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An Interview with Father Bernard Lonergan 8,J,
edited by Fhilip MoShane 8.J.

The Firet International lonergan Congress was heldé in Florida
during Easter, 1970, sponsored by Mr Joseph Collins of New York.
During the Congress Fr lonergan was interviewed in Public sessiong
by three participants, Frs Joseph Flanagan, Matthew Lamb and Philip
MoShene. The following is an edited version of that interview, (!)
Qia The editing left Fr lLonergan's statements virtually unchanged
but cut down the questione for brevity's sake.

Footnoter (1) A selection of the papers from the Congress is being
published by GilleMaoMillan, edited by Fhilip McShane S.J. The

first volume will appear in July under the title Foundations of

Theology.

Asked to comment on the present cultural crisis in relation

to his own more recent interests and to Jasper's The Origin and Goal

of History, Fr. Lonergan remarked:

"I won't go back to Jaspers (it is some time since I read
his book)s The crisis comes to me this way. vhen I was sent to
boarding school when I wae a boy, there were no local high schools,

- that sort of thing didn't exist, you werd sent out to a hoarding
achool « the one I went to in Montreal, in 1918, was organized pretty
much along the same lines as Jesult schools had been since the begine
ning of the renaissance, with a few slight modifiocationss So that
I can speak of classioal culture as momething I was brought up in and

gradually learned to move out of., The renalseance period was the
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period of the "homo universalis", the man who could turn his hand fo
anything, The command of all that there wﬁs to be known at that time
was not a fantastio notion. There was one culture, oulture with a
capital C, ~ a normative notion of culture. That you could acquire
it - & ocareer opened to talent, and so on, = was fairly well under-
atood in various ways, and either you got it or did not, Communic-
ation, fundamentally, oceurred within that one cultfure. You nade
8light adaptations to the people who were uncultured - and they were
also not expected to expeoct to understand things,

At the present time we don't have only to speak Latin, write
Greek and read Hebrew. We have 2ll the modern langnages with thelr
modern literatures} the modern nations and the different worldsj in-
stantaneous communication, perpetually availahle entertainment;
texrific development in industry, in finance and all this sort of
thing. No mathematician knows all mathematics, no physicist knows all
physicss no chemist, all chemistryj; and, least of all, no theologian
knowﬁ all theology. With this transformation that has taken plage,
the world is & world of mpeclalization. I think the Catholic shurch
has put up more resistance to it than anyone else and consequently is
ooming on the scene with too little and too lates Churchill's famous

phrase."

To the gquestion whether Method in Theology (2) was restricted

to theology or to a particular theclogy Fr. Lonergan replieds

"Karl Rahner, in his paper, remarked he thought it oould be

Footnotes (2) Method in Theology, on which Pr Lonergan has been working

this past decade, will be published by Derton,longman and Todd, probably
early in 1972.
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applied to any human science that was fully conaéious of {tself as
depending on the past and looking towards the future. 1 think that's
true. But I'm not working it out in those terma. I'm working it out
in terms of a theology. That chapter, on functional specializations,
is not going to be chapter two (as was said a year and a half ago when
I sent this paper to Gregorianum) it's chapter five now. The four
baokground chapters are 3 '"Method', 'The Human Goodﬁ, EValnea and
Beliefs!', 'Meaning', and 'Religion'. So, it's a theology because it's

a reflection on religion, as said in Functional Specialties,

Now it is doing method in theology; it is not doing theology.
It aims at avolding settling any theologlcal question. Is 1t the
Koran? Or the 01d Testament? Or the 0ld and the New? Or the Old and
the New and the Fathers? Or does it include the whole Christian
tradition? Those are questions that theologians have to settle. I'm
not going to settle them, So it's a structure -« and you can have an

analogy to it in Piaget's Le structuralisme ~ a very thin little book

in which he concelves this structuralism as a matter of interdependent,

pelf=-regulating,on-going prooesses.

The eight funotional specialties are a set of self-regulative,
on=goinginterdependent procesaes. They're not stages such that you do
one and then you do the next, Rather you have different people work-
ing at all eight and inferacting. And the interaction is not logical.
It's attentive, intelligent, reasonable, responsible, and religious,.
The responsibility includes the element not only of morality but also

of religion, I oconcelve religion as total commitment.

For examplet Lyonnet does a new exegesis of Romans Vil2 and
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pecple say, "Oh, you're a heretic", Well, it's too fast. That's

true if theology is just one plain deductive system. But with an on-
going process that is interdependent, once there is a new exegesis of
V112, then you can no longer argue for original sin from that text the
way you could before that interpretation. You have a new situation.

You haven!'t got a new heretio,"

Questions were raised as to the relation of Fr Lonergan's latin treat-

iees De ¥erbo Incarnato and De Deo Trino to his method.

"Well - those things are practical chores, that you have 4o
do if you're teaching a class of 650 people. They're not going to get
11 on the wing out of lectures. One of the teohniques of getting them
to come to the leotures and getting something out of them is to provide
them with a thick book so that they'll be glad to have some map as to
vhat's important in it and what you oan skip. It belonge to a period
in which the situation I was in was hopelessly antiquated, but had not §
yet been demolished ~ it has since been demolished. But to be a pro- j?
fessor in dogmatio theology, was to be a apecialist in the 0ld Test~

ament - not just in the Pentatuch or something like that, - the 0ld

Testament, the new, the Apostolic fathers, the Greek fathers, the ante-

Nicene, Gresk and Latin, the posi-Nicene, the medieval socholastics,

the renaissance period, the Reformation, contemporary philosophy and

80 on. There's no one who is a speciallst in all that; but that was

the sort of thing you had to handle. 4nd you did what you oould -
(as = what's his name? - this man that wrote everything in the present
tenses ‘'How are you doing? 'I'm doing what I can'.)

It was a matter of doing that - and also of intrcducing
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vhat I could. For example my analysis of the ante=Nicene perlod on
trinitarian dootrine: I was developing there also what I cohsider
iomething permanently valid, namely this type of interpretation that
is oconcerned with things that the thinkers themselves dldn't think
about, Tertullian has a stolc background, Origen has a middle plat-
oniast background, Athanasius' account of Nicea is something totally
new that you can't reduce to anything Platonic, Aristotelian, Gnoetic
or Stoic and 8o on} a nevw situation is oreated. It's second level
thinking, the sort of thing that is possible within a Hellenic oulture.
But that comparison of all three revealing their different backgrounds =
the different ways in which they conoeived the Son to be divine,
totally different ways = is an understanding of the process from the
New Testament to Nicea. That, I think, is something valid. There are
chunks in those books that I think are permanently valid. But haviag
to write the book at all was totally invalid - yet necessary con-
cretely,

Doing method fundamentally is distinguishing different tasks,

and thereby eliminating totalitarian ambitiona. Systematic theol-

oglans for a couple of centuries thought they were the only ones who k.

ware theologians, then, positive theologlans thought they were the only

ones. Thia other ntuff was all out.




| What T want is eight different tasks distinguished, It

isn't that one man can't do all eight. Ome extraordinary person may
very woell do all eight - but he's doing eight different things, not
Juat one and the same thing over and over again, That's a fundamental
concern for method, eliminating totalitarian ambitions. On the other
hand, it's making tasks not intolerably difficult. If you're trying
to do one thing, and people are asking you why aren't you doing the
other seven and you're oonstantly explaining; you never get anywhere,

And that's the way things were, My De Deo Trinc comes in iwo parts

and in the first part I manage to separate what I call systematics from
doctrines. In the seoond I manage to separate what I call systematios
and dootrine on the one hand and on the other positive studies, pos=-
itive research, hilstorical research. Well I've moved on from thoase

three to eight - entirely different tasks.”

Questlons were put regarding the book Insight, whether it
was & way or a theory, and how the exercise of self-appropriation to
which it invites one generates horizons.

"Now with regard to the business of Insight, Insight hap-
pened this way: My original intention was method in theology. Insight
was an exploration of methods in other fields, prior to trying to do
method in theology. I got word in 1952 that I was to go to the Greg-
orian and teach in 1953, so I cut down my original ambition to do
method in theology and put this book together., It's both tﬁg way and
something like a theory. TFundamentally it's a way. It's asking people

to discover in themselves what they are, And as Father Heelan put it

'There's something liberating about that', The word lIonerganian has

° J




come up in recent daya, In a ssnse there's no such thing., Because
what I'm asking people is 4o discover themsives and be themselves.

They can arrive at conclusions different from mine on the basis of

what they find in themselves., And in that sense 1t is a way.,

But that self-appropriation can be objeotified. It's a
heightening of consoiousness = ag one moves from attention to intel-
ligence, to reasonableness, to responsibility, to relliglous experience.
Those modalities of eonsciousness, the apriori that they constitute,
that can be objectified, Not in the sense of subject~object, = in
here now, outf there now - but in the sense that objectivity is the
fruit of authentic subjectivity. That self-appropriation cazn dbe
objectified and its objectification is theory.

But it 1s not theory in exactly the same way physics is, Its
basic elements - mass, temperature, electromagnetic field - are not
within the field of experience. They are, all of them, constructs,.
Temperature is not what feels hot or cold, You put your hand on gome-
thing metal, on something wood and one feels warmer than the other.
They're both the sams temperature « they{re in the same room for a
sufficient length of time. These fundamental conocepts in physics are
not data of experience.

But the fundamental terms and relations in cognitional theory
are given in conseiousness., The relations are the dynamisms of con~
soiouanese and the terms are the operations that are related through
the dynamisms., So it is theory - but in a sense as totally different

from theory {in physies) as Eddington's two tables. On one you can
put your hands, rest your weight; you find it solid, brown, it weighs

so muach. The other consisis mostly of empiy space, and where the space

° J
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ien't empty you have a waviclej but what it's doilng is very hard .
to say.,

The exercise of self-appropriation gives you the structure
that generates horizons. And because you have the struoture that's
generating horlzon, because that simuoiure is heuristic, you're antic-
ipating. If the intelligible, being, the good, - what you mean by
thosa terms - i3 what is oorrelative to the desire t0 understand, to
be ressonable, to be responaible; then, In yourself, you have the sub-
jeotive pole of an obJactive field, You have also, in intelligent
reasonable responsibility, norms, built-in norms, that are yourself.
They are not propositions about yourself; but yourself, in your spirii-
ual reality, to guide you in working out what that objective horizon 1s,
the objective pole of the horizon. 1It's normative, its potential,

FNot absolute, in the sense that you have it all tucked away. But you
have the machinery for going at it, and you know what happens when you

do."

To the objection that the structurs iz invarliant and there-
fore not open, Lonergan replieds

"Well, it can happen that any particular person does get
caught in some sort of oul~-de-pao and that's his misfortune.

But how do you get him out of it?

By asking further questions.

And the #ing I'm talking about is dymamie and it is precisely
the dynamic of asking further questions. And while there are restricted

toples, on which you ogn say 'well I don't think there are any further

relevant questions with regard to that' (as in the chapter on judgment
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I talked about the man who leaves his beautiful, neat, perfect home

in the morming to go to work, comes back In the evening and finds the
windows broken, water on the floor and smoke in the air - and he doesn't
gay 'There was a fire', That could be all faked but he says 'something
happened!, He might ask 'where's my wife?' and that would bde a further
question on a different topic. S§till with regard to the statement,

'something happened! there are no further relevant questions.)®

A gquestion as to the relation of theology to the soclal
sciencea brought the following replys

"Well that is inter-disciplinary. I had a note from Father
Houtart who edits Soclal Compass and representa a large number of
sooclological students. There was a remark I made about the religious

golences in the Cross Currents artiocle. I spoke of their increasing

relevance to theology and he asked me to expand on that in a thousand
words. He's asking other people to do something similar,
I answered by & paper, a short note, on the example of

Givson Winter. Gibson Winter, in Elsments for a Sooial Bthigc, took

Max Weber's distinction hetween soclal soiance and social policy. He
found that social science, in America at the present time, was either
hehaviourist, or functlionalist like Taloott Parsons or voluntarist like
C. Wright Mills et alii or ~ with the intentionality amlysis of the

New School of Soolal Remsarch - phenomenological, Also that the

niddle two disagreed rather vigorously with one another, He put the
questioh, 'is this difference sclentific or idsological?' Consequently
he hal the transition from social soience to asoclal philosophys and

drew on George Mead to do a beautiful thing on the socilal construction

° )
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of meaning. (You find out what you mean by your gesture or your
words from the other person's reaction to it. So that meaning has a
common origin, a social origin.,) Winter went on from that - to
build up something in the way of a philosophy, a sooial philosophy,
end added on a soolal ethic. When you put these twoa top of empirical
gocial solence, you could go on to an enlightensad sooial policy.
Similarly you can have empirical psyehology of religion, and
empirical socolology of religion end so on, Add on to it a philosophy
of religion and if it contains an account of genuine religious expere
iense 1% will be open to a theology and a moral theology, and you can
go on to religlous poliocy. Such polioy is psychologioal in schools
- 1in teaching, preasohing and so on, and in sooiological group aotion,
Then the ampiriocal socientists could see the results, glve you the feed=-
back, and have fn én~going procesa, That's one scheme of the way in
vhich theology and.the soclal solences or religious sclences might
sooperate,
Now there is also a relevance of religlon to sociology in

the broader sense - not eimply the esoociclogy of religiom. I think you

can see how it could extend that way too. But it iz a more complicated

natter."

Pt W

1’.1113»&;'1:14':-7?1 further on the distinotion meniioned, ‘'ascientifiec
or ideologiecal', Fr. Lonergan coniinued:

"Well, 'Talcott Parson's functional esnalysis is a bgautiful
and terrific analysist but when 1t is applied it seems to favor the
status quo. C. Wright Mills' analysis, which is in terms of will,

o ——

power, struggle and so on, gives you an alternative view of the
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situation. Now that's what emerges when you start applying them,eh?
And, the real question is the idellogloal element that comes in when
you start applying. But it's really a spring board for Winter to move
out of their context into a philosophlc context on asociety. This is

Juet my impression. 1I'm not speaking for Winter."

Regarding the prement state of the relationship of scolology,
philesophy end religion Fr Lonergan's comment wass

"Well, de facto, religious studies are: research, interpret-
ation, history, with a bit of dialectic with the other people who are
in the field; but not dialectic worked out in any very systematlc
fashion. ‘So and so has written this book and I think he's a little

]
vrong on that."

On the fact that conversion is outside the funsiional
specialfties - a fact object %o by somes

"Well it is, It's a personal event, and it occcurs in all
sorts of contexts. Religious conversion is transferring oneself inte
the world of worship; theology is in the academy, the class room, the
geminar, it isn't In the church but adbout {he church,

Again, with regard to the openness of the method, ine fino-
tional speocialties do not set up conditions of membership. Anyone
can do research, interpretation, histoxry and enter into the dilalectioc,.
Non-religious people, also religious people. You start sorting the
thing out when you get to the dialeotle - that's what the dialectlo

is for, sorting things out. C(oneequently, in so far as non-religious

people are reflecting on religion, they'll have rather negative views,

o )
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reductionist views, But in so far as religious people are, they
needn't., There's no necessity of having Bultmann's notion, of what
science 18, in doing interpretation or history., The purpose of writing
chepters, and the settling up specific éhaptera onn each one of these
things, is the faoct that at the end of the nineteenth centuxry the
poeltivists did capture oritical history and give their interpretations
to it. Droysen's handbook is far more intelligent, fundamentally}than
Bernheim)and Bernheim much more intelligent than Langleis & Séignobos,
You have a reaction against that positivist invasion of his-
tory; in Carl Becker in the States, In Collingwcod in England, Marrou
in France., Insight is very relevant to working out, from & oritical
philosophic basis, Just what eritical history 1s, Just what objective
interpretation is. I think you need that philosophic oritigue, before
you're going to be able to handle questions like the 'Jesus of history!
and the 'Chriet of faith' without being blocked by unconscious phil-

osophic assumptions.”

The guestion of objectivity was raised in relation:to the
remark in Insi ht;i?:;;re is an intelligent and reasonable realism
between which and materialism the half~way house is idealism'.

"Y think I have g better start in Professor Johann's paper,
Professor Johann found that my notion of judgment and Dewey's were
extremely similar. But he agreed, when I spoke to him, that the con-
texts were entirely different. Being, for me, 1s the universe, the

world mediated by meaning. It's the answer to what you know when you

ansver questions that regard everything about everything, Dewey's
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wofld'fundamentally is the non-problematic, There are probleme hexe
and there, and you solve them. But the world principally is what is
taken for granted, You solve some problems} and when you get them
solved, well, they come Into what you can now take for granted. 1It's
a world -~ the world-of-the~taken~for-granted.

Now the oriteria, with regard to the {wo worlds, are totally
different. The taken-for-granted is the already-out=-there-now-real,
It's talready' -« prior to any questionsj 'out' - extroverted comscioussy
nessj 'there' = spatial sense organs have spatisl objeotss "now' = the
time of the obsexver 1s the time of the observed; 'real' - well, that's
vhat we mean by reality, we're defining it. But you can have an entirely
different world - the world mediated by meaning - the world that 1ls
mostly known through belief. Ninety-elght percent of what a genius
knowa, he believes. It isn't personally independently acquired know-
ledge. Human knowledge is an asquisition that goes on over centuries
and centuriles, and if we want to acoept nothing, that ve don't find

Al el porod
out for ocurselves, we revert to the paleozoio age. A'bhay found out for
thenselves everything they knew, And that was-when—it wvas done,

That world, mediated by meaning, i& what most of us mean by
the real world., And the criteria for knowing it, for being objective
there, are the criteria of being attentive, of being intelligent,
being reasonable, being reaponsible. An entirely different set of
criteria, Now those two can be confused. The nalve realist knows
the world mediated by meanling, But he thinks he knows it by taking

a look., The naive idealist says 'esse est peroipi,' Esse - it is ~

the affirmation of reality, in the world mediated by meaning, is the

333352; - the taking a look. The rigourist empiricist eliminates fron
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the world mediated by meaning everything that ian't in the world you
take for granted. The critical idealist - he doesn't attend to data
and understand and judge. He sees the appearances of things in them=-
selves that you can't know but can talk about by using a limiting
concept, He adds to these appearances the categories of understanding
and the ideals of reason. S0 he has valid knowledge on this side, and
the impossibility of knowledge on the other., His unconditicned at one
stage i1s the totality of conditions - and it was Hegel that conceived
the universe as the totality of conditliona., He wanted to put movement
within logie. Method, very much is the on-golng process and loglos

regards the cross-sections at any moment. So logic is within method,

When asked about his growing interest in meaning since he
wrote Insight Fr Lonergan remaxrked:
i "Well it was belng sent to Rome and having to deal with
’ students from northern Italy and France and Germany and Belgium who
vere totally immersed in continental philosophy = I had to talk mean=~

ingfully to them, and it involved getting a hold of the whole movement

_ j
a0 / of the Gelsteswiss haften, from Priedrich Wolf on, to be able to
| - communicate with my students. 4nd it's, of course, something that
stretches one., And I've learnt a lot since. It's still a moving

viewpoint - after Insight. It kept on moving."

G b A et et

On the oontrast between Dewey's view of knowing as within
éxperience and his own of experience as within knowing Fr Lonergan

commented:

wPhere are two different ways you can take the word experiencs,
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The 'man of experience', say, is the man of common sense, with a loi,

& terrifio development, of intelligence. Albright received a consign-
ment of Jjars from Quuran and one of them was broken. He took the

dust between his fingers and salds 'now this was done in such and such
& oentury', A man of experiencel That's experience in one sense. Or,
you consult the man of experienceir 'What can I do about this?' That's
a sense of the word experience which includes everything that 1s in the
person's development. Then there's experience in a technical sense of
the data - what I call experiential objectivity - the givenness that
oonstitutes the data, which is the presupposltion of the act of under-

standing."

Regarding symbols and Riooeur on symboliasmi
| "Well I can't match Ricoeur on symbolism. The symbol for me

is the 'affect-laden image's It's evoked by an affect, or the image
evokea the affects They're linked. It's the means of internal com~
munication between psyche and mind and heart. Where mind is experience,
understanding, judgment; and heart is vhat's beyond this on the level
of feeling and 'is this worth while?! = juigment of value, decision.
Without feelinga this experience, understanding, judgment is paper
thin, The whole mass and momentum of living is in feeling.

Feelingss: there's a vwhole series of categories on them~ to
go into them would take too long. 7You get them in Scheler, and then

Von Hildebrand, in his Christian Ethics, dlstinguishing different

kinds ~ different meanings of the word "feeling", different types.

But there are feelings that are apprehensions of value in a strict
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sense, There are vital values, Then sooisl values = the vital

values of the group, Then cultural values -« 'not in bread alone dces
man live', There's the personal realization, incorporation of values,
religious values, the personal sppropriation of vealues, the development
of one's feelings, the education of feeling. This is all on the level
of the apprehension of valuss,

Beyond that there's the transcendental notion of values, in
the question of deliberation - 'Is this worth while? or are wa wasting
ou¥ time ! It stops you « and in the judgment of value in answer to
that question, This demands not only thase feelings - if you just have
these feelings, well, you have a moral idealism that usually does more
haxm than good = you have %o have also an apprehension of human reality,
and possibility, and what probably will happen from different courmes
of aotion.

Yor your judgment of values, for the objectivity of a judge
ment of value, the oriterion is the good conscience of the virtuous man.
You're not sure of your moral judgments unless you're sure you're &
virtuous manl It's very Aristotellan incidentally. Aristotle made

ethios empirical by postulating the existence of virtuous aen,"

On the movement after Insight {0 an inoreasing interest in
affectivity and feeling Fr lLonergan commenteds

“There is in Insipghi a foot-note to the effeot that we're
not attempting to solve anything about such a thing as personal

relations, I was dealing in Insight fundamentally with the intellectual

glde « a ptudy of human understanding -~ in which I did my atudy of
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human understanding and got human intelligence in thexre, not just a
sausage machine turning out abstract concepts. That was my fundamental
thrust,

Once I did that, well, you had to go out and go on to a
theory of Judgment - because you had obviously separated yourself from
any possible Intultive basis of knowledge. And I had to have a irue
Judgment, one true Jjudgment at least, so I had to have chapter XI
'I am & knower's

‘Then 'what do you know?' so I had another chapter on being,.

‘How do you know you know 1t?' I had to have another chaptex
on objectivity,

When I had that much done, I could see peopls all around
saying, 'well if you have this sort of position you can't have a
metaphysice's So I thought I'd be safer to put in four more chapters
on metaphysies,

'Well, you can't have an ethies', so I put in a chapter on
that.

And 'you can't prove the existenecs of God'! so I put a chapter
on that.

Then, 'what has thie to do with your being a priest?! So I
put a little bit on religion in Chapter XX - a moving viewpoint!

The viewpoint kept moving, In the summer of 1959 (when you're
teaching in Rome you also have to get bus fare to escape the hospit-
ality of the continent) I gave an institute at Xavier in Cincinnati, on

the philosophy of education, In preparing that I read & lot of Piaget,

also Susanne Langer, Feeling and Form, things like that, and that was

" - ‘ .o '.i:)




the beginning of eniry into these things, Then Von EildebFand, and
Fring's book on Scheler were a big help. I was also meeting questions
of my own., One also has feelings oneself too you know.

There ia a spreading out, moving on, including more, Likes
regently what I've got a hold of is the fact that I've dropped faoulty
peychology and I'm doing inteniionalitiy analysia. 4nd what I did in
Insight mainly was Iintentionality snalysis of experiencing, under-
standing, Judging. Add on to that on this side, the different types
of feeling:

feelings that are just states or tendencles - You feel jungry,
but you don't yet know that what you need is something to eat -

Then there are feelings that reapond io objects - pleasure
and paln and so on. But of themselves they do not discriminate between
what 1s truly good and what is only apparently good,

There are feelings that are intentional responses and that
do involve such a disorimination and put themaselves in a hierarchy =
and you have your vital values, social values, cultural values, relig-
ious values,

Then, dominating all this aocording to Scheler and Von
Hildebrand and what really reveals values and lets you really see thenm,
is being in love.

Now you get the synthesim of thia feeling side and the cog-
nitional side on the level of the question 'Is this worth while?! the
judgment of value, the decision, the action. So, when you bring in

the fourth, you move into & philosophy of action. You're wp with

Blondel,"
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On the place of imagination and affectivity:

"Imagination, firet of all, iz a big part of understanding.

To have an insight, you have to have an imagination. The sensible
data are so complex, so multiform, that you ailmplify in imagination.
You get & schematic image, and you get hold of something and you
compare your schematic image with your data. And you ses, well,
your sohematic images has to become more complex; and you get an
ineight into that. And you keep on building up. So there's this
developnment of imagination in connection with understanding itself,
even a very technical tyre of understanding.

There's imagination as art, which is the subject, doing - in
a8 global fashion =« what the philosopher and the religious person
and 80 on do in & more speclal fashion, It's moving into the known
unknown in a very conorete, f{elt, way. I think Susanne Langer has
a wonderful analysis of artistic creation. I wouldn't want to
attempt to repeat it now. But the significance of art is a liber-
ation from all the mechanizations of sensibility. The red and
green light are signals that release your putting your foot om
the brake and putting 1t on the acoelerator. There’s the routinize
ation of sensibility = the ready~-made man and the ready-made world,
with set reactions responding to stimulil - and art liberates sensite
ivity, allows it to flow in its own channel and with its own ree-
sonancej and 1t reveals to man his openness to more than the world

he already is functioning properly in."

Doea one not seem to move away from imagination as one movea
from experience and understanding to judgment?

“It's not moving away but adding to it."

0 )
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And in what sense does return to imagination constitute an
opening for the expsrisnoing, understanding, Judgment, deciding?

" tThe return to' 1s always the wherl, oiroular, And different
people develop differently, There are literary people, there are
artlstic people, there are different potentimlitles, opportunities
of 1ife, and so on, But even though you write a book lilke Insight
you can enjoy Beethoven."

There was a question about Chapter XIX of Insight. Would
this chapter at most say to someone coming to it from outelde the
Christian tradltion that the religious self-tranccendence, whioch
ocours In Christian conversion, 1s not contradictory to the cognitive
self«transoendence vwhich was ntudied in the firet sixteen chapters
or to the moral conversion of the chapter on ethies?

"I think chapter XIX was mainly the product of an entirely
different type of thinking thon is being built up. I'd be quite
ready to says let's drop chapter XIX ont of Insight and put 1%
inside of theology. I say that mach pretty well in my article in
the Proasedings of the Amerioan Catholio Theologlaal Soclety in
1968, I've a paper on natural knowledge of God and I say about
the proof of God's existencs, while there exists a valid proof, and
while the appreheneion of that proof is not a supernatural act quoad
gubstantiam in the technical sense, still people who do prove the
existence of God have had God's grace, What was defined in
Vatican I is not that anyone ever proved, or ever will prove, the
axistance of God. It's a guestion of possibility, What they were
thinking of was not any conerete subject but *right reason', It's

an issue that goes back to Christian Wolff,
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And today when that question is put 1t is sniirely in terms
of the oonorete person in a ooncrete context that is becoming
religious or is finally discovering that he has bscome religious
and wants to know whether he'a orazy or not., It's an entirely
different context; = ochapter XIX is prior to my concern with the

existentialists and wo on ~ Insight was {inished before I went

to Rome."

On the oatégory of myth in Ineight Fr Lonergan's comment wasi

“*In Ingight 1 use itwo oategories, mystery and myth. Both
mean the same thing. You could inoclude both under the word symbol,.
But myth is also used 1in the sense of a narrative that embodies

symbole, like Northrop Frye's Fables of Identity, Thexe is

terminological difficulty with the usage in Insight; but I belleve
in the permanent necessity of the symbol for human living, You

oan't talk to your body without symbols, and you have to live
with 1it."

And myth in the sense of symbol therefore Lonergan would
cdnoéive to be a permanent structure? |

"Yea, but there ls smuch a thing as pecple who have fantastlao
notions of what the world is. C(assirer talks about the tribe
that = while theyw never scen the villages that the tigers have,
and the elephants have =~ they were quiie certain that such auperier
beings would have enought sensa to live in villages toco., This
construction of reslity is something that goes on, that man

gpends millennia developing,
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On the idea that mythio consoiousness ie a definitively

past period in human historys

"You can get right baock to it very easily. All you have
to do is have a breakdown, It's not an lrreversible process., The
process of edugation is maintaining the gains we've already made,
And you have mythic ocomsoiousnese - a whole different series of
it - you have the mythio consclousness of the primitive, the mythie
oonsciousness in the anoient high civilizations, in which the king
was the god and the source of ordexr in the universe, and soc on =
they're all identified -~ religious, political, and natural ordexr =
the oosmological order. And that broke when the ancient high
glvilizations broke down, when you had the development of the indiv=
idual., You got much more individual responsibility.

Then, with Plato and Aristotle you have the distinotion

between the world of theory and the world of common sense. Plato's

'qﬂg}gggﬂna' and '22§ggna' and Aristotle's 'priors quoad mse' and

———————— R

'ingggﬁggggghggg'. But humanism immediately stepped in and
obliterated that difference. Isocrates saldt "what differentiates
nan from the animals ie apeech". And the dhetoricians are the
people that know how to speak. Subsequent philosophy in genseral -
with rare exceptions - has been the work of people in the humanist
tradition who did not want to have any distinotion between the
vorld of common aense and the world of theory. It is modern

science - with Eddington's two tables «~ that has forced that dise

tinotion on us again,"
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On being asked, in the context of Jasper's discussion of
axial periods, whether the shift, or the possibility of a communal
shift, to interiority, was axial, Pr lonergan replieds

"Yes, Of course with Jaspers, his axial age is the
emergence of individualism more than anything, My distinotions-
are first of alli realms of meaning, Thare's the realm of mean-
ing of ocommon eense - and the Greek development waes a differentiat-
ion = the world of common sense and the world of theory, And that
is what remained, Like Thomaa'*e; he'a in the iwo. Augustine is
just in the world of oommon sense, a beautiful rhetorician; Newman
toos Thay're not technical people. They did tremendous work, but
are not technical in the way that Thomas was and Aristotle was. In
the present situation there are tha world of ocommon sense and the
vorld of socience. And to relate one to the other you have to go
into interiority » to understand why you have different cognitional
prooedures in one and in the othewhnd you're knowing quite dife-
ferent worlds.

The soientiet has a language of his own and his own
sooiety - he oan love his wife but he can't talk to her sbout his
polence. It's really technical and this society has 1ts own field
of aotion. There are terrific relationships between 4t and the
world of common sense - with communicetions and feed-back into
industry, technology and so forth, But they're two different sets
of fundamental concepis, modes of procedure, etc. You have to go

into interiority to understand why there should be these differences

and to relate them and you have to do it too, if you want to have

.
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good human mcience, As Professor O'Dea said yesterday, cognitional
fhabry reveals to the soclologist what he's doing and it reveals
something - not everything - about the objeot he's dealing with,

And beyond the throe, the most common differentiation of
oonsciousnesa is not common sense and theory but common sense and
transcendence, As you have it in the Asian peoples, and as you
have it in the Chrietian tradition of spiritual men and women - the

lives of the saints,."

On the danger of the negleot of Inmight and its oomplex
methods, due to more immediate interest in Method in Theclogy
Fr ionargan remarkeds

"Well they're there, people will have them. When you
have a structurs of eight on-going inter-dependent processes you
can't hide the genetic element} and when they're conflioting with
one another, when one of the processes im dialectic, you can't hide
the dialectical element. Bui this is much more complex. Inaight
1s the way into them, and the function of the method is simply ¢o

get up limits and define tasks, and s0 on."

T¢ the question whether the horizon set up in us by God's
gift of love, discumssed in Fr. Lonergan‘s artiole 'Faith and
Beliefs', which grounds religious oconversién, transcends the
hQrimon of being, the reply was:

| "I wouldn't say so. The good 1s beyond the intelligibles

the true and the reals, It'e more oomprehensive. Moral conversion

o )
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takes you beyond intellectual conversion} and religious conversion
takes you beyond both, But it's not beyond being # if this being
in love, total commitment, if that is the full actuation, the
ultimate actuation of the movement towards the intelligible, to~
wards the true, towards the real, towards the good, This is the
nltimate step in it., It's what your E_p{igzi, what your authentio
subjectivity, is open to. It coours, in so far as it does, through
God's grace, My doctoral thesis was on operative grace in St.
Thomas, It's a notion, thought up by Augustine, when he was dealing
with the monks of Hadrumetum who said "well if it all depends on
God's grace why do supexiors direct wuse?"  But the fundamental
text with regard o this operative grace is Egechliel, God plucking
out the heart of stone which has no desire whatever to be a heart
of flesh and putting in the heart of flesh, totally beyond the
desserts, ambitions even, of the heart of stone.

Now that operative grace, as sanotifying grace and not
merely as actual grace, ia the thing in that article, It is this
"being 1410ve,“ and I think it ties in with Frang Heiler's chapter

(1n The History of Religions -« Chicago 195g ) on "The History of

Religions as a Preparation for the Cooperation of Rellgions", A
person who has a different set up from mine mighi well interpret
it the way you put it, but within my context, my opposition between
reality as the unproblematic and redity as, too, the goal of the
questioning subject - the authentic subjsct « it's on that side

for me",
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" - -Jonexgan, unlike Rahner, lays emphasis in his writings
on olarity rather than mystery.
“"But mystery remains., Whsn you talk, you're not aiming

at communicating a myastery. But you don't dispel it eithex,

Rahner emphasizea mystery a lot, I have a few clear things to say,"

-----

Should one not oeritically ground religion?

"I.put the question the other night. A person was de-
manding that I oritically ground this religion and he was talking
to Professor S0 & So and I went up to him and said 'Would you

demand Professor So & 30 to eritically ground the love he has for

his wife and his children?' Being in love is a faot, and it's what

you are, it's existential., And your living flows from it, It's
the first prinociple, as long as it lasts., It has its causea and
its ocoasions and its oconditions and all the rest of 1%, But
while it's there it's the first principle and i1t's the socurce of
all one'a desirgs and fears, all the good one can see, and 80 omn.
And oritically grounding knowledge isn't finding the gound for
knowledges It's already there, Being critical means eliminating
the ordinary nonsense, the sytematically misleading images and
go on; the mythical asacount.

Every soilentiflo or philosophic break-through is the
eliminationéf some myth in the pejorative emnsej the flat earth,

right on. But if you are in love it doesn't need any Jjustifie-

ation, It's the justifiocation beyond anything else. Juast as you

D
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don't explain Gody God ie the ultimate explanation,”

Might one not then be deceived?

"One can be deocelving oneself, If one is deceiving

one's solf one 12 not in love., Une is mistaking something for

'lcve. Love is something that proves itself, 'By their fruits

you shall know them,' and 'in fear and trembling work out your

salvation' and all the rest of 1t Love isn't cockeure, either."

"I want to thank the organizexs, the people who thought
up and financed and organised all thisj the people who organized
the mestings; the people who came, the people who wrote papers,

the people who sat around this rorning and listened, and are

taking part in this thing - very very sincerely as you all can

understand,
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