(1957), 19-25.
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all that T knew about myself and the world. By the time I had started this study, the initial
conditions generated an initial moral universe, a moral horizon subject certainly in need of
refinement but one that at least gave me a starting point.

While there were a number of elements incorporated into this model—evolutionary
dynamics, cosmology, virtual realities, the multi-verse, and conversion—the key that pulled it all
together was an insight into the reality of the Trinity as the defining characteristic of Christianity.
Now, the notion of the Trinity is often downplayed in favour of an image of Christ as Messiah,
Lord, ruler of all—an image that no doubt has its roots in the early days of Christendom when
Constantine sought to use Christianity as a tool for social and political cohesion within the 4™
century Roman Empire.”” The divisiveness of the notion of a triune God, a concept difficult to
understand that developed a few centuries after Jesus’ death as Christians sought to understand
the authority of his life (“Who do you think I am?”), has been a factor in the seeming
innumerable discords and debates in Christian history. Yet, as a model for Christian living, the
idea of the Trinity is regaining a place in contemporary Christian thinking.”

It is one thing to have a conceptual understanding of the meaning and importance of notion
of Trinity, and another to have a personal experience, a personal understanding of what it

represents.” The reality of the Trinity was brought home to me with the sudden realization that

*2 Charles Freeman, The Closing of the Western Mind: The Rise of Faith and the Fall of Reason
(London: Pimlico, 2003). He includes a striking photo of a church ceiling above an altar, where Christ is
sitting full frontal on a throne in majesty reminiscent of a Roman Emperor (church of Santa Pudenziana in
Rome, circa 390).

 “In the face of the radical challenge to the Christian faith, help will come not from a feeble, general
and vague theism but only from a decisive witness to the living God of history who has disclosed himself n
a concrete way through Jesus Christ in the Holy Spirit. . . . The God of Jesus Christ—that is, the God who
gives himself to be known through Jesus Christ in the Holy Spirit—is the ultimate, eschatological and
definitive determination of the indeterminate openness of man; he is therefore also the Christian answer to
the situation created by modern atheism.” Walter Kasper, The God of Jesus Christ, translated from the
German by Matthew J. O’Connell (New York, N.Y.: Crossroad, 2003), 315. See also Walter Kasper, God
the Father (New York: Crossroad, 1984).

1t is important to keep in mind that the following comments on the Triune God are neither definitive
nor based on any of the extensive literature that already exists. Rather, they represent an initial attempt to
make sense of a primitive experience of the persons of the Trinity at a time when classical definitions have
no meaning within my conceptual horizon. The following should be considered no more than an initial
starting point to an understanding of the Trinity.
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my own “prayer” encounters matched one-on-one with the three formal “personalities” of God.
The Father of the Trinity corresponded with this immensely powerful entity who governed all, the
final authority, the ultimate judge of all that was, is, and will be—powerful, lawgiving, yet also
assessable, tolerant, patient—although one would not like to test that patience. The Jesus matched
this “elder brother” of mine, someone who was ahead of me in life’s work yet not so distant |
could not identify with him (human, yet divine). Then there was this vast oceanic space, cosmic
in size and energy, full of movement, of currents that one could either fight and exhaust oneself
or accept and float, to be borne wherever the currents would take you; sheer energy, light,
movement, constantly dynamic yet always the same. Might this not correspond with the notion of

the Holy Spirit?

Birth of the Triune God

It is totally beyond our human capabilities to ever understand the nature of God. Yet, we can
understand a God that is true for us as human beings called to communion.”

I affirm without any doubt whatsoever the existence of a presence or force operative within
creation that transcends all human possibilities and is ever a puzzle to human beings. This
experienced presence or force is named Divine Mystery. This Divine Mystery is in itself an
originating intelligent personhood, an entity, known to itself as such.® The originating

intelligence is named a “Divine Mystery yime” (DMl).27 Assigned to DM, are all the properties of

% This process , this orientation, this encounter with the Divine Mystery, allows for a pluralistic
understanding of Christian life, where every culture, every community with its own religious, moral and
intellectual horizons, can bear witness to the life of Christ in ways appropriate to them and yet still be
considered part of the Christian church.

% Not only is personhood held in the highest regard by human beings, e.g., charismatic authority, the
positional authority of kings, CEO’s, priests, and “alpha™ males, but most of all because it is only
individuals that experience wonder, awe and mystery, the source of all truly creative thought.

" The terms “Father”, “Son”, and “Holy Ghost” carry excessive cultural baggage for the abstract
almost mathematical underlying pattern. In order to keep the same underlying idea and yet allow
imagination to work in other channels, 1 have decided to use generic non-historical terms DM,, DM,, and
DM;. This is far from being a satisfactory solution, which explains the occasional use of specific Christen
terms.
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isening.”® All other properties of DM, are unknown and unknowable, except as an unlimited
extrapolated of what is knowable by intelligent entities. Within the state of isening, DM,
continually creates itself as the origin of all that there is, was, and ever will be.

Within this active state of isening, DM;’s “first” task is that of comprehending that which is
most significant: itself. In comprehending itself, DM, conceives an image of itself as itself, thus
in a sense bringing itself into existence in a reflexive manner. However, this image on the part of
DM, is so accurate and so powerful that the image itself takes on a separate existence. DM,, as
generator and procreator, takes the position of “Father”—keeping in mind that DM, as “Father”?
refers to far more than its human equivalent. DM;’s image of itself, now a separate intelligent
personhood within the tsening, becomes that which is generated: DM,.

Within the isening of DM, and the DM, there is now a problem. These two entities, each

possessing the properties of DM (though one is generator and the other generated) encounter

each other as most fascinating and attractive phenomena. Both desire contact, and it is through

2 Popular conceptions of God have God existing outside time itself, having all the time there is—in
the sense of an “eternity” of time. The author believes that the inverse may well be true, that god has ro
extension whatsoever in any dimensions of time or space. To convey this idea, | have coined the word
“isening,” a purely theoretical explanatory concept defined as existence with no extensions or dimensions
whatsoever. Given this concept, it is easy to understand the classical insistence that God has no beginning:
any entity existing in a state of isening cannot have causality as one of its properties. Thus it exists only
because it exists; it is what it would be. For this reason, it is possible to conceive God as ever changing
(from our perspective) and yet always the same (perfect and complete).

This term also helps to explain the experiences of mystics who seem to transcend time in their
moments of contact with the Divine Mystery: such people participate, if only momentarily and very lightly,
in that state of active beingness with no extensions of any kind other that perhaps a creative playfulness.
The term that has two separate yet related meanings: a formal definition of what is informally expressed as
God being outside or above or living in “eternity” and that pale human experience associated with higher
forms of communion where “All is well; all is well.”

% “Father” is a relational term within a family situation that includes, at a bare minimum, “mother”,
son and daughter. As such, it belongs to the common sense realm of meaning, i.e. to the world as it relates
to us as human beings. “Universal Being”, on the other hand, takes the common sense notion of human
beings as—at least to date—the best developed creature (to be a true human being is considered a rare
achievement) and extends it into the theoretical realm of meaning. In this realm, things are not related to
human concerns but to each other. Yet, even this notion of universal being is too specific for a high level
formulation: it contains within it the assumption or presumption that a “being” is involved. While this may
be true, it seems safer at this point in the argument to simply assert the dual proposition that human beings
experience a potency outside that of the sensate world, that this potency is given form through the notion of
divinity even through as transcendence it can never be truly understood, and finally both potency and form
are affirmed through a deliberate and considered act of judgment. Hence, the bare minimum that can be
affirmed is the existence of a Divine Mystery.
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this desire for contact that a third intelligent entity is formed, namely the communicator, the
moderator, the very embodiment of the language of Godhood, capable of handling the complexity
of Godhood, and thus of necessity of equal value and nature as both DM; and DM,: DMs.
Together, DM;, DM,, and DM; form the Divine community of mutual adoration and creative
exuberance that collectively we know as the Divine Mystery and designate in Christian circles as
the Triune God. This community is both multiple and one, that is, there are three distinct
“personalities” or self-aware “beings”, yet only one being.

The Trinity constitutes the totality of the Divine Mystery, expressing within itself all aspects
of Divine life. No other such community is possible; no other component entity can of necessity
exist. These three encapsulate all there is of Divine life, lacking nothing, needing nothing, full
and present in themselves, operative within the state of isening.*

At the core of such communal life is the active state of anamesoning.’*

Creating Creation
The joy, pleasure, and sheer exuberance of the Trinity are given expression through acts of

creation.

*® One might argue for continual regression, but in fact the dynamics of the three are in themselves so
stable that any further regressions of imaging would pale beside the original.

31 “Anamesoning” is a parallel concept to isening that is used to describe not only the form of
communal life within the Trinity but the various stages that lead up to it. Constructed from the Greek ava
lEcov, meaning “among”, “in the middle”, or “between”, it is a sociological variable running in a
continuum from basic human intersubjectivity to a yet to be known state of existence to which all
intelligence entities are invited to share. Even if we will never fully understand this state of existence until
we experience it, we can still work out many of the properties of this state and use this knowledge to direct
our intelligent inquires into how we can evolve (or transform) from a purely animal existence into the kind
of entity that has the capacity to join the life of the Triune God. For example, it seems clear that the human
intersubjectivity, a sense of identity with another operative at a preconscious level that emerges particularly
during parental bonding with children or the automatic rescue response to another person’s distress, is a
primitive form of anamesoning. More complex human forms of anamesoning are involved in different
forms of religious, moral and intellectual conversion, shifts that in effect bring an entity closer to sharing in
the life of the Divine Mystery. The term itself states the purpose of the existence of any intelligent person
or entity in the grand scheme of things and thus not only provides a model for evaluating time-and-space-
specific social and political conditions but aids in the diagnosing of critical inter- and transdisciplinary
problems at a the very practical level of professional practice.
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Since the primary joy and pleasure of the Trinity lies in sharing in the anamesoning of the
whole, the single and only supreme form of creation of value to the Trinity would be that of
creating independent entities capable of joining in communal life of the Trinity. All else would be
trivial.

What we know as Creation not only reflects in itself the joyous, explosive exuberance of the
Trinity, and therefore requires respect for that which it indicates, but can only have as its
fundamental design criteria the emergence of entities with this potential of evolving into ever
higher and more complex states of anamesoning. All higher forms of anamesoning are
characterized by hope, delightful anticipation, awe, mystery, beauty, and a sense of we-ness.

Freedom is also another fundamental characteristic of high-order anamesoning. All entities
created with the potential of sharing the life of the Trinity must of necessity be free to choose to
do s0.*? If they were not free to choose, there would be little joy on the part of the Triune God in
having such entities participate in their divine life. For this reason, the Trinity as a whole or in
part cannot be present in full glory to any of the creatures thus created. To reveal themselves
would be to deny any possibility of free choice.

Neither can there be any direct evidence of the Trinity’s creation of Creation, for such
evidence would also act as a bias in the development of such creatures.

Furthermore, Creation itself cannot share in the isening of the Trinity, for within the isening
there is only is-ness, total and complete within itself. Given the need to exercise discernment
through choice, any entity must exist in a state where there is a collective mediating knowledge of

experience (the past), opportunities to discern and choose the good (the present), and to conceive

32 There are at least two ways to conceptualize freedom: (1) being unconstrained by any external force
or pressure to choose one option over another (this concept of freedom requires both a range of choice and
the lack of any coercive force to choose one over an other), and (2) having no constraints when it comes to
doing what is right and necessary in the eyes of God (thus it is possible to lived chained in a small jail cell
with no options other than to accept or rebel and yet be perfectly free). The first rather crude definition
depends upon being free of any coercion, while the second involves a joyful acceptance of a divine
attraction we express as “being in love.” The former belongs to the realm of human beings, a rather
humanistic belief in the need for human beings to be free to define themselves as masters of their own
fates, while the latter frames human beings within the divine community where to be free is to be released
from bondage in order to join in the celebratory anamesoning of the Triune God.
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and imagine possibilities and probabilities of what could or should be (the future).”> Without a
universe demanding decisions of such entities, such entities would not recognize the need for a
divine power in their lives nor exercise the skills necessary to come closer to the Divine Mystery.
The only possible design for Creation is a universe capable of self-evolving, which is to say
things should start off no-where no-when and gradually take on higher degrees of complexity and
order. This is accomplished through the world process (worldview) of emergent probability.**
Creation must start as pure potential and only gradually take shape through the emergence of
ever higher schemes of recurrence in the world processes of emergent probability. The universe
evolves over time into systems of every more complex recurring schemes of maintenance and
transformation in ‘ways that are both predictable and unpredictable, combining both stability and

novelty.” At each level of complexity, there exists a set lower conditioning level without which

33 «“God’s time is an eternal present, extra-territorial to the passage of past-present-future. Yet it is
only ‘in time’ that we perceive human experience. It is only by virtue of temporal sequence that essential
motions of spirit such as remorse, responsibility for consequent action, prayer, and resolution can assume
meaning.” George Steiner, After Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation, third edition (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1998), 149.

** The worldview of emergent probability is the successor of such worldviews as Aristotelian,
Galilean, Darwinian, and Indeterminism. It is a heuristic structure laid out by Lonergan for organizing
intelligent inquiry into the empirical world that combines both classical systems of laws and the stochastic
approach of contemporary statistics. The primary concept is that of schemes of recurrence, system
constructs whose operation is governed by empirical laws but whose existence and maintenance is a matter
of probability. Schemes emerge from the operation of lower schemes, and when they do they subsume the
operation of lower schemes as well as look to the emergence of even higher schemes. See Lonergan,
Insight (1957), 103 139.

3% Within any particular universe, creation starts as a single point at the beginning of time itself, a
point that contains all the matter and energy that there will ever be, the “big bang.” Within a few billionths
of a second, the first differentiations emerge, which—in a matter of seconds-—results in a hyper-expanding
universe where the first nuclear particles come into being soon followed by the first atom: hydrogen. As the
universe expanded and cooled down, forces pulled these atoms together into vast clouds that then
condensed and ignited forming stars. Complex atoms such carbon, oxygen, iron, lead, gold, uranium, and
so forth were formed within these nuclear furnaces, which, when fired out into the universe in massive
quasar explosions, coalesced into clumps that eventually would be called planets. Within these new
conditions, these atoms could and did combine with others to produce not only simple molecules such as
water but also more complex chains of amino acids. And so it went, with each emerging system provided
the bases for the emergence of even higher-order schemes of recurrence until the flow of sun energy
created standing waves of life on planets that could support such schemes.

It seems silly (if not an act of hubris) to suppose that we are the only intelligent creatures in our
universe. Even if the emergence of intelligence has an extremely low probably, the shear size of our own
cosmos virtually assures the existence of other entities than us. Then there is the question of multiple selves
contained in the multiverse, the explanatory theory of quantum physics. Of course both these possibilities
presents culturally normative Christians with certain problems—another instance of a crisis in valuation.
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the higher level could not exist and a higher level of complexity within which the current schemes
are themselves organized. Such holons are both conditioning and conditioned, in the sense that
the human body depends upon and hence conditions the complex chemical and electrical sub-
schemes the regulate such things as body temperature and automatic responses while at the same
time seeks integration into a higher scheme of things, specifically into the social and political
affairs of a human community and ultimately—unless constrained or restrained—the Divine
Mystery.*® Intelligent species turn not only to human created social and political schemes—tribes,
communities, nations, institutions, for example—but to an even higher recurrent scheme: the
Divine Mystery now understood as the Triune God. We are invariably drawn to something
greater then ourselves:

The life of men is made up of many and varied activities. Deep in the heart of men is the longing,
fitfully glimpsed and but half realized, to gather up all these strivings into an intense pursuit of one
all-embracing objective worthy of the toil and tears and devotion of the human heart. Such is the half-
shaped dream; but the reality is a picture of heaped-up activities, where the trivial jostles the less
trivial, and less trivial elbows the important things, and there is no unity of design, nor any intensity of
single, concentrated purpose. There is no real perspective of values: what is essentially trivial but
immediately urgent looms large and commands attention; while what is essentially important, but not
immediately urgent or insistent, is relegated to the hazy recesses of the background. But the thing of
greatest importance is not always what is demanded by the needs of the moment.*’

Such yearning only provides the emotional need to turn our face upward to the only thing
that might satisfy such a longing: the Divine Mystery, the Transcendent, the “Attractive Mystery”
of Javier Prades.®® In other words, creation demands a choice between all that belongs to the
Trinity and all that belongs to immediate sensation, i.e., a value change toward the transcendent
Trinity and away from the immediacy of creation itself. The attractive mystery is the Trinity: the

ideal of perfection, truth and judgment.

% The term “holon” was coined by Arthur Koestler, Janus: A Summing Up (London: Pan, 1978). “4ll
complex structures and processes of a relatively stable character display hierarchic organization,
regardless whether we consider galactic systems, living organisms and their activities, or social
organizations.” Ibid., 31. Koestler’s italics. Each level of such a hierarchical structure constitutes a quasi-
autonomous whole. But it is a whole that is “Janus-faced. The face turned upward, toward the higher levels,
is that of a dependent part; the face turned downward, towards its own constituents, is that of a whole of
remarkable self-sufficiency.” Ibid., 27.

7 Karl Rahner, On Prayer (New York: Paulist Press Deus Books, 1958), 7.

% Javier Prades, “The Attractive Mystery,” TRACES — Litterae Communionis, no. 8, (1999): 23-4.
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If progress involves a shift toward conversion and if the Triune God is the ultimate
attractiveness for initiating conversion, then decline starts in the idolatrous decision to elevate and
adore a lesser “god”—some “golden calf’—in the place of the Trinity. For example, there is the
egotist, the affective centre of the universe, who puts his or her needs, wants, and demands above
those of anyone else. Then there is the ideology of group bias, where one ones’ own group is in
effect given divine status and whose members thus feel perfectly free to ignore or dismiss the
well-being of any other group.” Finally, common sense bias—general bias—places expediency
above all else so that the most important thing is to do is what is immediately practical without
taking theoretical or long term factors into consideration. In all such biases, idolatry takes root in
the hearts of men and women that only serves to misdirect human affairs into untimely and
unproductive matters. Time, when combined with the necessity of deciding between options,
requires Creation to be both capable of, and based on, progress and decline.

Creation must contain within itself all possibilities, all options. Thus, in the “mind” of DM,
the universe of all possible schemes of occurrence constitutes the Multiverse.* It is only within
one time-live “universe” of the multiverse that freewill is in fact possible. Progress brings
intelligent order among the randomness of the universes comprising the multiverse; decline
reduces intelligent order to random variation. Within a particular universe, the decisions we
make—or refuse to make—affects the emergence of order across the universes of the multiverse
and increases (decreases) the probability of progress (decline) in the universes that continues our

own time-dated sequence of temporal snapshots. The multiverse is Creation; universes within the

** Group bias has its interesting corollary, ideologies such as Humanism, Nationalism, Communism,
or Totalitarianism whose function in human societies is to allow a relatively small group of people to
control the behavior of large otherwise intractable groups of human beings.

** The notion of a multiverse derives from experiments in quantum mechanics where the only possible
explanation for the data is that parallel universes exist which interact faintly at the quantum level. Time
itself is considered as a quantum concept, hence the notion of a “snap-shot” of time. In the framework used
here, this “snap-shot™ represents an instant of isening where only the time-stamp associated with each frame
allows for the kinds of logical sequences that constitution our universe. For an excellent and readily
assessable presentation of the explanatory world of quantum mechanics, evolutionary epistemology, and
the virtual realities of computational theory see David Deutsch, The Fabric of Reality (London, England:
Penguin, 1997).
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multiverse provide those time-and-space-specific circumstances that allow not only for stability
but also novelty and change. In such a universe, decisions of value are required of any intelligent
species; it is those decisions of value that lead to the Divine Mystery—unless that processes is
sidetracked or blocked by one means or another. Yet, barring utter catastrophe, it is only a matter
of time before circumstances reassert demands for liberty so that human beings are free to follow
a higher power in the universe.

Our particular universe is just the way it should be, given where we have come from and
where we are going; yet there is a constant need for change.”’ In a strange way, not readily
understandable to time-based entities, the isening of the Trinity is different for each “moment” or
quantum of time, yet for each such snapshot it is perfect. So it might be argued that the Trinity is
constantly changing as the situation in Creation changes, and yet remains totally changeless and
utterly complete in its perfection. There is no causality within isening, only the joyful reflexive
creation of self in community. This continual joyful creation of self in community also includes

Creation.*

1 «Respect . . . denotes . . . the ability to see a person as he is, to be aware of his unique individuality.
Respect means the concern that the other person should grow and unfold as he is. Respect . . . implies the
absence of exploitation. I want the loved person to grow and unfold for his own sake, and in his own ways,
and not for the purpose of serving me. If I love the other person, I feel one with him or her, but with him as
he is, not as I need him to be as an object for my use.” Eric Fromm, The Art of Loving (New York, N.Y.:
Harper & Row, 1956), 23 24. Fromm’s italics.

* The splitting of the isening of Divine life into a temporal stream has implications for any time-based
entity that goes beyond the (imposed) need to make decisions, and in making decisions having to work out
what is really of value. As time-based entities, we are highly limited in both time and space. In addition to
such limitations, we tend to focus on changes rather than fixed constants. Yet this means that an entity may
be undergoing substantial changes over a long period of time, but the changes have taken place so slowly
that the entity is not aware of any change. Conversely, some changes may occur so quickly that we are not
even aware of the change having taken place. In the political sphere, such rapid changes as the shift from
Stalin as ally to Russia as deadly enemy after the WW 11 took place with very few recognizing the radical
break being made.

Then we may mistake the lack of change over our life-span with a seemingly strong political or social
situation only because we lack sufficient historical understanding to realize how fragile such structures may
be. The fall of the Soviet Union at the end of the 20th century is a case in point. One suspects that Abram
Bergson and Herbert S. Levine, editors of The Soviet Economy: Toward the Year 2000 (London: G. Allen
& Unwin, 1983) never envisioned the possibility the Soviet Union would cease to exist by the end of that
very same year.
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Emergence of Self-Aware Entities

At some point in the emerging complex high-level stabilizing recurring schemes that make
up the universe, entities come into existence having the potential to join in the life of the Trinity.
This potential is indicated by the capacity to distinguish between what belongs to the Trinity and
what belongs to creation (in the sense that the mediating influence of the DM; lead such entities
to discover a discord between what they do and what they should do). This, in human history, is
marked by the development of shame, self-pity, resentment, fear and other emotions that arise
from what in general is known as knowledge of good and evil.

To say that the Trinity engaged in the creation of Creation for the purposes of evolving an
entity capable of accepting or rejecting an invitation to join with them in community does not
imply that Creation will be discarded once its objectives have been met. Creation is very much a
part of such entities and is very much a beautiful artefact in its own right. I expect that Creation as
such will remain an important part of life as such life joins in the mutual joy and happiness of the
Trinity.

Homo sapiens may be considered one such evolutionary species. Each individual of the
Homo sapiens has the potential for joining in the life of the Trinity and hence has the capacity to
choose the Trinity. In all of creation there may well be many such intelligent and aware species.
Each such species would be subject to the same emergent dynamics.*

Homo sapiens are subject to the same principles of emergent probability as the rest of
Creation. Our species evolved from far simpler life forms with no capacity for independent

thought and choice, forms that themselves developed over hundreds of thousands of years. There

* This implies that each such species would require a similar “sacrifice” on the part of the DM,. This
model suggests that in the isening of the Triune God, there is only one “sacrifice,” but this one sacrifice
may be given any number of expressions or extensions within Creation. One might think of this as a
recording: there is only one musical concert but this performance may be captured on audio or video tape,
digital recording devices, or any other medium capable of replicating the original event. This gives a
special meaning to such sacraments as the Eucharist: one event replicated again and again throughout
history.
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is to reason to suspect, given the nature of this world of emergent probability, that we are the be
all and end all of creation.

We are not necessary the end point or even the highest achievement in Creation.

We may well be evolutionarily flawed, inasmuch as the development of the neo-cortex in the
human brain was a rather sudden and recent development and hence not fully integrated into
human consciousness. To all extend and purposes, we have three brains: a reptilian brain at the
base, which handles many of the survival mechanisms that we require, a primate brain,
responsible for the complex social dynamics of primate communities, and a rational brain—the
neo-cortex, the frontal lobe—that handles much of our rational thinking. Unfortunately for our
species, the neo-cortex was never given override or veto control of the two sub-brains. When
combined with the initial period of helplessness and dependency in our first few years of life that
often leaves us susceptible to conditioning, an excess capacity for fanatical devotion, frequent
submersion in a group mind where he or she is at the mercy of rhetoric, and finally the discovery
of death with which the human mind is not constructed to handle, the result is a history of
violence, irrationality, and stupidity that is hard to accept as our own.**

Yet, at the same time it has been a history of development, of increased understanding, of
democratic beliefs, of the importance of every human life, of great thinkers and magnificence
doers who have challenged us to our very roots. The good news is that it is all to easy to notice
the errors and mistakes we make and ignore the much longer spans of deep development that has
in fact taken place. Cities like the Greater New York, Hong Kong, Calcutta, Tokyo, etc. each
contains millions of people who, despite their close proximity to each other, have avoided killing
each other off in sectarian battles. The human sciences—the “soft” sciences like anthropology,
social psychology, or the humanities—have given us considerable insights into the way people
actually behave. We have at our fingertips books, articles, documentaries that would have been

inconceivable during the Middle Ages or even to the Romans.

" See Koestler, Janus (1978), for a discussion of these four factors.
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Sufficient to say that as a species we are prone to keep our eyes and ears pealed for disasters
and the adrenalin surge they provide, a point not lost on the news media.

This evolutionary incompleteness, combined with other factors mention above, set the
conditions for what in essence is often called “evil” in non-differentiated minds. Individual
egotism, a group bias that elevates the object of devotion to one’s own group, a common sense
bias that places practical action above all else, a non-differentiated mind, a lack of subjective
authenticity: all these distortions of our coming to know and to decide have their roots in our
evolutionary past and our developmental present.

The probability of emergence of conscious intelligence in the universe is very high, given
the presence of intense energy emitting suns and an evolutionary trend to high energy mobile life
forms that have to forage and hunt for a living. The complexity of these tasks when combined
with the significant informational processes required for the social interaction of primate groups
gives a high probability of survival of any intelligent entity once it emerges into the world. Such
development may be delayed, as when for example the reign of the dinosaurs incorporated all
available resources into there own physical forms. But when these resources were freed in a mass
extinction event (a 10-kilometer asteroid struck 65 million years ago creating the Chixculub
crater in the Gulf of Mexico), other species including our own primitive ancestors had an
opportunity to modify their own schemes of recurrence in support of their higher energy levels of
a fuller form of existence.

This decisive evolutionary point was reached when it became possible for primate brains to
undertake the essential cognitive operations that together make up the mentality of any intelligent
entity: experiencing, understanding, judging and deciding. In order for any intelligent entity to
survive, it has to be able to operate effectively and efficiently in these four areas. In long-term
stable environments, tradition can form the basis for intelligent action. But in rapidly changing
conditions, it becomes necessary to understand these operations themselves as a precondition to

survival—hence the innate emergent drive in the universe toward self-aware intelligent entities.
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The presence of intelligent entities reduces the role of pure random chance in human affairs,
replacing coincidence and accidental mutations with planned intelligently organized schemes.
Such schemes can be pre-understood and pre-evaluated through the application of classical and
statistical modes of understanding to the problems at hand.

This evolutionary pressure, if given the right circumstances, leads to an understanding of
human understanding—an awareness of the realm of interiority—with the consequent
differentiations of mind as well a realization of the importance of conversions in human affairs.
Unless interfered with for a number of reasons, this constitutes the next evolutionary phase for
Homo sapiens—or for any intelligence species for that matter.

This next evolutionary step is made possible only through the attractiveness of the Divine
Mystery, the isening of the Trinity, and the work of the DM, for it is only through such work that
true conversion is possible.

This evolutionary step is expressed and passed down as a cultural achievement through the
development of a world-mediated-by-meaning whose terms and structure evolve always with an
attention to the meaning of the whole and the careful control over meaning itself. This implies
that mankind’s primary skill, as a species, is not our capacity for using symbols but the formation
of communities through the use of such symbols that hopefully embody wisdom, creativity, trust,
and so forth. In other words, our skills in symbol using (conceptualizing and formulating, testing
and judging) are not ends in themselves, but tools that enable the creation of communities that are
capable of—or directly participate in—the isening and anamesoning of the Triune God. While
each generation needs to rediscover for itself its own conversionary history in order to building
upon it (the alternative being a loss of meaning, a de-evolvement of meaning, a limited
understanding or distorted understanding of what could only be understood given a deep
authenticity of those involved, the vehicle itself is the language within which authenticity is
expressed — a language that itself is changed in an evolutionary epistemology that eventually sorts

out the true from the false, the real from the imaginary.
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An Open Invitation

Although the DM; has always been present, as indicated by the low level of anamesoning we
perceive as basic intersubjectivity, our species has been allowed to make its own choices as it
develops. More often than not, decisions are forced by events; but there are times when—at the
level of deciding—choices are made as to what is really valuable. The immediacy of creation
temps human beings to select themselves as most important (egotism), or decide that the group
they belong to is more important (group bias), or to ignore the need to make such decisions by
remaining only within the world of the practical (common sense bias). No matter what the bias,
the result is the same—the reduction of the probably of survival, that is, decline, as the
transcendental injunctions are ignored in favour of a less transcendent value.

Any such emergent self-aware species expresses the Trinity’s own creative facility within
the isening: innate curiosity, joy, and wonder. This sense of awe and mystery may arise when all
basic needs for food and shelter have been satisfied. Then man’s wonder is turned loose upon
himself and upon his world.

At first, such questioning is very primitive and very confused. The Trinity is not understood,
nor understandable, because it takes time and guidance to realize that the Divine Mystery is not
bound to rocks or mountains, that gods do not rule the elements, that man himself is more than
brute creature. For a long time the human mind remains undifferentiated, with all aspects of
experience and understanding operative only within the dramatic and aesthetic intentionally of
common sense intelligence.

Yet even in these early beginnings, man’s cognitive operations and the injunctions
associated with them are in play. There is—again of necessity—a structure to such inquiry that
starts with experience, moves on to understanding, checks that understanding through judging,
and finally-——understanding correctly what is or is not, what is true or not—makes a decision

about what to do or not to do. It is these four levels of cognitive operations that allows for the
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possibility of choosing the Trinity. They allow people to incorporate the anamesoning of the
Trinity into their own lives, an influence transcending all else as representing the wishes and
dreams of a higher level organizing system.

Creation itself is not flawed. It is the way it is, as intended by DM, and as such is the perfect
vehicle for creating the type of creature desired by DM;. It could be nothing else. However, self-
aware entities project their fears against loss of self or group upon Creation, so that the world
becomes a hostile, dangerous, unpredictable, and evil place. The world is not this way because
this is the nature of the world. The world is a terrifying place for the simple reason that men and
women have chosen over millennia to perceive themselves and their environment in this way.
This perception of the universe as twisted and evil is the direct result of not putting the Trinity in
its proper place in human decision-making, choosing instead self, group, and/or common sense
bias as primary values. In trying to force the world to his or her own designs, for his own ends, all
Creation appears to conspire against them,

Fear becomes the ultimate trap, for through fear our sense of self is intensified. If the “self”
feels threatened, even low levels of intersubjectivity are lost and the individual is cut off from the
influence of divine anamesoning. This closed system of fear/self is highly stable, with a high
probability of survival, unlikely to be broken up from within. The ego protects itself whenever it
feels threatened (we are never more aware of our “selves” when we feel threatened). When we do
not feel threatened, we forget ourselves in the joy and creativeness of the universe.”

Through millions of years of linguistic development, there have emerged a series of cultures
that combine both progress and decline, the good emerging from the isening of the Trinity and the

bad from unfettered sensate drives. In this confusion of values, of evaluation, mankind finds itself

 For an excellent analysis of the underlying dynamics from a psychological perspective see
Foundation for Inner Peace, 4 Course in Miracles, second ed. (Glen Ellen, CA: Foundation for Inner Peace,
1992). As for me, ego can be understood as the artificial and inanimate systems-totality of affective
conditioning that an entity fully identifies with and to which the entity has become firmly attached. Due to
the complexities and overwhelming need to belong to a group, ego is integrated virtually seamlessly with
the social and political realities of the day, so that the two really form one consistent scheme of recurrence.
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trapped, unable to move forward on their own efforts because these efforts are marred by
previous failures to be attentive, to be intelligent, to be reasonable, and to be responsible. Instead
of an intelligible institutional structure, we inherit an ill-coordinated set of institutions founded in
different worlds of meaning, whose goals are often in direct conflict with each other. Competition
and conflict become the norm; success is defined in terms of the largest and most powerful. Thus
the ego is solidified, given a reality of self-identification that is both inappropriate and out of
place.

DM, has no intention to punish human beings for any transgressions they fear they may have
made. Instead, creation has been set up so that failure to understand and mistakes in deciding lead
to discomfort at best and disaster at worse. God does not “cause” such disasters, but he also
doesn’t save us from the consequences of our own actions. Man is perfectly free to do as he
would do, but there are natural consequences to whatever is done—and ecological systems or the
cosmos are not amenable to persuasion.”® This may seem brutal to any entity valuing its skin
above all else, but is far from thus when the rewards of joining in the anamesoning of the Trinity
are brought into the equation. We may rant and rave at the injustices of the world, but in the end
we have literally only ourselves to blame.

This does not mean the Trinity allows us to be punished for mistakes any self-aware species
is bound to make in its slow and gradual groping toward the Trinity; the Trinity uses these errors
for further good. But it does mean that we are subject to natural events not of our own making, a
major motivating factor in bringing such species to choose insights rather than oversights,
responsible decisions rather than irrational and biased plans and policies. Punishment is itself a
concept created by the ego’s need to maintain itself in the presence of a Divine Mystery that—

from the ego’s perspective—would destroy it. Hence, the single most important feature inspired

* The same cannot be said of the Divine Mystery, the Triune God, which seems to be unusually
receptive to persistent human prayer and more than delighted at even our smallest attempts to reach out to
this divineness of being.
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by the isening of the Trinity is the loss of fear—the waking up from a nightmare world projected
as reality rather than in all its divine beauty—a nightmare that falls away in the higher levels of
anamesoning as a falsehood.

In every snapshot of (quantum) time, at every “point” of isening, the Trinity not only sends
DM, to invite us into the divine life of the Trinity but also the support of DM; as the ultimate
embodiment of anamesoning. In reality, the life of the Trinity surrounds all intelligent entities,
only for most of the time we are not aware of this: we have eyes but do not see, ears but do not
hear. “All is well; all is well.” Entering into the life of the Trinity is something left not only to the
future but is also assessable through the immediate moment.

While there are many different kinds of personalities, and perhaps ever more cultural types,
the range of response to the DMj3’s invitation largely falls into two groups: rejection (for example,
refusal to hear, distortion through nose, inability to remain silent, living in terror, or a harsh image
of God), or acceptance (drawn toward, attracted by, enjoying, being at peace, doing the right
thing, and so foﬁﬁ). This suggests a basic divide between all people, tending to separate all
humanity into two camps. One camp is filled with those who reject the invitation, in which case
they are left to their own devices and the natural consequences of their actions that may
eventually lead them to ask if there is a better way of living. The other camp consists of those
who pick up their ears to the invitation, are intrigued by it, and take steps to follow the inner
voice of the DM, but who may fall back as the ever-subtle ego reasserts itself. To these people
the DM, in available as a person guide and the DM3 comes to empower the whole, doing more
than any individual can do on their own, bringing good out of the mistakes that we continually
make out of our own incompleteness, redeeming our errors in the spiritually of our

imperfections.*’

*7 Emest Kurtz and Katherine Ketcham, The Spirituality of Imperfection: Storytelling and the Journey
to Wholeness (New York, N.Y.: Bantam, 1992). One should not make too much of this “two camps”
duality. Better to think of these as two poles with a wide range of possibilities lying between them.
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While there is a great deal of diversity in each camp, from hard-core to testing the water, the
criterion for deciding is the person’s response to the Divine Mystery. Where sensate values reign
supreme, the lightest touch of the DM; is experienced as a drop of water on a sizzling hot pan; the
DMj5’s delicate touch is both painful and disturbing. For those in search of the Divine, the touch
of the DM is felt as the coolest drop of refreshing water, to be relished and appreciated. “For my
yoke is easy and my burden is light” (Matthew 11:30).

At any moment in time, our lives are the cumulative results of all the rejections and
acceptances that have taken place. At some point, our physical presence in this time-line comes to
a close, enabling further development to take place without the burdens of the past. At that point,
such an entity faces DM, in all its glory, sharing in the isening of the Trinity. Now, each entity
will truly realize the nature and meaning of their lives, the sum total of all that they have done and
been. Within the isening of the moment, each entity can only respond in one of two ways: flee or
plea. There are no other options. Would this entity be willing to stand before the Trinity, knowing
the mess that this entity has made Ao.f all the opportunities offered them in Creation? Or would this
person flee in a blind panic, to run away and hide from that “punishing” gaze, that moment of
self-recognition? If the former, then you would be willing to enter into the life of the Trinity; if

not, then you place yourself in “hell” forever (in the isening) apart from the Divine community.

Freedom to Respond
Unfortunately, there is a limit to how such entities can respond to the invitation of the DM,
a limit that makes it impossible for us to ever enter into the life of the Trinity on our own
efforts—even if helped by the DM;’s anamesoning. Human reasoning, based as it is on
experience, has no experience of the Trinity and hence no way of coming to understand the nature
of the DM3’s invitation to join in the Trinity’s communal life. The idea of “God” being in fact
three entities in one, the idea that God is “love” (anamesoning), is not open to rational

calculation; indeed, such ideas seem to defy rationality. Otherwise, the best a person can do is to
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come up with a concept of love based on biological realities, without understanding the roots of
the “love” in the Triune God’s anamesoning.

As humans reach out to the Divine—attracted by its beauty, drawn by a need for completion,
or simply tired of making painful mistakes over and over again—the Trinity reaches down to man
in order to let man know the nature of the invitation being made. Revelation of some sort is
necessary for the bridge to be brought into being. But how is the message to be carried so that
desired results are obtained? The obvious solution in retrospect is to have DM; become human.
As a human being, DM, could live life as it should be lived within the Trinity, letting people
know of the Trinity, its communal existence, and the open invitation for mankind to join in the
“Kingdom of God.”*®

There would be countless such incarnations across the universes of the multiverse. But in
each case a “recording” of DM, makes manifest DM, within each of the relevant universes. Each
manifestation would be different, due to the precise and very unique circumstances of each

incarnation and each individual universe; yet in each case the “Christ” figure would be the true

*8 The situation is a bit more complex. There are at least two fundamental barriers to the human
appreciation of the communal life of the Trinity: the human tendency toward social hierarchies (status
realities) and the finality of one’s own death. If the transcendent becomes so transcendent that the gap
between human beings and god cannot be bridged without mediation, than people either find god irrelevant
or seek various forms of mediation to appease or persuade a more powerful being. If the finality of death
means the end of everything (at least for the individual), than fear of oblivion plays havoc with the human
mind’s ability to live. In both cases, the incarnation and resurrection of DM, confronts human beings with a
paradox, a contradiction, that cannot be resolved within the framework of the sensate world: if God became
man, than there must be something about human beings that is very precious indeed; if that man died and
returned from the dead, than there must be more to reality than the birth to death sequence of sensate
experience.

The early Christian’s encounter with life, death and resurrection of Christ raised both questions. The
answer to both of them requires an inverse insight that in effect goes against the “natural” order of things.
The first, expressed in the psalms and wisdom literature of the people of Israel, was the idea that the Son of
Man came to empty himself, putting aside his transcendent nature for a human body; this reverses the
whole question of the natural order of the universe, for rather than omnipotent ruler god became suffering
servant; human beings could not be that bad, if God was willing to do this.

The second inverse insight involving the resurrection is that death has no meaning for those who are
truly alive, who are part of this divine life—or in other words, in dying to ourselves, we are truly alive. This
also goes against common sense, where death has a physical and mental presence that is “obviously” real
and, in the sensate world, final. As the wag said, ‘The question is not whether there is life after death; the
question is, is there life before death.’

Both inverse insights are required, the first to give significance to the second, the second to reinforce
the first. Together they result in a vertical shift in a person’s horizon, a radical change to a new order of
things that places each person within the communion of saints.
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and authentic presence of DM, continually generated and regenerated in the isening of the
Trinity.*

The great advantage in doing this is that it is not God’s “awesome” conversations from
burning bushes that would only compel obedience, but a fellow human being. This allows DM; to
present a living example of how a truly human life spent within the DM; and thus within the
Trinity would appear for others to imitate and follow as best they can. It is only the DM, who
could do this, as both human and divine, for this reaching into the core of anamesoning would
forever be beyond any mortal human being. The message of such an incarnation would be
expressed in the concepts and experiences of the time in such a way that the message would have
a personal meaning to all those who encountered the presence and the teachings of the now-
human DM2.50

But there is one great disadvantage: how to assure people that this revelation was in fact
from “God”? After all, whenever communication goes on, each recipient must assess the validity
and reliability of the person communicating. What reasdns ‘would people have in believing,

especially when the stakes were so high, the message so improbable?

> The general idea is that a musical performance can be captured and recorded on a variety of media,
from video tape to wax spools of early phonographs, from digital signals to the human brain itself. In each
case, the physical expression of the performance is different, and yet it is the same performance in each
type of recording.

*% The key issue seems to be related to the difference between Scotus’s and St. Aquinas’ approach to
God. At a very crude level, Scotus understands God as not having to obey his own laws, while Aquinas
considers that human beings can reach up to the divine as part of their own exercise in intelligence. It is a
question of the need for transcendental (divine) knowledge. If God is pure fiat, then we can only know
what God reveals to us; if we are creatures that can reach up to the Divine Mystery, then anyone can reach
up to God and Jewish law and Christian new covenant are not necessary.

On way to resolve this issue is to postulate that we can reach up to God, but are so disorientated,
distracted and confused from the evolutionary process of becoming a new species and developing our own
worlds mediated by meaning that we could only acquire the correct answer to the meaning of life if
someone simplied it all and presented us with the correct data in the proper order. We still have to have the
insight, but now it is far easier because all the discordant and misleading data is set aside and attention is
focused on the key question. And the key question, for those that encountered Christ, was posed by his very
life: “Who am 17 The need to answer this question, combined with the dialectic between expected
Messionic behaviour and Jesus’ apparently total lack of success (the data), creates the conditions for an
insight to emerge. Once that insight into Jesus’ life takes place—an insight grounded in the twin ideas of
incarnation and resurrection—then a new world-mediated-by-meaning emerges as a higher order
perspective on human affairs. The paradox is resolved: God does have to intervene through revelation, but
his intervention operates through our own unrestricted desire to know.
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For humans, the reliability of any given communication depends upon trustworthiness of the
person as demonstrated over time. But this in itself is not enough; the message is so unexpected,
so revolutionary in human history, that something more drastic and thought-provoking is
required. What is the person willing to do for his or hers beliefs? The ultimate item of value in
human society in one’s life, one’s self. If someone is willing to give up their life for their beliefs,
then we might stop whatever we are doing to pay attention to those beliefs. If one not only gave
up their life, but did so in a particularly horrible manner—despised, rejected, and tortured—then
what that person stood for would have even more respect and consideration.

All this is still in the realm of human experience, so DM; “needs” to go one step further: to
restore to life the one who had so given himself, not as resuscitation—for the manner of death
would make that impossible—but through the restoration of a body, a resurrected body, that could
be seen and felt as real by those who had experienced the events of his death.’’ This resurrected
body had to have been real in itself, as a body, given the nature of Creation itself as the work of
the Trinity. The universe was not created by the Trinity as a training cainﬁvfor spiritual life, to be
discarded once its function was complete. It was created as a place for entities to exist,

transformed in the DM; of the Trinity, resurrected by DM, under the direction of the DM,.

Climbing the Ladder
Human reality starts with experience; it is only through our senses that we have any
awareness of a world existing independently of ourselves.
That there is such a world to know it is revealed through our own actions: when we kick a

rock, more often than not the rock “kicks back.”

3! It is only then that fear can be erased, and any convert gradually eased into the anamesoning of the
Triune God. In this way, the “death” of the ego, the self, is reframed as unreal, given a totally different
meaning in the life of those affected by the resurrection.

52 «Although solipsism and related doctrines are logically self-consistent, they can be comprehensively
refuted simply by taking them seriously as explanations. Although they all claim to be simplified world-
views, such an analysis shows them to be indefensible over-elaborations of realism. Real entities behave in
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The human mind creates and maintains a world of meaning, a virtual reality that represents
the best symbolic representation of the “real” world that our brain can generate, a world that is
known only through the electrical discharges of sensory nerves within the brain. It is within this
mental construct that we live out our lives. Our senses of touch, smell, taste, hearing, and
seeing—plus a kinetic sense that tells us where are limbs are at all time—provide the only
feedback that something has happened when a rock was kicked. Working out what happened and
why is a function of the cognitive operation of understanding. This mental activity of bringing
intelligibility to our sense input creates this world of meaning, which in turn filters the sense data
that are allowed or permitted into consciousness. This process takes the form of an evolutionary
epistemology, where the best fitting ideas find support in our conceptual ecology while those that
are less useful in understanding what is going on and predicting what is to be are allowed to slip
away into oblivion.

This process of selection belongs to the next level on that ladder of cognitive operations:
judging. Tt is in this intellectual task that the sorting through of various theories aﬁd positions
takes place in order to creating and maintain a world of meaning that consists of what is both true
and real. No longer is it a question of understanding but a question of judging the reliability of
that understanding. This is another level of existence, another step up the ladder of being, that
lays the necessary foundations for the next question: what to do? This is the question that engages
the mind in questions of value, for the need to choose between different courses of action requires
some way of establishing priorities. Setting priorities is a matter of deciding on questions of
value.

Deciding on questions of value rests only in that which is of ultimate value: the Divine
Mystery. But that is not where the human species starts. We began in our evolutionary past,

where the important things were to keep warm, have a full belly, tell a good story around the fire,

a complex and autonomous way, which can be taken as the criterion for reality: if something ‘kicks back’,
it exists.” David Deutsch, The Fabric of Reality (London, England: Penguin, 1997), 97.
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mate, and raise children. Yet even at such an immediate level of existing, the reality of death
posed its own problems for the evolving human mind. Faced with the prospect of death, human
beings seek ways out through ritual, appeasement, and whatever else that was understood to make
a difference. Primitive religions were religions of natural forces outside of human control, forces
driven by animal gods or capricious divine beings with who it was important if not crucial to keep
on their good side. In a sense, these primitive animalistic spirits—and the later development of
gods and goddesses—were the objectification of rudimentary value systems. Both were set aside
when human beings achieved significant control of natural forces.

The mission to climb the ladder toward the divine took a major step when religions were
brought into being whose reason d’étre had to do with liberating humankind from the pains and
sorrows of the world. These were momentous events in the history of human valuation: for the
first time people were given a choice between obeying purely human authorities or putting
themselves under the liberating influence of a Divine Mystery that, in Christianity, was known as
the Triune God. This ultimate question of value opened human beings to the influence and reality |
of a transcendent and liberating God, creator of the universe, whose anxious concern for human
well-being as creatures of the divine ran counter to the constraining regimentation of human
beings whose only purpose was to serve other human beings.

The final decision involves a choice between putting one’s life in the hands of God or to
devote one’s life to the will of powerful human beings and lesser “gods.” It is a choice between
religion (in this liberating sense, given full expression as a living community in the reality of the
Trinity) and ideology, between devotion to a higher cause or regimentation within some dominant
ideology: Nationalism, Individualism, or even (although now partially discredited),

Communism.> The final step on this ladder that stretches to the divine is not a matter of truth,

53 Although communism fell with the fall of the Berlin Wall, the need for—the demand for—justice in
human affairs has not disappeared. The very power that was given to this ideology will no doubt bring
about another ideology to fill its place—or the major religions will regain the trust of humankind after years
of inter and intra warfare that lay waste to their claims to human compasston and love of all people.
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that is, of judgment; it is a matter of choice, of making a personal decision as to what one’s life is
to stand for.

This is the incarnate meaning of one’s own life.

The Need for Faith

Any created creature will lack the capacity to truly understand the nature and functioning of
the Trinity; the only entity capable of understahding would have to be Divine in nature.

Created creatures, who cannot direct themselves along the proper path toward the
transformed/resurrected state that is the end-path of the entities existence, have to be shown the
way by someone who is not only trustworthy but who demonstrates that truth in their own life.

The incarnated DM, fulfills the requirement of trustworthiness when it comes to
demonstrating the truth of the Trinity, and knowledge of the transformed/resurrected state that
brings us to the end stage of human endeavor.

The Trinity provides humans with evidence through the DM,’s encounter with the DM3 and
the God-Father by exposing for all to see the hermeneutical changes that occurs trough the
transformation/resurrection of the DM,. Our evidence to assess the reliability of the stories passed
down through time is not only the life of the incarnated DM,, but the evidence passed down as to
the impact the incarnated DM, has on those who encountered him.

Both sets of evidence hint at the nature of the transformations being required of the entities,
but provide little knowledge of the end state. Lacking the capacity to understand such a state
without actually experiencing this resurrected state, we have no criteria to assess the importance
or value of anything in our lives. Neither can we set a program to initiate such changes, for
without knowing the end state we cannot determine in any truly meaningful manner the necessary
steps for achieving such a state.

The result of all this is that we have to take on faith all that we are being told about the

incarnated DM, and those who encountered him in his brief existence in Creation. We are asked
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by the Trinity, in a number of overt and covert ways, to assess the evidence that has come down
to us, to search our own inner feelings, to listen to the still, small—but oceanic—voice of DM;,
and over time come to trust the evidence that has come to down to us.

Without faith, little is possible. The reason for this is that we will have to rely upon
ourselves, on our own distorted, ego-ridden, group biased, and general common-sense bias, to
assess where we are, where we need to go, and the proper route between the two. With such
discordant personalities and cultural inconsistencies, such entities will only get themselves into
deeper trouble. Problems will be misdiagnosed; situations will be misevaluated; prognosis will
turn out to be unreliable at best.

With faith, with willingness, we will take unlikely and sometimes down-right strange
suggestions, even with misgivings, knowing that we don’t really understand what is going on or
what is being demanded of us. To be continually in a state of doubt is to destroy the very tool of
intellect that enables us to function as human beings in the first place.

Faith is absolutely necessary, for the paths suggested by the ways of the world—mired down
by the evolutionary roots of our species—are virtually the opposite of the paths suggested by the
DM; and demonstrated to us in the life/death/resurrection of the incarnated DM,. Egotism is
prized by those of the world, while definitely a hindrance to the work of the DM;. Group survival
is very important to beings of the world, while defining the survival of the group as being of
highest value gets in the way of any communion with the Trinity. When limiting choices only to
what is possible in a given situation, we lose the advice of the DM; that may suggest an
apparently unrealistic path that in the end is the only real reasonable path.

Faith is not an all-or-nothing thing, but is acquired gradual over time through a series of
graduated tests and responses. Situations arise that require facing one’s sinfulness, or one’s
insufficiencies, and it becomes necessary to put the situation in the hands of the Divine Mystery.
At first, these are relatively small things, but as faith is developed in small matters before long we

find that the DM3 sets us up for bigger opportunities to steady and strengthen our faith. It is only
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through experiencing our own commitment to the Divine Mystery that we come to know the
depths or shallowness of our own faith. After all, if we really had faith in the goodness of the
Divine Mystery, and believed that this Mystery had our own well-being at heart, what could we
fear?

Faith in an unknown and unknowable transcendent God is essential, yet faith in itself is not
enough. Such entities need to do that which is necessary for the transformations to take place, if
only to freely allow themselves to undergo whatever the DM, asks of us. Faith is undercut, or not
real, if we groan and grunt at every smoothing of our rough edges. No, joyful acceptance and
peace of mind free of fear, unattached to anything in Creation, is also part of that training that is
required of us. So is silence, for we only hear the faint voice of the DM; when the noise we create
in our minds is left aside.

Faith is only the starting point. It is out of an intrinsic inability to listen for long periods of
time—indeed, to stay still for more than a few minutes—that we experience the need for
continual reminders so that our attention can be refocused on important matters allowing critical
subconscious changes to slowly take place. The sacraments are such reminders, not only
positioning ourselves (orienting ourselves) to the Divine, but enabling us for a brief moment of
time to be brought into contact with the isening of the Trinity. In this moment of contact, going
on behind the “human” aspects of the sacramental situation, that the force and power of the
Trinity’s anamesoning can be eased into our daily existence in a long transitional process of

preparing us for life within the isening of the Trinity.

Opening the Door to Mystery
The originating Divine Intelligence, in its state of isening, first imaged itself and through this
imaging brought about the existence of the community: the Triune God. Then, in the Trinity’s
exuberance, they brought into being Creation as the primary way of enhancing their communal

life through the emergence over time of self-aware entities capable of joining them. Finally, the
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DM, became incamate in history in such a way as to bridge the gap between such entities and the
Divine Mystery, enabling creatures living any time or place to be transformed so that they can
share in the Trinity’s divine life.

But this is not the end of the matter. Having evolved as part of Creation, mankind has
identified their experienced existence in Creation as being themselves. This mental decision to
equate ego with self perpetuated an image of the world as threatening rather than supportive, of
being evil rather than the product of a loving and caring DM,. Fear of loss or damage to ego is the
primary protective mechanism of the ego. Any additional fear only strengthens exactly that which
needs to be given up in order to accept the Trinity’s invitation. This is the next problem in the
chain of difficulties facing the Trinity.

How can the Trinity encourage the loss of ego without adding to the very fears that create

and maintain that ego?™

This problem is compounded by the likelihood that the necessary
transformations are painful, i.e., they involve suffering, pain, or other forms of discomfort. From
the Trinity’s perspective, we humans live a nightmare—a world we think is real but is not—from
which we need to wake up.” “Be still, and know that I am God.” Good advice in order to wake
up, to become aware, from the Divine Mystery, for our nightmares keep us tossing and turning in
endless night sweats. The key to opening the door to mystery, and thus to the Trinity, is
awareness: to know reality as it is and not as we would have it be for our own peace of mind.*
One of the first things that we need to know, to become aware of in a very personal way through

our own experience, is that each one of us is a tyrant trying to force the world to become the way

we would like it to be for our own convenience. We have become people of violence, not only

' We are never so aware of ourselves then when we face danger; we are never so free of ourselves
then when we spontaneously help other who are in need. Concentrating on the needs of others, we find
ourselves transcending ourselves within the anamesoning of the Trinity.

% 1t would be truer to say that we humans have created a nightmare world of our own, and we have
identified this nightmare as “reality” when it is in fact illusion. The members of the Trinity are aware of
this, as we in the main are not. It is only when we “wake up”, when we become aware, that we can realize
that this nightmare full of unknown fears and strange terrors is only that: a nightmare.

3 Mystery is closely tied up with the Trinity in ways beyond the Trinity being “attractive” or “good.”
The very central aspect of anamesoning is the sense of mystery each entity in the Trinity has when
encountering each other member of the Trinity: the Other, one who is like me and yet not me.
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toward each other but toward ourselves as well—constantly trying to change and arrange things
to how things “should” be. Of course, like any child we seek to make the world over for our own
convenience rather than undertake the more difficult and time-consuming task of allowing our
inner selves to be changed by the DM; to fit reality.

We identified ourselves with all sorts of things that then become essential to our happiness,
including identification with our egos that cause many of the problems in the first place. We tell
ourselves that without this or that we cannot be happy. The source of all suffering lies in such
identifications, such attachments. If we were not attached to anything, if we did not identify our
“self” with anything including our own ego, than the loss or possible loss of the thing to which
we are attached would mean nothing. At that point, we would be at peace not only within
ourselves but with others. All these attachments are idolatrous.

Giving up the things to which we are attached is painful; becoming aware of reality as it is,
can come as a shock. It can also come as a great relief. Waking up involves the stripping away of
all illusions, all the things that to that point have given our lives meaning within Creation. We
face ourselves and each other as we are: creatures consumed by ourselves and our own well-
being. “I am a tyrant; you are tyrant”—that is reality. It means facing our one lone-ness, realizing
that there is nothing or no-one in all of Creation that can bring us happiness and a sense of
contentment, realizing that even when we are with others we are in fact alone, solitary. Even our
nightmares seem preferable to such a state of non-attachment, such knowledge of our own flawed
reality behind the “nice” facade we seek to hide our true actions behind.

Yet it is only when we accept that we have gone astray and drop all our attachments that we
truly become aware of Creation and all the mysteries that Creation holds. Instead of wishing we
were somewhere else, instead of worrying about some possibility in the future or regretting an
action of the past, we can live fully in the now, the only moment of isening that is open to us
through the Trinity. Being still within, trusting in the goodness of the Triune God, we can enjoy

the countless wonders and possibilities that exist in each moment of our existence. We can leave
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behind things of the moment, letting them slip into the past with no regrets or nostalgia. We can
drop our anxieties and fears for the future, for we have nothing of any value to lose. Only then
can we enjoy the sights and sounds, feelings and smells, of existing. Only then can we become
aware of the reality of the Divine through which we live out our lives.”’

Only then can we sense the beginnings of anamesoning through the community of the

Trinity in all of our existence.

Experiencing the Trinity

Each entity capable of forming a relationship with the Divine Mystery, the Trinity, forms a
different relationship with each member of the Trinity. Each relationship is unique for each entity,
and varies over the life-span of each entity. Yet, because of the Triune nature of the Divine
Mystery, and this Mystery’s involvement with its Creation, there are similarities.

Not all entities are capable of forming a relationship with the Divine Mystery. Entities can
be lost because of the noise created in their minds by the intensity and immediacy of the sensate
world. Such people cannot be found by the DMs, though not DM;, even though pressures
deriving from the need to exist and function within creation combined with an inbuilt need for the
Divine to achieve completion may eventually bring them to the point of being silent and
acknowledging the Divine Mystery in their lives.

We have no direct relationship with the Father, DM,, except through the DM,. It is the DM,
who has revealed to us the need for us to call DM; “Abba,” not because we are actually justified
to do so but because in “putting on DM,” we can pretend that we are DM;’s DM, and what is at
first pure pretense may in time come true. DM, is pure transcendence of all that is; Creation
reflects in a limited way what is given full expression only within DM,;. In placing ourselves in

the position of dutiful DM, son or daughter, we express our faith in the Divine, and thus put

*7¢1 laughed when they told me that the fish in the sea were thirsty.” Thus starts a Hindu mystic
poem. Like fish seeking water, we seek the divine—not knowing that the divine is already there in all that
we do and are. (Source unknown.)
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ourselves in a position where the DMj; can help. In the face of DM; we experience only awe of
DM,’s overwhelming majesty; all else pales before comparison. Creation is also due this respect,
as a distant reflection of the majesty of DM;.

Having the assurance of the incarnated DM,, we now know in faith that DM,’s anamesoning
applies equally to such entities as man. So to we are capable in part of experiencing the isening of
the Trinity, a state of timelessness in which the very molecules of the air cease to move, in which
all is exactly as it should be, and in being that way is perfect as it is. Such moments are capable of
becoming emotional reference points for the more “normal” conditions of “tedious” life, enabling
entities to measure their current situation against something far vaster and more important than
their immediate situation. A sense of awe and mystery descends from DMs;, and this sense of
majesty infuses all such entities may or may not do.

It is quite possible for an entity to live within Creation and yet maintain strong connections
with the isening of the Trinity. To do this requires the total relinquishing of self as manifested in
evolutionary creation, including all traces of connections with the past (good memories,
disappointments, regrets, and resentments) and all expectations of the future (goals, objectives,
purposes, and aims), to live totally and completely in the moment in such a way that the isening
of the Trinity infuses the entities experience of each moment, and in so doing guide the entity in
ways that the entity itself could not possible do. Such entities cannot relate to DM, in any other
way. But this does not mean we do not have, or have been given, alternative ways to enter into
the isening and anamesoning life of the Trinity. A second such way is offered us through the
incarnated DM,.

While DM, provides the ultimate in attraction, it is through the incarnated DM, that we find
a member of the Trinity to which we can readily relate. Because the DM, has experienced what it
is to be a man, and undergone the types of transformations necessary to bring such an entity to the
Trinity, he represents someone we can identify with, who can also give us advice on how to do

what he has already done. The DM, is not so far removed from us as DM, but has gone before us
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to show us the way. Indeed, the God-father has proven through his resurrection of the DM, that
the whole enterprise is not only real but accomplishable.

For this reason, we experience the incarnated DM, as co-conspirator, an elder brother, the
one person in the Trinity who can bridge the gap between created entities and the Divine
Mystery. It is the DM, who presents DM, who can make the Triune God real to us while at the
same time interceding for us with DM,. This is a task he has been asked to undertake by DM;,
and DM, has given him all the power he needs to perform this task.

This intermediator task is not open to DM;; nor can it be assigned to the DMa. In the first
case, DM, as generator of all that was/is/will be (isening) could not reduce his own grandeur and
majesty to fit within a human life while still maintaining DM;’s function as origin of all. In the
latter case, the DM; is communicator, essential for conveying the essentials of isening and
anamesoning to human-kind as far as we willing to allow this, but not for acting as facilitator to
bring us to this point.

The DM3’s presence permeates Creation as the source of all impulses, emotions, needs, and
concerns relating to both isening and anamesoning. Present in the probabilities connected with a
cosmos of emergent probability, the DM; operates from the very minuteness of existence to the
most complex of entities, revealing itself to all according to the all’s ability or capacity for
reception. The DM; acts in such a way as to promote ever higher levels of evolutionary
development in DM;’s reach for entities capable of joining in the life of the Trinity. With entities
such as man, the DMj; acts in the most gentle of ways, so as not to add to man’s self-created
nightmare existence, in order to bring about the occurrence of those events that will enable the
entity to make the necessary transformation. It is this transformation that brings completeness to
such entities, and it is the DM5 that makes such completeness possible.

DM,, the once incarnated DM,, and the supporting DM; complement each other in such a
way that together they create, enjoy their creation, and bring their creation to fulfillment within

their own Triune community. This is their highest achievement, indeed the highest achievement
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possible for them, to bring their own creations, their own creatures, to a point where they can

share in the Divine communal life of the Trinity.

The Community of Saints

One enters into the life of the Trinity through joining in the anamesoning of the Trinity. This
is inspired by the activities of the DM, and directed by the only person truly capable and entitled
to guide us along the journey—the incarnate DM,. Anamesoning receives its partial expression in
human history by the revealed injunction to love DM, with all that we are, and to love each other
as ourselves. This expression, while full to us as created entities, is only a partial revelation of the
true immensity and complexity of anamesoning within the communal life of the Trinity. Reaching
the full expression of anamesoning requires of created entities the full realization of what is
possible within the “testing” and “resting” of Creation, the over-riding value of what is offered by
the Trinity, the chipping away of such obstacles as egotism, group bias, and common sense bias,
the déath of all that we are in Creation, and the final Divine transformation/resurrection of our
selves in an embodied form.*®

From the world’s viewpoint, such a journey seems full of back-steps, reversals, meandering
side-trips, long periods of activity punctuated with rapid change, mistaken paths that once seem
promising but turned out to be dead ends, and so forth. The trip may seem harsh and cruel, full of
tragedies and hardship, seemingly devoid of human comfort and ease. “God’s treatment of His
friends is terrible, though they have really nothing to complain of, as He did the same to His own

SOH 2359

%8 To “die” to Creation and to self is a misnomer, for to “kill” self only adds to the many fears that
keeps our identification with the self. “Dying” in this sense is more a process of understanding the true
nature and consequences of such attachments, and through awareness to let them drop away. We do not
have to ““do” anything, other than to become aware of the reality of our own situation. In forgetting
ourselves we find ourselves.

*® Tessa Bielecki, Teresa of Avila: Mystical Writings (New York, N.Y.: Crossroad, 1994), 115.
Quoted from a letter Teresa wrote to Gracian when John of the Cross was being imprisoned and tortured in
Toledo. “In some profound way, suffering makes us ‘ready’ for God by hollowing us out and increasing
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From the perspective of the Trinity, this same journey seems most gentle, most tender, added
and supported by the Trinity at each moment along the way. If the entity truly knew what the
final “reward” was to be, all else would pale; she would treat the most difficult of human
experiences as something to cherish as the only way to reach such a state so as to join in the
Divine anamesoning. Once again, faith is necessary to allow us to be guided along the path of the
DM; when that path seemingly goes against all that we have been taught.

In itself, suffering has no value and can even embitter a person. But for those of faith,
suffering is transformed and transforming. Trials and tribulations are no longer dreadful things to
be avoided at all cost; they can be cherished as a gift from the Trinity make us more human and
holy by reminding us where we went gone wrong, what we need to work on, and that the Triune
God cares for us as a good and reliable friend who has our own best interests at heart.

The Trinity’s own intense involvement in anamesoning becomes reflected in the believer’s
need to form communities. It is in communities that the full activity of the DM; can operate for
the benefit of all. -The only individual effort of the DMj is to bring each entity to such an initial
state of limited anamesoning that we can actually be capable of joining in the type of community
that is compatible with the community expressed in the Trinity.®

The true development of such entities lies in community. While it is individuals that are
transformed and/or resurrected, it is the community formed by such entities that truly carries and
expresses the life of the Trinity in the limited world of Creation. The individual entity achieves
purpose and direction within the community, a community that transcends the physical
community present at any one time and place. In the culture created by community, the wisdom
of the past is guarded and passed down; so too are the mistakes of the past. For us, the great

cultural project is that of shifting through our entire cultural world, choosing that which is worth

our capacity for the divine. Those who experience God deeply are those who have been prepared by trials.
Suffering places us in a crucible, and like gold, we emerge refined, purified, and strengthened. ‘Afterward
these trials that seemed unbearable become small, and one wants to return to suffering if the Lord will be
more served by it’” (Ibid., 115; sources are not given for the inner quotes of Teresa).

% 1t comes as no surprise, then, that we evolved as social animals.
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while from all that which is not. The true community of such entities lies with all those who have
chosen to accept the Trinity’s offer through the DM3, both past and future, for this community
properly exists and has meaning only within the isening of the Trinity. It is a community of
“saints.”

This community of saints, the set of all DM,’s, is constantly in flux. Conversion is never
assured. New members are continually responding to the call of the Divine Mystery and those
once close to God can lose touch and fall away. Those who have accepted the invitation,
undergone transformation, and have died have been and will be in the isening of the Trinity final
members. Yet, in the isening of the Trinity, all entities belong to this Divine community; for it is
the common destiny of all those created by DM, to find themselves ultimately as one, as the
Trinity itself through multiple is in fact one. The intense anamesoning sets up conditions wherein
even one entity untransformed and “unresurrected” affects the peace of mind of the whole; all
suffer, including the Trinity, when potential members are lost. All rejoice when one lost entity
returns to the Trinity. |

Yet, within the isening of the Trinity, all is complete; all is exactly as it should be. While one
may grief at those lost to the Divine life of the Trinity, all within rejoice in participating in the
great anamesoning. Even within the Divine life, it is still necessary to accept the free will of those
still existing in time—especially since no rock is left unturned in the effort to attract entities to

what is truly worth while.

Entering the Triune Communion
History has a beginning; it may or may not have an end. The Multiverse and all the universes
within it were created in an original act of creation. Each universe has within it an inbuilt drive
toward complex higher level systems, the result of fundamental laws of the universe combined
with random chance mutations and conjunctions. Eventually, a higher order level will be reached

that in itself is stable and capable of no further development. Such a high level of order will
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subsume all lower levels, including entities capable of entering into the life of the Divine. At that
point, all higher level development will no longer be possible; all that will be possible are lower
level changes that still maintain the higher level functions. Anything else would lead to
breakdowns, catastrophes, diminishment, and increasing levels of disorder.

The highest level of systematic operation is possible only within the Trinity. When potential
entities are transformed and later resurrected within the communal life of the Trinity they will in
effect form the highest level of systematic operation of which Creation is capable.’ We do not
know, and will never know until that point is achieved, what form such a high-level stable system
will be. All that we have are hints given us through the incarnated DM,’s words that sets us on
the path of inquiry by asking us the question of where it is all going and how does the Trinity play
into this. Without the DM,’s revelations, such questions would not be asked in the present form
that they are asked. Without these questions, in these forms, we would not have the type of
inquiries that are now carried out, or the possible answers that are starting to emerge.

Such an end state does not imply the én-d' of history, only the end of egotism, group bias,
general common sense bias, and other forms of disruption and discord that have crept into human
history and that have become so much a part of human existence. Celebration, thanksgiving,
gratefulness, awe, respect, and all other components of anamesoning will finally have their full
expression in human society as part of the Trinity’s own isening and anamesoning. We would
then be distinct from, yet very much a part of, the life of the Trinity—as the members of the

Trinity are distinct from each other yet together make up Divine Mystery we call “God.” Such a

® There arises the question of what is to be “resurrected” at this time. The Greeks postulated the idea
of man as having an immortal soul, but this postulate is not required in this model. Instead of an “immortal
soul” we rely on the Father’s magnificent and detailed “memory/image” of each human life as the ultimate
container of all that was and is to be passed down. Unlike the DM,, who is the perfect image of DM, except
for the knowledge of being generated, images of human beings are not generated by DM, as such, but are
the form of our lives that we have and are living/creating. Each of our decisions is “reflected” in DM,’s
image, within the isening of the Trinity, and in so doing is at the same time purified. This purified image
then reflects back into our lives, bringing about in part the necessary transformations required for created
entities to join in the anamesoning of the Trinity. It is the DM, that mediates this process, and the DM; that
empowers it. It is this “image” that is brought into being as resurrected. 1t is this “image” that is all that we
are in the only way in which are lives make sense — as a transformed self p<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>