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Parr 1
SINCE the publication of Insight® there has been a gradu-

ally increasing awareness of the significance of Father

Lonergan’s thought. Yet, those who attempt to study
Lonergan’s works encounter serious obstacles. Many of his
basic ideas are developed in a theological context which the
philosopher finds unfamiliar; his most recent books are written
in Latin. Insight by-passes these theological and linguistic bar-
riers. Yet, the non-scientist may find Insight’s extensive de-
velopment of scientific understanding an even more formidable
obstacle to his own understanding. Finally, the sheer bulk of
his book, the novelty of its methodology, and the complexity
of its development makes personal assimilation a difficult task.
A guided tour of Lonergan’s thought may be of some assistance

1 Bernard J. F. Lonergan, S.J., Insight: A Study of Huwman Understanding
(New York: Philosophical Library, 1956).
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98 EDWARD M. MACKINNON

in skirting these road-blocks. We hope to do this by concen-
trating on a theme which is central to Lonergan’s thought, the
importance of understanding what understanding is. Except
for incidental remarks, criticism will be reserved to a third
article.

Here, a precautionary note is in order. The present study
is not intended to be an introduction to Lonergan’s thought,
for adequate introductions have already been written.? Rather,
it pre-supposes a familiarity with Lonergan’s basic positions
and attempts a synthetic view of his integral development.
This, unfortunately, implies that some points which cry out
for clarification are relegated to a sentence or a qualifying
phrase. Only by sacrificing such amplification could we present
an orderly over-all view of the variety of elements fused in his
synthesis.

One of the most distinctive features of Insight, the “ moving
point of view,” is motivated by the realization that under-
standing develops gradually. In the same spirit it may be well
to start by sketching the development of Lonergan’s own under-
standing. As a part of his training as a Jesuit, Father Lonergan
studied philosophy at Heythrop College in England. While
there he also studied mathematics at the University of London.
Two books which influenced his ideas on the nature of knowl-
edge at this critical period were Newman’s Grammar of Assent
and Joseph’s Introduction to Logic.® During his course of the-
ology he worked in collaboration with another Jesuit who had
studied philosophy under Maréchal. Thus, he was influenced
by the Louvain school in an indirect way.* After obtaining a

2 8ee Frederick E. Crowe, S.J., “ The Origin and Scope of Bernard Lonergan’s
Insight,” Sciences Ecclesiastiques, IX, (1957), 263-95; Andrew J. Reck, “Insight
and the Eros of the Mind,” Review of Metaphysics, XI1 (1958), 97-107; Joseph
de Finance, S.J., “ Une Etude sur lintelligence humaine,” Gregorianum, XXXIX
(1958), 130-36; Bernard Lonergan, S.J., “Insight: Preface to a Discussion,”
Proceedings of the Amer. Cath. Phil. Assoc., XXXII (1958), 71-81; and the
reviews written at the time of publication.

* Horace W. Joseph, An Introduction to Logic (2nd ed. rev.; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1916).

* The similarity between Lonergan’s development of philosophy and Maréchal’s
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doctorate in theology from the Gregorian University in Rome,
he concentrated on a protracted critical study of St. Thomas.
It was a problem-centered approach, tracing, in a detailed way,
the development of key questions in Thomas’ predecessors,
remote as well as immediate, and the growth of Thomas’ own
understanding. From these studies, and others, came the six
works which supply the principal basis for the present study.

1. The “Gratia” Series.® These articles do not treat Lon-
ergan’s theory of knowledge directly. However, the detailed
causal analysis of mental and volitional operations given there
supplied a foundation for his later development.

2. The “Verbum” Series® This study was motivated by a
peculiar theological difficulty. St. Thomas attempted to give
some understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity by extending
and developing the psychological analogy which St. Augustine
had used. Many consider this Thomas’ finest individual theo-
logical achievement. Yet, Lonergan felt, none of the standard
text books gave an adequate—or even an accurate—account
of the true theory of St. Thomas. Basic to Thomas’ explana-
tion was the analogy between the procession of interior words
and of love in the human mind and the processions of the Son
and Holy Spirit in the Trinity. To apply this analogy as St.
Thomas intended it one must first have an adequate under-
standing of the human operations used as an explanatory
analogate. This Lonergan endeavored to supply through
his protracted, massively-documented study of Thomas’ own
theory of mental operations.

has been emphasized by Cornelius Ryan Fay, “ Fr. Lonergan and the Participation
School,” The New Scholasticism, XXXIV (1960), 461-87, and by James Collins in
his review of Insight (Thought, XXXII [1957-8], 445-46).

5 Bernard Lonergan, S.J., “St. Thomas’ Thought on Gratia Operans,” Theo-
logical Studies, 11 (1941), 289-324; III (1942), 69-88; “St. Thomas’ Theory of
Operations,” Ibid., III (1942), 875-403; “ St. Thomas’ Thought on Gratia Operans,”
Ibid. 11T (1942), 532-78. Hereafter these will be referred to as “ Gratia-1,” ete.

¢ Bernard Lonergan, S.J., “The Concept of Verbum in the Writings of St,
Thomas,” Theol. Studies, VII (1946), 349-93; VIII (1947), 35-80; VIII (1947),
404-45; X (1949), 3-40; 359-93. Hereafter these will be referred to as “ Verbum-1,”
ete.
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At the end of the first article in this series Lonergan gave
an interesting insight into what seems to have been a turning
point in his own methodology. “T have begun, not from the
metaphysical frame-work, but from the psychological content
of Thomist theory of intellect: logic might favor the opposite
procedure but, after attempting it in a variety of ways, I
found it unmanageable.” "

8. Insight. Since this is the principal source of the present
study, we shall postpone a discussion of it until a proper back-
ground has been established.

4. Divinarum Personarum® In many respects this Latin
text complements the Verbum series by summarizing the per-
tinent Thomist psychology and applying it to the doctrine of
the Trinity. Written for theological students rather than for
professional theologians, it is simpler and much less polemical
than the Verbum series.

5. De Constitutione Christi.® This is a study of the hypo-
static union and of Christ’s knowledge. In addition to the
treatment of consciousness which is of direct concern in our
present study, this work has an indirect but important bear-
ing on any evaluation of Lonergan’s theory of knowledge. One
of the sharpest criticisms brought against Insight was that
Lonergan’s method of developing metaphysics on the basis of
a theory of knowledge was closer to Kantianism than to
Thomism. The present work, written since Insight, explains
the constitution of being in traditional metaphysical terms.
Lonergan’s clear-cut definitions give a good basis for compar-
ing his metaphysics with other interpretations of Thomism.

6. De Deo Trino: Pars Analytica.*® This work supplements
Divinarum Personarum by outlining the positive theology

* Verbum-I, 392. Here and elsewhere Lonergan uses “ Thomist” to refer to the
Saint and “ Thomistic” to refer to the school, a usage which we shall follow.

8 Bernard Lonergan, S.J., Divinarum Personarum Conceptio Analogica (Rome:
Gregorian University Press, 1957).

® Bernard Lonergan, S.J., De Constitutione Christi Ontologica et Psychologica,
(2nd. ed.; Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1958).

1® Bernard Lonergan, S.J., De Deo Trino: Pars Analytica (Rome: Gregorian
Univ. Press, 1961).
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concerning the Trinity. In explaining the revelation of this
doctrine and the historical growth of human understanding
concerning it, Lonergan employs some of the methods of under-
standing explained in Insight. Such concrete and carefully
elaborated examples serve to clarify the more formal explana-
tions of methods of understanding and illustrate their sig-
nificance.

We divide this study into three general sections. First, rely-
ing chiefly on the Verbum series and Diwinarum Personarum
we present a brief outline of Lonergan’s explanation of St.
Thomas’ cognitional analysis. Lonergan did not intend, in
these works, to present a complete theory of knowledge. He
wished, rather, to explain some pertinent ideas and terms used
by St. Thomas in his explanation of knowledge. This neces-
sitated an extensive use of technical Latin terms. Since this
summary is intended to be an aid to the study of Lonergan—
but not a substitute—we shall employ the same vocabulary
and concentrate on those aspects of the Verbum series that
complement Insight.* Such selectivity, unfortunately, entails
a somewhat disjointed collection of elements whose significance
will, we hope, be seen after the more orderly survey in the
second section.

The second and principal section, based chiefly on Insight,
summarizes Lonergan’s cognitional analysis, his explanation of
the various methods of understanding, and the way in which
he develops a metaphysics. Finally, in the third article we
shall offer a tentative criticism of a few selected points.

I. Tromist THEORY OoF UNDERSTANDING

Logically, one seeks to understand what it means to under-
stand by first examining acts of understanding and then ana-

11Ty the Verbum series he is presenting St. Thomas’ position, while Insight and
Divinarum Personarum represent his own views. It seems clear that he considers
the two views to be essentially the same. For example, in Divinarum Personarum,
p. 57, he says that intelligible emanation has been considerd historically in the
Verbum series, philosophically in Insight, and that he now wishes to present the
same matter in a theological and speculative way.
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lyzing the processes involved. This, in fact, is the general order
Lonergan follows. Since our purpose, however, is to present
rather than prove his conclusions, it will be clearer to begin
with the general doctrine and then supply the details.

The mind has two basic operations: seeking to know what
something is (“ quid sit”) and to know whether something is
(““an sit”) . The first mental operation, seeking to know what
a thing is, begins with sense perception and the consequent
formation of a phantasm in the imagination, an operation
guided by the cogitative power. The active intellect illumines
this phantasm making the species which was potentially intel-
ligible, actually intelligible, a process which may be called
objective abstraction.’* This species, as impressed on the pos-
sible intellect, is called the * species qua.” When the possible
intellect receives this it is said to be in the first act of appre-
hensive abstraction.”® From the possible intellect in first act
proceeds an act of understanding, a second act. The manner
in which this second act proceeds from the first act is analogous
to the manner in which an action proceeds from a principle
of action, or to the relation of the act of existence to the
form. What is understood by this second act is called the
“spectes quae,” the pre-conceptual object of understanding.
To put this a bit more simply, objective abstraction, illumi-
nation of the phantasm, constitutes the imagined object as
something to be understood with regard to its specific nature.
Apprehensive abstraction, insight into phantasm, is the actual
understanding of that which objective abstraction presents to
be understood. What is understood, the “ species intelligibilis
quae,” 1s identical with the quiddity of the material object
known. Thus, through insight into phantasm, or through a
preconceptual act of understanding, the intellect knows its
proper and connatural object, the quiddity of a material object.

Such an act of understanding cannot serve as the predicate
of a judgment; it is incomplete as a form of knowledge. The
intellect must express what it has understood, must produce a

12 Verbum-1V, 87. 18 Ibid., 18-28.
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“verbum,” i.e., a concept or “intentio intellecta.” ** This pro-
duction is not an automatic or quasi-mechanical process.
Rather, it is produced in rational consciousness because of a
rational awareness of understanding. The significance of such
a process, which Lonergan calls “intelligible emanation,”*°
may be seen by contrasting it with other types of processes
or causal productions. A natural effect, such as rainfall, is
produced by a cause, atmospheric conditions and the pull of
gravity, and is intelligible precisely as caused. The intelligibility
in question is not due to any intelligence on the part of the
proximate cause. Rather, there is a passive and potential intel-
ligibility in the process due ultimately to the fact that it con-
forms to the divine mind and can be known by the human
mind.

Intelligible emanation, the production of an inner word
expressing what is understood, is called intelligible not because
of its passive conformity to an extraneous mind, nor because
it has a potential intelligibility which some law might express.
It possesses, rather, an actual and active intelligibility because
it is the activity of intelligence in act. The intellect, under-
standing a quiddity in a phantasm, pivots on itself to produce
another object of thought, an inner word. This is not only
caused by understanding but is because of understanding. It is
an expression of what is understood precisely because and to
the extent that it is understood. Thus, intelligible emanation
is rational, or intelligible, not only because of the metaphysical
dependence of an effect on its cause—something proper to any
natural process—but especially because the inner word is pro-
duced in and through conscious awareness as the expression of
what is understood.

A simple example may clarify this rather abstract summary.
Man, confronted with a wheel, has as a phantasm simply a
wheel, an imaginative representation of sensible data. This

14 The necessity of the inner word is explained in Verbum-I, 349-60; IV, 15; V,
368; and in Divinarum Personarum, pp. 80-84, 270-72.

15 This is explained in Verbum-I, 880-91 and in Divinarum Personarum, pp.
57-92, esp. pp. 57-62.
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phantasm, illuminated by the agent intellect, supplies the
matter for understanding. Yet, what is understood is something
that is not in the data, as sensible data. Through an insight
the intellect can grasp the distinctive quality of circularity as
due to a formal cause. This is grasped by penetration of the
phantasm making its potential intelligibility actual. Then the
intellect can express what it has understood through a concept,
“circle,” or a definition: “a circle is the locus of points equi-
distant from a point within called the center.” Such a concept
or definition is not an automatic process of sensation. It is an
inner word expressing what the intellect understands and can
be produced only if and when the intellect has grasped an
intelligibility potentially present in the data. The act of under-
standing, the “intelligere,” considered as the ground for the
production of the verbum is called a “ dicere.” This procession
of the word from the act of understanding is used, when prop-
erly purified, as the created analogue of the procession of the
Son from the Father in the Trinity.

The second mental operation is concerned not with what a
thing is, but with whether it is. The result of this operation is
a judgment, a statement of the form: A is; A is not; A is B;
A is not B. Before outlining the process leading to such a
judgment, it would be well to explain how this differs from the
concept or definition resulting from the first mental operation.

The product of the first mental operation 1s a definition of
the quiddity which insight into the phantasm uncovers. This
definition may be apodictic or hypothetical, may simply ex-
press the quiddity as perceived or as known through causes.
In each of these cases the definition or concept is an ““incom-
plex word.” It is not a judgment concerning an object but a
conceptualization of what is known through direct understand-
ing. Accordingly, it is neither true nor false, though it may
be more or less adequate.

A judgment, “this is a table,” is not simply a synthesis of
the object perceived by the senses and the nature grasped by
the mind and expressed in a concept; it is the affirmation of a
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synthesis. For this reason it is called a “ complex word > or a
composition (of quiddity and existence).** To posit such a
synthesis the mind must know the conformity of its judg-
ment with reality. To establish such a conformity it is neces-
sary to have a standard to which both are compared. Such a
standard can only be found in an examination of the inner
principles by which the intellect operates.

The first mental operation leads not only to insight, but also
to a coalescence of insights integrated in a hypothetical syn-
thesis. Before the positing of a judgment, this hypothetical
synthesis has no formal truth value. It provokes a question
for investigation rather than establishes a thesis. To answer
the question implicit in any hypothesis and assent to the
answer as true, the intellect must grasp the necessary connec-
tion between the sources of its knowledge and the hypothetical
synthesis, for the intellect cannot know the proportion of its
act to an exterior thing unless it knows, in some way, the pro-
portion of its active principle to exterior things. This requires
a reflective act of understanding. Following a clear statement
of St. Thomas,'” Lonergan insists that this is not simply the
reflective character found in any act of judgment. Rather, it is
a self-penetration which enables a person to know his own
essence and innate capacity to know truth. This does not mean
a metaphysician’s knowledge of the soul’s essence, which is a
conceptualization and refinement of this awareness. Rather,
the intellect is itself intelligible in act and this intrinsic intel-
ligibility is realized through its exercise.® By a reflective aware-
ness of this a person realizes that the universal nature under-
stood and expressed in a concept is the nature of the singular
known in the phantasm.® This reflective knowledge supplies
the sufficient evidence required for positing the judgment,

16 This is developed in Verbum-II. The terms “ complex ” and “incomplex ” are
explained in Divinarum Personarum, p. 14.

17 Quaestiones Disputatae de Veritate, q. 1, a. 9, c.

18 Verbum-V, 368-9.

19 The evolution of St. Thomas’ own understanding of this point is explained in
Verbum-IV, 28-35.
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“This is a table.” “This” denotes the observed singular;
“table” is a concept expressing the quiddity, or universal
nature, which insight, or apprehensive abstraction, grasped in
the phantasm of the singular existent. “Is” does not merely
link this abstract universal to the concrete singular. It affirms
that this universal is the nature of the this singular existent.

If we compare this second mental operation with the first,
we notice a distinct structural similarity. Both involve two
basic steps, an act of understanding and an intelligible emana-
tion issuing from that act of understanding. Regarding the
second operation Lonergan wrote: “. . . in the present article
the contention will be that the intelligere from which the
judgment proceeds is a reflective and critical act of understand-
ing not unlike the act of Newman’s illative sense.”?* From
this second “intelligere” considered as a “dicere” proceeds
the judgment, the “wverbum” proper to the second mental
operation.

So far we have been concerned with a functional description
of intellectual operations. Lonergan’s metaphysical explana-
tion of these operations was elaborated in the context of two
theological problems. To explain Thomas’ treatment of the
interaction of grace and free will, Lonergan first analyzed
Thomas’ idea of causality.? He applied this analysis to the
problem of the freedom of the will under grace.?* The second
problem was to explain Trinitarian processions as intelligible
emanations from a principle which is not a cause. The com-
plexity of these problems required a subtle and quite detailed

20 Verbum-1, 88, In a similar way Lonergan’s stress on the direct understanding
of insight as something prior to conceptualization and his ceaseless campaign
against “ conceptualism ” would seem to be not unlike Newman’s distinction between
notional and real assent.

1 Gratia-TII. The key idea is that efficient causality is a formal content in the
cause and a real relation of dependence in the effect.

22 Gratia-IV. By a careful distinction between the general problem of subordi-
nated activity and the problem of action in time he tried to show that God’s
pre-knowledge, which is atemporal, does not have the type of necessity proper to
absolute knowledge of a future act, nor does His will impose a necessity that
destroys contingence since His will is in accord with this knowledge.
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analysis. Here we shall outline only those aspects of the
analysis which are pertinent to the present study.

The term, *“ potentia activa,” acquired two slightly different
meanings in the course of Thomas’ intellectual development.®
Lonergan dubs the first meaning, derived from Avicenna,
“active potency ” while the corresponding “ potentia passiva”
is translated “ passive potency.” Aquinas used this set, chiefly
in his early works and in his lectures for his students at Paris
to speak of the principle of an operation, which may, but need
not, produce an effect. In intellection, the passive potency is
the possible intellect while the corresponding active potency is
the species qua informing the possible intellect. In this sense
reception and actuation are compatible and, in fact, the act
of understanding requires the prior reception of a form.

From this active potency there are two processions. The
first, the pre-conceptual grasp of the intelligibility in the illumi-
nated phantasm or the grasp of evidence sufficient to moti-
vate a judgment is called a “processio operationis.” That is,
the procession of this act follows from the operation itself in a
conscious but quasi-automatic way. The second procession, the
emergence of an inner word, i.e., a concept or judgment, is
something unique since it is the procession of an act from an
act rather than an act-potency relation. It is called a * pro-
cessio operati” (rather than “ operationis”) to indicate that it
does not follow automatically from the operation itself, but
depends on a grasp of the content.

To explain this Thomas had to expand Aristotle’s dichotomy
between efficient cause, a principle of motion or change in some-
thing else or in the same thing as other (my hand moves my
foot) , and nature, a principle of motion proper to the moving
body itself.** What St. Thomas called a “ processio operati”
includes the idea of procession (which “nature” does not in-
clude) but excludes the idea of “from another” (which “efh-
cient cause ” includes) . In us, the emanation of an inner word

28 Verbum-YII is chiefly concerned with explaining the principles mentioned here.
** This is developed in Verbum-V, 371-76,
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is a processio operati which has an intelligible as well as a pro-
ductive aspect. It is intelligible because it proceeds from an
act of understanding precisely because of a rational awareness
of understanding. The analogous explanation of the procession
of the Word in the Trinity involves an intelligible emanation,
but not the productive aspect found in the created analogue.

The second sense of ““ potentia activa” is derived from Aris-
totle and is primary in Thomas’ later works. While it does not
exclude the Avicennist sense it is different enough to cause
confusion if the differences are not explicitly noted. Lonergan
translates “potentia activa,” when used in the Aristotelian
sense, as “ efficient potency ” and “ potentia passiva” as “re-
ceptive potency.” Aristotle’s standard example of the heater
and the heated illustrates the meaning. In this sense, the
efficient cause of the act of understanding is, not the species,
but the object which causes the species. This follows from the
general principle that any efficient cause produces not merely
the form of the effect, but also the action consequent upon
this form. In fact, Lonergan insists, this principle applies not
only to the acts of sensing and knowing but even to acts of
willing in the sense that the final cause as object moves the
will.*

This schematic outline of Lonergan’s metaphysical analysis
may be used to explain his teaching on the relation of knowl-
edge to reality. He distinguishes five separate objects of
knowledge.®

1. The Moving Object of Direct Understanding.

This is the actuated intelligibility of what is presented by
the imagination. In objective abstraction the illumination of
the phantasm constitutes the imagined object as something
whose specific nature is to be understood. Apprehensive ab-
straction, insight into phantasm, actually understands what
objective abstraction presents to be understood. On this basis

25 ¥ grbum-I11, 433-87. This was developed more fully in Gratia-IV.
28 Verbum-IV, 4; Divinarum Personarum, p. 80.
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Lonergan can explain an apparent contradiction in Thomas’
teaching. What is presented to be understood is the phantasm.
Hence, Aquinas repeatedly affirmed that in this life the proper
object of the human intellect is the phantasm. However, what
is intelligible in the phantasm is the quiddity of the material
object. Accordingly, it was no less natural for Aquinas to
affirm that the proper object of the human intellect in this life
is the quiddity of a material object.?”

Here, the distinction between the Avicennist and Aristotelian
sense of “ potentia activa” is significant. The phantasm, illumi-
nated by the agent intellect, instrumentally produces the
“ species qua ”’ and materially exhibits the “ species quae,” that
which is understood. As understood, it moves the mind. In
less technical language, the object known is a moving object
precisely because it is an object of thought; it is not first a
mover and then an object. The efficient causality of this mov-
g is due to the efficient potency.

2. Terminal Object of Direct Understanding.

This is the essence expressed in a definition, concept, hy-
pothesis, or “incomplex word.” This object does not proceed
from direct understanding through some automatic causal
mechanism; much less does it precede it—as Scotism and Con-
ceptualism would have it.?® It is the intelligible emanation of
an act from an act, a process proper only to an intellectual
being.

8. Moving Object of Reflective Understanding.

This is the aggregate of evidence on an issue, i.e., on an
incomplex word presented as an hypothesis or problem. This

27 In Verbum-IV 23, Lonergan cites 32 instances of the second affirmation
(in note 113) and 16 of the first (note 114).

28 In Verbum-I, note 125 (p. 378) Lonergan explains Scotus’ view and indicates
its historical significance. He feels that the general acceptance of the Scotist
position (often under the guise of pure Thomism) reduced the problem of under-
standing to a question of metaphysical mechanics and that this degenerate position
had a dominant influence even outside Scholastic circles until Kant realized its
inadequacy.
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object is “moving” only inasmuch as the evidence is seen to
be sufficient to settle the issue. This involves a reflection on
the whole process of knowing, and its grounds in the ability of
the mind to evaluate correctly. Ultimately, this basis is the
virtue of wisdom which deals at once with reality and with
the first principles of demonstration, “We know by what we
are; we know we know by knowing what we are; and since
even the knowing in ‘knowing what we are’ is by what we are,
rational reflection on ourselves is a duplication of ourselves.” *°

4. Terminal Object of Reflective Understanding.

This object is the true expressed in the form of a judgment.
It is in and through a judgment, something produced by the
mind, that formal knowledge of a real being is had. Only when
such a judgment is posited can there be formal truth or error.
5. The Transcendental Object: Reality.

Through the intellectual light by which it knows, the mind
1s potentially all being. In the reflective act of understanding,
which grounds judgment, the proportion of understanding to
the whole universe is grasped.*® Accordingly, the proper object
of the mind is being which is known imperfectly in prior acts,
but perfectly only in judgment. However, the concept of being
must include a conception of the total reality of the universe,
i.e., of whatever can be known. This is the transcendental
object corresponding to the innate thrust of the intellect.

We have been concentrating on the factors involved in an
individual act of knowledge. The same approach explains the
growth in intelligibility represented by synthesis. Many in-
sights bring a knowledge of many quiddities. These coalesce,
not through a change in the quiddities, but through a new
insight, a grasp of a new intelligibility unifying these concepts.
Reasoning, in its essence, is simply the development of insight,
a motion towards deeper and more extensive understanding.
Lonergan expressed this succinctly in a later work, “ More-
over St. Thomas was fully aware of the significance of explana-

2® Verbum-1II, 78. 3 Verbum-V, 368.
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tory syllogism: he conceived reasoning as simply understanding
in process, as moving from principles to conclusions in order
to grasp both principles and conclusions in a single view.” ** In
the concrete, reasoning involves a dialectical interplay of sense,
memory, insight, definition, critical reflection, and judgment.
But the characteristic note of true development is unification,
a movement in the direction of understanding more things
through fewer acts.®

At the end of the Verbum series Lonergan summarized the
purpose of this protracted study, “ My purpose has been the
Leonine purpose, vetera novis augere et perficere, though with
the modality that I believe the basic task still to be the deter-
mination of what the vetera really were. More specifically, my
purpose has been to understand what Aquinas meant by the
intelligible procession of an inner word.” ** To understand what
Aquinas meant, Lonergan insists, means understanding as
Aquinas understood. The problem of the vetera is fundamen-
tally a problem of understanding, “A method tinged with
positivism would not undertake, a method affected by con-
ceptualist illusion could not conceive, the task of developing
one’s own understanding so as to understand Aquinas’ compre-
hension of understanding, and of its intelligibly proceeding
inner word.” *

So much for the vetera, what of the nova? Can it be simply
grafted on to the wvetera? Is it true that Thomists can solve
current problems simply by making explicit what was implicit
in the works of St. Thomas? Lonergan thinks not: “. . . one
may distinguish two developments of understanding. There
is the development that aims at grasping what Pope Leo’s
vetera really were; there is the development that aims at effect-
ing his vetera novis augere et perficere. To fail to distinguish
between these two aims even materially, as in the inclusion of
both within the covers of the same book, results not in economy

st Bernard Lonergan, S.J., “ Theology and Understanding,” Gregoranium, XXXV
(1954), 633. See also Verbum-I, 380-385.
32 Verbum-I1, 45-6. 3% Verbum-V, 388-89. 3 Verbum-V, 390.
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but in confusion.”* Stripped, by his own accord, of the proof
by citation, so familiar to scholastic philosophers, how could a
modern truly Christian philosopher operate? Lonergan’s answer
to this question is really a post-fact reflection on what he had
attempted to do in Insight. “So I am led to suggest that the
issue, which goes by the name of a Christian philosophy, is
basically a question on the deepest level of methodology, the
one that investigates the operative intellectual ideals not only
of scientists and philosophers but also, since Catholic truth is
involved, the theologians. It is, I fear, in Vico’s phrase a
scienza nuova.” *

II. InsicaT AND UNDERSTANDING

The subtitle of Lonergan’s book, “ A Study of Human Under-
standing > precisely indicates its purpose. What he is present-
ing is not a theory of knowledge, much less a synthesis of the
contents of knowledge. It is an attempt to help the reader
realize what it means to understand, a realization which he can
only achieve by reflecting on his own successful acts of under-
standing and probing their significance. Having understood
the nature of understanding, a man is in a uniquely favorable
position to evaluate the contents of his acts of understanding.
All this is summed up in a sentence which, in quotation, may
read like jargon, but which is intended to summarize the posi-
tive content of Insight: “ Thoroughly understand what it is
to understand, and not only will you understand the broad
lines of all there is to be understood, but also you will possess
a fixed base, an invariant pattern, opening upon all further
developments of understanding.” *

An immediate implication of this slogan is that Lonergan
himself must understand what it is to understand before he
can serve as an intellectual midwife for his readers. This he felt
he had accomplished by the long and laborious process through

*% Verbum-V, 393,

36 Bernard Lonergan, S.J., Review of Existe-t-il une Philosophie Chrétienne?,
by Maurice Nedoncelle, Gregorianum, XL (1959), 183.

87 Insight, p. xxviii.
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which he came to understand as Thomas Aquinas understood.
Though Lonergan’s own understanding, as he clearly realized,
lacked the depth, the unity, and the comprehensiveness that
distinguished St. Thomas from all others, nevertheless, he
understands in the same way and with a conscious realization
of how he understood. Two insights into the nature of under-
standing seem to have been especially operative in determin-
ing the structure of Insight. First, understanding preceeds
conceptualization. Accordingly, one attempting to understand
what it is to understand must begin, not with the understood,
a catalog of the contents of knowledge, but with the recurrent
structure of the knowing activity itself. To grasp the nature
of this act one should begin with simple examples where the
click of insight is more easily and precisely isolated and gradu-
ally move towards more complex cases. This seems to explain
the ordering of the first part of his work, ““ Insight as Activity,”
which moves from mathematics through physics to common
sense:

“Thus, the precise nature of the act of understanding is to be
seen most clearly in mathematical examples. The dynamic context
in which understanding occurs can be studied to best advantage
in an investigation of scientific methods. The disturbance of that
dynamic context by alien concerns is thrust upon one’s attention
by the manner in which various measures of common nonsense
blend with common sense.” 3®

Secondly, formal truth is only in the judgment. A judgment,
as we have seen is not just a linking of two concepts. It is the
affirmation of a synthesis. As such, it presupposes the elements
to be fused in the synthesis, the knowing activities by which
these elements are organized, and the reflective understanding
that penetrates the significance both of elements and activities.
Such a reflection grounds the judgment of self-affirmation im-
plicit in all other judgments—we know by what we are, beings
with an intellect which is intelligible in act. If Lonergan’s
development reversed the natural order of knowing and pre-

# Ibid., p. x.
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sented the complete doctrine before explaining the steps that
lead up to it (as we have done for expository purposes), he
would be frustrating rather than encouraging the natural dy-
namism operative in the minds of his readers, the dynamism
which he wishes to bring to the focus of their reflective aware-
ness. Accordingly, the book develops from a “moving ” point
of view. It begins with a minimal aspect and a minimal con-
text. Exploitation of this minimum raises further questions.
The attempt to answer these enlarges the viewpoint and leads
to further questions. The reader is expected to cooperate with
this process in an active intellectual way. He should not simply
assimilate the higher viewpoints presented in growing succes-
sion but reflect on the recurring dynamism, operative within
his own mental processes, a dynamism which leads him to
accept, to reject, or to work out alternatives to the higher
viewpoints developed by Lonergan. Insight is intended as an
invitation to perform a private and peculiar mental experi-
ment, an experiment which repeats Lonergan’s own personal
experience. Here we shall present the main lines of this unique
(or almost unique *) “thought experiment ” concentrating on
the aspects which might present difficulties for the general
reader.

3 Tt is striking to note the parallelism between this work and Michael Polanyi’s
Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post Critical Philosophy (Chicago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 1958). Where Lonergan reacts against conceptualism and stresses
understanding, Polanyi reacts against the ideal of objective impersonal knowledge
and tries to show the personal participation involved in all acts of understanding.
Part I of Insight is “ Insight as Activity ”; Part I of Personal Knowledge is “ The
Art of Knowing.” Lonergan insists that understanding precedes conceptualization;
Polanyi that the tacit component of knowledge precedes the articulate. Where
Lonergan teaches that judgment is the positing of a synthesis Polanyi stresses
affirmation as an act of self-commitment.

There are also some notable differences, especially in the second halves where
each tries to build a philosophy from his theory of knowledge. Polanyi is not a
philosopher by training and, in our opinion, is unable to effect an adequate
development of the implications of his insights. Though he treats theology, in no
sense is he a theologian. Lonergan lacks Polanyi’s extensive knowledge of science
and personal participation in scientific activity. Yet the basic similarity remains.
Two outstanding polymaths spent years in an intensive effort to grasp the nature
of their own mental processes. Their totally independent studies yielded basically
the same dynamiec structure of mental activities.
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ScieNTIFIc UNDERSTANDING

The purpose of Insight is to give an insight into insight,
that is, an understanding of what human understanding is and
what it implies. But what is an insight? In answering this
Lonergan begins with a classical example. Archimedes, accord-
ing to the old legend, ran from the baths shouting “ Eureka,”
when he discovered the law that bears his name. The sudden
insight, which so affected him, may serve as a basis for .an
insight into insight. First, Archimedes had a particular prob-
lem, to determine whether King Hiero’s crown was pure gold
or an alloy. This particular difficulty induced a certain type
or mental tension, a seeking after an answer whose general
form he anticipated, that is, a precise means of relating weight
and volume. Archimedes’ observation, that a body in a bath
displaces water, was hardly a novel experience. What was new
was his grasp of the significance of this observation in the light
of the problem that plagued him. The result of the combina-
tion was a sudden click of insight. In this simple example,
which doesn’t pretend to be precise history, Lonergan uncovers
some of the distinctive features of an insight. First, it is a re-
lease to the tension of inquiry. That is, insights do not simply
happen in a random way. One has to approach experience with
definite questions in mind. An insight is recognized as mean-
ingful only because it meets such a felt need or, in Lonergan’s
terminology, a heuristic anticipation. Secondly, an insight
comes suddenly and often unexpectedly. Thirdly, it is pri-
marily a function of inner conditions rather than external cir-
cumstances. In this it is sharply distinguished from sensation.
Fourthly, an insight pivots between the concrete and the
abstract. One obtains an insight by grasping the significance
of a particular experience—the displacement of water—and yet
realizes that the insight has a validity which extends far beyond
the particular experience. Finally, an insight passes into the
habitual texture of the mind. For the individual and the com-
munity to which it is transmitted a particular insight becomes
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a part of the growing body of knowledge and a means of obtain-
ing further, more refined insights.*

Through other simple examples Lonergan shows how an
insight must occur to link a newly acquired concept with the
images that strain to meet it. The importance of insight as a
starting point of knowledge may be seen in the realization that
any deductive process must begin with primitive terms whose
correct application presupposes an insight into meaning.

This explanation of insight leads to three closely related
notions: higher viewpoints, in which many lower view-points
are integrated through the grasp of a more general intelligi-
bility; inverse insights, the realization that there is nothing to
be grasped, that a circle and its radius, for example, are not
commensurable; and the empirical residue, positive data which
lack intelligibility in themselves but are connected with some
inner higher intelligibility. Particular times and places, for ex-
ample, are unintelligible in themselves but are related to frames
of reference which are intelligible.

By extending this analysis, Lonergan develops what he desig-
nates “The Heuristic Structure of Empirical Method.”** To
see what this means for mathematics we can consider another
simple example. It should be noted, however, that the purpose
of this analysis is to determine, not the nature of mathematics,
but the type of cognitional activity characteristic of mathe-
matical thinking.

Let x be the unknown—is the way simple algebra proceeds.
What does this procedure imply? First, that the answer has
been anticipated in a general way; it must be a number.
Secondly, this intelligent anticipation generates the method by
which the answer may be found. The relations which the
unknown number, z, must fulfill are used as a means of deter-
mining what 2 is. Finally, the answer can be recognized as

40 Insight, pp. 8-6. Since the rest of this article will follow the general order
of Insight it will not be necessary to give repeated references. We shall simply
indicate different chapters, when we summarize parts of them and points which
have a bearing on our evaluation of Lonergan’s doctrine.

‘1 Treated in chap. ii.
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such only because its determined anticipations have been ful-
filled. In more general terms, the key to mathematical think-
ing is a heuristic structure which anticipates the answer in a
general way, generates the particular questions and procedures
which lead to this answer, and render the answer meaningful
once discovered.

Once this basic process is recognized it can easily be gen-
eralized. From initial images, such as the imaginative construc-
tions of geometry, one obtains insights. These yield definitions
and postulates. Definitions and postulates guide symbolic
operations, and symbolic operations provide a more general
image in which the insights of a higher viewpoint are emergent.
These images and symbolic operations give the imagination a
distinctive role in mathematical thinking.*®

When one turns from mathematical to physical reasoning,
there are similarities and differences. The basic similarity comes
from the thinking process which starts with insight into experi-
ence and works towards a further understanding through sys-
tematic inquiry. Here there is an obvious difficulty. The end
determines the means. Yet the end, the discovery of a physical
law or the solution of a physical problem, is unknown. How
can the means, intelligent and systematic inquiry, be deter-
mined. The answer, once again, is found in a heuristic struc-
ture. One anticipates the unknown in a general way and uses
this very anticipation to determine the solution.

For example, to determine an unknown electrostatic field
one begins by assuming that the nature of the field is such
that it satisfies Laplace’s equation. From this heuristic
assumption, plus suitable boundary values, one can determine
the result, a knowledge of what a particular field is. Here, as
always, Lonergan is primarily concerned with the nature of
the reasoning process rather than with the laws of physics.
This simple sketch of such a process leads to two general ques-
tions concerning the relations of these intellectual processes to

‘2 For a further explanation of Lonergan’s views on the nature of geometrical
reasoning see his article, “A Note on Geometrical Possibility,” The Modern
Schoolman, XXVII (1950), 124-88.
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the matter understood and the significance of the general laws
used in the heuristic process.

Let us begin with the first point, the matter of physics, and
consider a simple case, a falling body. The body has a certain
color, shape, size, perhaps an odor; it can be pleasing, ugly,
desirable, and so forth. These are the qualities which are sig-
nificant in relating the body to us. In the course of time the
scientist has learned to prescind from such relations and con-
centrate on the relation of the falling body to a set of clocks
and meter sticks. In this simple instance we can see the feature
which, Lonergan feels, distinguishes scientific from non-scien-
tific reasoning: its focus on the relation of things to other
things rather than the relation of things to us. We can also
see the general nature of scientific insights, an abstraction of
such relations from the empirical residue which is left behind
as unintelligible.

The result of this procedure is a set of points, for example,
the time intervals in which different bodies fall a fixed distance
in a vacuum. The discrete nature of physical data distinguishes
it sharply from mathematics which works with a continuum of
data supplied by imagination. The observed points have a
distribution about a mean value. In the first stage of scientific
inquiry one concentrates on the mean value and ignores the
distribution as insignificant, as due to experimental error. This
leads to what Lonergan designates as classical heuristic struc-
ture. Its basic assumption is that similars are to be similarly
understood. For example, bodies which fall the same distance
in the same time are similar in this respect and must be simi-
larly understood; that is, they must obey the same law. More
generally similar relationships between different types of bodies
are understood through similar laws. Gravitational and electro-
static fields, sound, light, and heat all obey an inverse square
law, for they exhibit similar relationships between field points
and source points.

The second question concerning the heuristic structure of
physical reasoning is the nature of the general laws which this
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heuristic structure employs. The historical process through
which these laws have been developed has led to certain insights
which are significant here. First among these is the invariance
of physical laws. This, in Lonergan’s explanation, is due to
the fact that particular times and places pertain to the empiri-
cal residue and not to the intelligibility which scientific insight
abstracts. For example, the chemical law that two hydrogen
molecules plus one oxygen molecule yield two water molecules
totally prescinds from questions of time and place. When one
applies this invariance requirement to the laws of mathematical
physics an immediate difficulty arises from the fact that these
laws require a coordinate system, that is, a space-time frame-
work. The solution of this difficulty is had in transformation
rules, directions for transforming laws from one space-time
framework to another.

Lonergan explains this procedure in terms of insights and
inverse insights. To see the use he makes of this may give us
an insight into his idea of science. Thus he writes:

So a direct insight into the significance of measurement yields the
anticipations of General Relativity; an inverse insight into the
insignificance of constant velocity yields the anticipations of Special
Relativity; and a restriction of this inverse insight to the context of
Newtonian dynamics yields the anticipations that sometimes are
named Newtonian relativity.®*

This and similar statements have provoked rather strong
criticism on the grounds that the physical theories involved
were not and can not be deduced in this simple way. In fair-
ness, it should be pointed out that Lonergan is not attempting
to deduce the theory of relativity from his theory of knowl-
edge. He is simply trying to indicate, in a generic way, the
mode of understanding implied by the formation of such a
theory and to situate this within his general development.

The next step in Father Lonergan’s scientific development is
statistical physics, or, in his terminology, statistical heuristic

* Insight, p. 45.
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structure.** All science begins by selecting from the data of
experience certain significant facts. For the physicist, these
facts are summarized in a discrete set of numbers, the results
of experiments. The classical physicist, as we have explained
him, concentrates on the mean about which these numbers
converge. However, one can study the distribution itself as
well as the mean about which the distribution converges. To
do this systematically one must anticipate in a general way the
type of laws which would govern such a distribution and utilize
this heuristic structure—or intelligent anticipation—as a tool
in furthering understanding. This procedure is the method of
statistical heuristic structure. Its basis is the inverse insight
which denies intelligibility to random differences.

The structure of scientific thinking generates its own rules,
which are called the “ Canons of Empirical Method.” These
canons are not intended as an imposition from without, like
the decrees of the French Academy concerning the proper use
of language, but are, rather, a grasp of the laws intrinsic to
scientific thinking, much as the British semanticists try to
uncover the laws actually operative in the use of language.
Of the six canons listed: selection, operations, relevance, parsi-
mony, complete explanation, and statistical residues, we shall
consider only the implications of the canon of relevance.** The
scientist obtains pertinent insights because he approaches re-
ality with appropriate questions. These questions are appro-
priate which aim at the intelligibility immanent in the data
of sense, the special type of intelligibility which has been found
to advance science. Questions concerning final, material, instru-
mental, and efficient causes lead the scientists away from the
data of sense. Questions concerning the relation of this data
to us lead to a different, non-scientific understanding. The
special intelligibility, immanent in the data of sense, which
the scientist seeks, resides in the relation of things to one
another, the relation of mechanical to thermal energy, of force
to acceleration, etc. This is really a species of formal causality.

* Ibid., pp. 53-69 and chap. iv. ** Ibid., pp. 76-78.
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Now that we have seen some of the details in Lonergan’s
explanation of science it is possible to take a more general view
of the type of intellectual activity involved in scientific think-
ing.*® There are four basic steps. First is the observation of
data. This distinguishes empirical science from mathematics.
Secondly, insight into data. The same data may ground many
different insights. The class of insights which has been found
basic in science is insight into the possibility of a general law
relating the aspects which insight grasps as pertinent. A famous
example is Newton’s insight into the possibility of a universal
law of gravitation. This realized possibility generates the next
step, the elaboration of the insight or set of insights in an
hypothesis or heuristic law, for example, in a differential equa-
tion. With these three steps a scientist still does not know
reality scientifically, for he does not know whether the insight
i1s valid, whether the hypothesis is true. Accordingly, a final
step is required, verification.

What scientific investigation verifies is not really an insight—
which has no formal truth value—but the scientific formula-
tion grounded by an insight or set of insights. As we have seen,
Lonergan divides such formulations into two general classes,
classical and statistical. From this division two things follow.
First, there must be a relation of complementarity between the
two considered as cognitional activities.*” That is, the relations
between data must be either systematic or non-systematic, to
the degree they are systematic, classical heuristic structure is
the correct basis for investigation and development; to the de-
gree they are non-systematic, statistical anticipations must be
correct.

Secondly, though the two types of cognitional activities are
complementary, nevertheless their results can be integrated
into a coherent world-view. Lonergan attempts such an inte-
gration through his notion of emergent probability, the succes-
sive realization of a conditioned series of schemes of recurrence
with their respective probabilities of emergence and survival.*®

¢ Ibid., chap. iii. 7 Ibid., pp. 108-15. *8 Ibid., pp. 118-39.
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This principle is not intended, at this stage of the development,
as an explanation of the dynamic structure operative in the
universe. It is, rather, an explanatory idea, a heuristic frame-
work to be filled by the patient scientific activity of special-
ists. As such, it could replace earlier frameworks which have
proved unsuccessful such as the Aristotelian universe of ordered
spheres, the mechanistic systems of the early modern scien-
tists, or the Darwinian idea of a conditioned series of species
of things. We shall return to this idea in another context.

Common Sense Understanding

We have, perhaps, given enough of Lonergan’s scientific
development to indicate his characteristic method of proce-
dure. Scientific knowledge, as it has been explained here, begins
with things as known by us, but attempts to understand those
things by grasping their relations to other things. Or, to employ
Lonergan’s terminology, the scientist aims at explanatory
rather than descriptive conjugates. Complementary to this is a
study of things inasmuch as they are related to us. This he
designates as common sense knowledge.*® Unlike science, this
knowledge is essentially practical, a knowledge of the signifi-
cance of concrete situations and rules of conduct appropriate
to the situation, a knowledge of how to get by, to get things
done, etc. The set of common sense insights revealed, for ex-
ample, in a proverb is necessarily incomplete and must be
supplemented by an insight into a concrete situation to be
significant. Since common sense, like science, is simply intel-
ligence in action, the same general pattern of experience, insight,
inquiry, higher insights, hypotheses, etc. may be uncovered,
though it generally is far less elaborate. We shall consider
only the distinctive features of this type of understanding and
its relation to scientific understanding.

The distinguishing characteristic of common sense under-
standing is the fact that it is based on the relation of things
to us rather than to each other. Accordingly, Lonergan begins

¢ Ibid., chap. vi.
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by considering the pattern of experiences proper to the subject,
1.e., the more or less controlled stream of consciousness that
constitutes the life of the individual and his attempt to realize
himself. The inner drive to know which stems from man’s very
nature 1s operative, even in subconscious processes, in arrang-
ing the data of experience in such a way that valid insights
may emerge. However, the practical orientation of common
sense directing man towards making and doing presents the
possibility of rejecting undesirable insights or even of frustrat-
ing the ordered accumulation of related insights which con-
stitutes normal and desirable growth. The systematic rejec-
tion of the insights to which the mind is naturallly drawn is
dubbed a “scotosis.” The tension resulting from this rejection
can lead to psychoneurotic disorders.

Since common sense relates objects to a subject in a prac-
tical rather than a speculative way, it is determined to a great
degree by the significance which the objects of common sense
knowledge have in the particular culture to which the indi-
vidual happens to belong. Accordingly, an understanding of
common sense understanding must include an appraisal of the
common understanding of groups and cultures.®® The supreme
importance of such common sense understanding in unifying
and vitalizing a civilization is usually overlooked because com-
mon sense, with its practical orientation, tends to be unreflect-
ing. Here historical, sociological, and anthropological studies
are important in bringing to conscious awareness the influence
of, for example, the rise of technology; the spread of capitalism;
and changes in political structures, in our habitual patterns of
thought and activity. Since collective as well as individual
common sense tends to be unreflecting, one who wishes to
understand common sense knowledge must consider and evalu-
ate the biases which can impede the proper development of
this type of knowledge. On an individual level there are: the
bias resulting from the drive to satisfy neural demands which
can well up from the depths of the subconscious and inhibit

8¢ Ibid., chap. vii
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the proper development of intelligence; and the bias of
“egoism,” the tension between spontaneity with its concern
for the present, the immediate, for intersubjective relations,
and detached intelligence motivated by the pure desire to
know. On a collective level there is ““ group bias,” the tendency
of any group to preserve its own proper goals and values even
when they lose their relevance for the general development of
civilization. Finally, there is “ general bias,” the tendency to
make the practical goals of common sense understanding domi-
nate all others. While the first three biases generally produce
their own correctives by way of reaction, the general bias does
not, for it represents the highest integration which common
sense understanding achieves. Accordingly, Lonergan con-
cludes, general common sense must ultimately be guided by a
higher normative science. It must submit to the detached intel-
ligence which seeks out the inner direction of historical de-
velopment, which alone is capable of uncovering the intelligi-
bility immanent in the concrete data of science, of history, or
of culture.

How is common sense understanding related to scientific
understanding? ®* Common sense knowledge is primarily con-
cerned with descriptive conjugates, a knowledge based on the
relation of things to us. Though this is not the type of knowl-
edge that characterizes scientific thinking, nevertheless the sci-
entist must employ this type of knowledge whenever he at-
tempts to verify a law. An experiment, through which laws
are verified, relates objects to the experimenter as a knowing
being. It is primarily a “quoad nos” knowledge rather than
the “quoad se” knowledge characteristic of science. What is
needed, therefore, is a higher point of view in which these two
particular types of knowledge can be integrated. The key to
this higher point of view is the critical notion of a thing. It is
a notion grounded in an insight which grasps, not the relations
between data, nor the relation of objects to us, but a unity,
identity, whole in data. A thing is something with a concrete

%1 Ibid., chap. viii.
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unity. It is extended in space, perdures through time; yet is
subject to change. The notion of thing is a notion which de-
pends in a critical way on the process of questions, insights,
hypotheses, and reasoning. To this critical notion of thing,
Lonergan contrasts the acritical notion of “body ” the “ already
out there now real.” It is something which a man can know
through simple sense experience and direct knowledge without
any insights, questions, hypotheses, or investigations. It is
acritical whenever one makes the assumption, usually im-
plicitly, that the notion of body corresponds to the object as it
exists. By using this distinction, Father Lonergan is able to
explain many of the difficulties and apparent paradoxes of sci-
ence, such as the ultimate failure of all atomic models. These
failures, he feels, are due to the illegitimate transfer of descrip-
tive conjugates to the realm of science. Implicitly, such a trans-
feral is grounded in the naive notion of body rather than the
critical notion of thing.

We have summarized the first eight chapters of Insight and
their largely phenomenological treatment of the steps and
processes involved in mathematical, physical, and common-
sense knowledge. Attention was focused on understanding
what it is to understand and on the progressive development
of understanding through higher insights, hypotheses, heuristic
structures and abstract systems. This irresistibly suggests the
more basic question: how does one know whether or not his
understanding is correct? Does a particular hypothesis explain
reality or is it merely an airy scheme?

Before one attempts to answer such questions, he must de-
cide how to go about answering them. A traditional Thomist,
for example, might answer that understanding is correct when
it conforms to reality; a logical positivist that understanding
is correct if it is verifiable at least in principle; a tough-minded
pragmatist might equate correctness with workability; a sceptic
might reply that there is no ultimate answer to questions of
correctness. These solutions and the many others that could
be listed all have one feature in common. They presuppose
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some norm for judging the correctness of the products of under-
standing which they then apply.

Lonergan’s methodology, which is strictly adhered to, pre-
cludes the assumption of any pre-established criterion of cor-
rectness. His treatment of insight begins by recognizing the
fact that we do have insights and proceeds, according to his
“moving point of view” to analyze the cognitional activities
involved and to reveal certain structures immanent and opera-
tive in such activity. In much the same way, he investigates
the question of the correctness of insights by recognizing the
fact that we do make judgments that some insights are correct.
Accordingly, Lonergan begins on a descriptive level by listing
qualities characteristic of judgments and then proceeds to
analyze the implications of the fact of judgment. Further
questions such as the function of different cognitive faculties,
the agent and possible intellect, etc., or the relation of judg-
ment to existence, are not treated in this section of Insight.
This does not imply that Lonergan denies the validity or sig-
nificance of such questions. It is rather that he considers prob-
lems only in the order generated by his moving point of view.
Whoever wishes to understand what Lonergan is attempting
to do must accept this method of development, at least as a
working hypothesis.

Judgment and Reflective Understanding

An examination of the judgments men make reveals three
characteristic properties.®> First, a judgment, as expressed in a
proposition, is the content of an affirming or denying, an agree-
ing or disagreeing. Secondly, a judgment is basically an answer
of “Yes” or “No” to a question for reflection, i.e., a question
of whether or not some proposition is true. Finally, a judgment
involves a personal commitment; it is a self-determination of
the man who makes the judgment. These conclusions follow
from a simple analysis of judgment as a fact of daily occurrence

52 Ibid., chap. ix.
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and they invite a deeper analysis relating judgment to the
other elements of knowing.

If we consider the case of simple, direct knowledge of a per-
ceived object it is possible to distinguish three levels in, the
process of knowing. First, there is the level of presentations,
the perceptual image, the touch, the sound. For an animal this
suffices; for a man it inevitably engenders questions: What is
it? why does it have these properties?; etc. These questions
lead to the second level, that of intelligence. From the previous
analysis we may distinguish two different aspects proper to this
level. First, there is an insight, a grasp of the intelligibility
latent in the data. From this insight flows, as a function of
intelligence, a concept, definition or hypothesis. For example,
a man looking at distant scenery grasps the fact that some
parts of his panorama cohere into a distinct. unity. This grasp
of a unity engenders a hypothetical formulation. “ Are these
the ruins of an ancient castle?’ This hypothesis is not at all
an automatic product of sensation but is rather the natural
manifestation of the dynamie drive of the mind to understand
the data of experience. An attempt to answer this question
with a “Yes” or “No ” leads to a third level of cognition, the
level of reflection.

In analyzing this level, Lonergan begins, as always, with
the clearest aspect and proceeds towards the more obscure.
What is clear is that the level of reflection normally terminates
in a judgment, an answer of “Yes” or “No” to the question
intelligence asks. “ Am I writing? ” “ Yes.” “ Do I stand on my
head when I write?” “No.” Ridiculous as these examples
may be, they underline the fact that we do form judgments in
a spontaneous way and that we can be certain of the validity
of at least some of them. What we wish to do is to analyze the
way in which these judgments are formed. What induces a
man to place a particular judgment? If the judgment is rea-
sonable there must be something which intelligence grasps to
motivate the judgment. It can not be the original direct insight,
for this begets the question which judgment attempts to
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answer. It must be a new and distinctive sort of insight, an
act of reflective understanding which grasps the sufficient evi-
dence motivating the judgment.”* Yet, when is evidence
sufficient?

Since Lonergan’s answer to this question is an important
link in his development, it is worthwhile to reflect on the sig-
nificance the question has in the context. He is not trying to
justify any @ priori rules distinguishing sufficient from insuffi-
cient evidence, nor does he even attempt at this stage to probe
the ultimate reason for sufficiency. He is simply trying to de-
termine what it is that a person who judges grasps that allows
him to judge rationally. Lonergan’s answer is, “ To grasp evi-
dence as sufficient for a judgment is to grasp the prospective
judgment as virtually unconditioned.”** This reply requires
some explanation.

Every act of judging, as a rational act, requires a motive
which, in a sense, conditions the act. With respect to what is
affirmed, however, a judgment may be either conditioned or
unconditioned. Lonergan divides the latter into formally and
virtually unconditioned. What is formally unconditioned has
no conditions at all; what is virtually unconditioned has condi-
tions which are fulfilled. It is reflective understanding which
transforms the conditioned, the hypothesis formed on the level
of intelligence, into a virtually unconditioned, affirmed or de-
nied on the level of reflections.

A simple example may add flesh to these dry bones. A man
returns from work to find his house in ruins and judges, rea-
sonably and moderately, “ Something happened.” On the level
of presentations he has two sets of data: the memory of his
home as it was and the chaos that confronts him. By a simple
direct insight he refers both sets of data to the same thing,
his home. This leads to a new and different sort of insight, the
knowledge of change engendered by the realization that the
same thing exhibits different individual data at different
times. From this flows the hypothesis, the conditioned; “ Some-

52 Ibid., chap. x. 5 Ibid., p. 280.
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thing happened.” When this is affirmed, “ Yes, something
did happen,” this particular process of knowing is complete.
But it is complete only because the nouveau-refugee grasped
the sufficient evidence, the fact of change, in an act of reflec-
tive understanding.

By burrowing a bit deeper Lonergan attempts to uncover
the features immanent and operative in cognitional processes
which enable one to distinguish between mere bright ideas and
insights known to be correct. Prior to the conceptual distinc-
tion between correct and incorrect insights there is, as intro-
spective analysis shows, an operational distinction between
vulnerable and invulnerable insights. An insight is invulnerable
when there are no further questions to be asked on the same
issue. “Am I really sitting here?” “Yes,” leaves no further
questions to be asked. “Why?” or “How am I sure?” lead
me into different issues. This simple analysis supplies the basic
element required to explain the virtually unconditioned judg-
ment. The conditioned is: a given hypothesis or prospective
judgment is correct. The condition is: it is correct if and only
if there are no further pertinent questions. These conditions
are fulfilled for a given individual when he has an invulnerable
insight. In this case the individual is led by the dynamism
operative in his congitional processes to place a virtually uncon-
ditioned judgment.

Here an obvious difficulty arises. It may be that there are
further pertinent questions which simply do not occur to me.
This inadequacy is to be met by increased intellectual develop-
ment and by a more critical investigation of the given prob-
lem. Tt can not be met by any solution which seeks to tran-
scend the limitations of the human mind and compare the
insight with reality, the “already out there now real.” The
judgment of the mind is based on the evidence known by the
mind. If the evidence seems sufficient to me, if I know of no
further pertinent questions, the natural dynamism operative
in my mind leads me to make a judgment and allows me to
feel secure in the judgment once made.

When one turns from simple direct judgments to an analysis
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of the judgments that occur in common-sense knowing, science,
and introspection, he may discover essentially the same steps:
the conditioned, or prospective judgment; a link between the
conditioned and its conditions; and the fulfillment of the con-
ditions transforming the conditioned into a virtually uncon-
ditioned. The added complexity arises either from the nature
of the link or the difficulty in fulfilling the conditions.

Common-sense, for example, is a name given to a large and
floating population of elementary judgments which everyone
makes, everyone relies on, and few analyze. Couched in the
imprecise language of description, it does not admit exact gen-
eralization. Its pragmatic orientation determines the nature of
its fulfilling conditions. Basically, the type of question reflec-
tive understanding seeks to answer is: “Is the proposed judg-
ment adequate to the situation?” The proposed judgment
is shaped by one’s habitual understanding and personal adap-
tion to his particular environment. The new situation is known
by an informal learning process. A ““Yes ” fulfills the conditions
and renders the proposed judgment virtually unconditioned.

Scientific judgments exhibit a peculiar difficulty. Every
established position serves as a point of departure for deeper
questioning and further investigation. From the very dy-
namism of scientific development there are always further
pertinent questions on any given issue. It follows that the
scientist can mever reach the virtually unconditioned, that
there is always a gap between the conditions immanent in the
thrust of scientific intelligence and their fulfillment through
the procedures proper to science. Accordingly, scientific judg-
ment s never more than probable.

These conclusions may be put in a more general way by
distinguishing between: an analytic proposition, such as,
“every A is B,” which may have a nominal meaning through
the definition of the terms “A” and “B,” but has no existen-
tial significance; and an analytic principle, such as “all men
are mortal,” whose terms do have an existential significance.
Physics, according to Lonergan, is based on provisionally ana-
lytic principles. That is, the terms (or more precisely, “ par-
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tial terms ) occur in probable empirical generalizations. They
are susceptible to indefinite revision due to the advance of
science. Mathematics is based on serially analytic principles.
That is, mathematics originally considered empirical reality
and sought to develop a systematic explanation through its
own enriching insight. The drive of inquiring intelligence led
to other, formally distinct, systems of the same generic form.
The ultimate goal of mathematics is to establish the totality of
systems in which enriching abstraction can confer intelligi-
bility upon any matter, real or imagined.

To complete this part of the survey we must say something
about Lonergan’s explanation of introspective knowledge.*
The previous analysis of the way we know revealed three essen-
tially distinct steps in direct knowledge: experience, under-
standing, and judgment. From a subjective point of view all
three have one feature in common; they are all conscious acts.
I am conscious of myself as seeing and feeling, desiring and
wondering, thinking and judging. This is not a special intuition
of myself nor is it a perception of myself as object. It is simply
an experience, the first level in the process of introspective
knowledge. As such, it can ocecasion questions for intelligence
and reflection. Thus, introspective knowledge, like direct knowl-
edge, has three levels: experience, understanding, and reflec-
tion. Each can be considered in more detail.

The lowest level, experience, includes all acts of direct know-
ing and willing, of questioning and desiring. Man is not
conscious of himself except through his acts. Yet, it is himself
that he is conscious of, not of his acts as detached realities.
Intelligence, confronted with such experience, obtains an insight
into the significance and immanent intelligibility of the sub-
jective experience. In the most basic case, for example, this
would simply be a grasp of what it means to be conscious. This
grasp is a pre-conceptual act of understanding which is had,
to some degree, by any intelligent being. This understand-
ing, like any act of understanding, can lead to questions, hy-
potheses, and tentative definitions concerning the nature of

%8 Ibid., chap. xi.
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consciousness, intelligence, etc. Reflection on the evidence sup-
porting a given hypothesis (for example, the hypothesis Lon-
ergan develops elsewhere that consciousness is simply the mode
of a being which has attained a certain grade of perfection)
leads to a judgment on its validity. Thus, analysis reveals
essentially the same structure in introspective knowing as in
the forms of knowing previously considered.

A failure to realize the points considered above has led to
many misunderstandings. If knowing is thought of as essen-
tially analogous to looking, then any act of knowing must
have a subject-object duality. In this case one must explain
how the mind perceives or intuits itself, a search which leads
to the pseudo-profundity of irrational obscurity. Such unfortu-
nate opinions arise from a failure to recognize the distinctive
basis of introspective knowledge, the conscious experience of
oneself through one’s acts, and from failing to distinguish
simple subjective experience from understanding. One experi-
ences himself as subject, not as object. This experience sug-
gests questions which can be given objective answers. In this
sense man can think of himself as an object of thought.*®

In a subsequent article we intend to show the relation be-
tween Lonergan’s study of St. Thomas and the cognitional
analysis given in Insight and to treat further aspects of the
problem of understanding as explained by Lonergan.

(To be continued)

Epwarp M. MacKinnon, S.J.

Yale University
New Haven, Connecticutt

56 This problem is treated in more detail in De Constitutione Christi, pars V.
Here consciousness is defined as internal experience, in the strict sense of the word
“ experience,” of oneself and one’s actions. This conscious awarness psychologically
constitutes the “ Ego ” as experienced. However, the “ Ego ” as conceived is known
under the formality of intelligible. On this level 2 man can have an objective
understanding of himself. Similarly, the “ Ego ” is affirmed under the formalities of
true and of being. Only with judgment is there complete knowledge, a knowledge
whose structure is not essentially different from other complete acts of knowledge.
Only a proper realization of these distinctions makes it possible to treat the
subject as object without misrepresenting the distinctive basis of introspective

knowing.



THE PROPHET AND THE WORD OF GOD

(o D]

WHENEVER the prophet spoke, his voice flared “like

fire” and struck “like a hammer shattering rock ”

(Jer. 23:29). He whipped “a whirling storm that
bursts upon the heads of the wicked” (Jer. 23:19) . His words
came “from the mouth of the Lord,” for the prophet “has
stood in the council of the Lord, . . . has heeded His word, so
as to announce it (Jer. 23:16, 18).

God’s word, heard through the voice of the prophets, not
only shattered rocks of stubbornness and prejudice, but it also
pulled down mountains of pride, and turned the rugged terrain
of persecution into the broad valley of peace. God’s word laid
towards the revelation of “the glory of the Lord” (cf. Is.
40: 3-5) .

Biblical religion, established by the vigorous power of God’s
word, surrounded its worshippers with peace and security.
Never, however, did the true prophets confuse peace with
sleep! Though thanking God for the “comfort” and the
“delight ” of his word, the psalmist still prayed:

. . . that T might be firm,

. . . let me not stray.

. . . I cling to your decrees.

. . . I was prompt and did not hesitate (Ps. 118) .2

For many Israelites of Jeremia’s day, as for many Jews and
Christians today, God’s word erects a wall of false security
around a hunchbacked, snub-nosed religion. A lazy, senti-
mental people think to rest safely within the wall of God’s
promise, and they say to one another, “ Peace shall be yours!”
“No evil shall overtake you!” (Jer. 23: 17) . Jeremia thunders,
“There is no peace!” (Jer. 6:14).

The hammer of God’s word had shattered their mind, and

1This text is from Ps. 118 (119), which was composed under a strong prophetic
influence.
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they had stopped thinking. The prophet crying out the word
of God prepared a super-highway so straight and so well
paved that even believers raced down it lulled by the monotony
of the way, many of them dozing off and crashing! Because of
a superstitious trust in the security of the Word of God, the
chosen people of Old Testament times provoked Jeremia’s
scornful indictment:

They grow powerful and rich,
fat and sleek,
They go their wicked way (5:27f).

Nothing so quickly deforms and destroys the message of the
prophets than to accept it passively, with a yawn. Regretfully,
God confessed to Isaia, that his word can ‘““make the heart of
this people sluggish, to dull their ears and close their eyes”
(Is. 6:10).

Many persons today accept the phrase, “The prophets,
God’s voice,” with a shrug of the shoulders. “Oh, yes!” comes
the soft drone of their reply, “ What God speaks, the prophet
repeats. The Bible, consequently, is the word of God.”

Is the word of God, we ask, just an eternal truth, whispered
into the prophet’s ear and then solemnly mouthed with human
sound? How can such a word crash down like a hammer
shattering and pulverizing? How can it lift valleys and pull
down mountains and heroically change men’s lives? God’s
word, in fact, does more than change men’s lives; it even asks
the sacrifice of life. God’s word comes forth “ a sharp two-edged
sword” (Apoc. 1:16), cutting deeply, through the demands
which it makes, and if it encounters resistance, then, as God
declared through the prophet Osee, “ I slew them by the words
of my mouth™ (Os. 6:5).

There must, however, be more to God’s word than idea and
sound. The apostle St. John declared that God’s word was such
that it could not only be heard but it would also be “ seen with
our eyes” and “felt with our hands™ (1 John 1:1).

God called his word “spring rain that waters the earth”
(Os. 6:8), “a mist covering the earth”™ (Sir. 24:8), a river
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running over like the Euphrates with understanding and like
the Nile sparkling with knowledge (Sir. 24:241.). The word has
the “ miraculous ” power of water. No sooner does water touch
the dry earth of semi-tropical Palestine than a lush carpet of
green spreads across the land. No sooner does the word fall
upon a heart of good will than the fruit of faith and charity
appear.

Behind all this symbolism of hammer and sword, spring rain,
mist and river there abides a reality. This article investigates
the extraordinary reality contained beneath the phrase, “ The
prophet speaks the Word of God!”

I. The Word of God in Ancient Near Eastern Culture

The answer to questions about the word of God must come
from the land which bred and reared the Israelite prophets.
This homeland, however, is vaster than the six thousand square
miles of Palestine. The prophet Ezechiel, alive with cosmopoli-
tan ideas, could apply to himself and to his fellow prophets
what he addressed to the inhabitants of Jerusalem: “ By origin
and birth you are of the land of Chanaan; your father was an
Amorrite and your mother a Hethite” (Ez. 16:1-3). In an
ancient Israelite creed, the worshipper made this honest con-
fession, “ My father was a wandering Aramean who went down
to Egypt with a small household . . .” (Deut. 26:5). These
references to Chanaan, Amorrite, Hethite, Aramean and Egyp-
tian indicate that the prophetic style, like the people them-
selves, had deep roots in the Ancient Near East.

From studying the early literature of Egypt and Mesopo-
tamia, we can conclude that the inhabitants of these countries
did not consider “the word” a product exclusively of the
intellect. The Ancient Near Easterns, and here we classify the
Israelites, never distingiushed between intellect and will; nor,
for that matter, did their thinking separate body and soul.
The Hebrew language possessed various words ordinarily trans-
lated intellect and will, body and soul; but never did these
words denote our highly abstract notions. The modern word
“body,” for instance, presumes a philosophical mentality which
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can reason about man’s material element which is distinct from
the soul, its source of life, but which is not to be identified with
a corpse, lying soul-less in a coffin. The Israelites never rose
to such abstract speculation.

The Hebrew word basar, ordinarily translated body, changes
its meaning like the colors of a chameleon. Its precise signifi-
cation varies with the hues and tints of local circumstances.
In general, basar indicates a man who seems “all flesh!” We
today describe such a person as sickly or sensuous or unreli-
able. In the Bible basar does not so much represent a part or
a characteristic of a person but the person himself physically
weak (Is. 31:8) or afflicted with sickness (Lev. 18:2-43) ; basar
is the person morally depraved (Gen. 6:2; 2 Paral. 32:8) . What
is excellently translated “ your lustful neighbors ” * reads in the
hebrew “ your neighbors of great flesh (basar)” (Ez. 16:26);
basar can even mean anybody and everybody, corresponding
to our phrase “a seething mass of people” (Gen. 6:12; Is.
40:5), yet the word can reach even still farther beyond our
concept so as to include animals (Gen. 6:17; Num. 18:15).
Finally, basar denotes a dead man (Gen. 40:19).

Attention can be directed to other Hebrew words like spirit
(ri‘ah) , soul (nepes), man (énds), and body (gwiyyd). In
each case, however, the word does not designate a quality
separated from the person possessing it, but the person himself,
absorbed by one or other dominant trait.

According to this ancient “psychology,” each man acted as
a totality, a single, living unit.®* All of his faculties moved at
once, in concert unity. It is true our faculties do act in this way,
thoroughly dependent upon one another, constantly influencing
one another, but whereas we neatly distinguish a cold objective
concept of the intellect from the warm, subjective impulse of
the will, the Hebrews understood the reaction as “totality
thinking.” An impulse of love vibrated in their understanding

®In the translation sponsored by the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine.

®Cf., B. J. LaFrois, ‘ Semitic Totality Thinking,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 17
(1955) 815-328; J. Pedersen, Israel I-II (London: Oxford University Press, 1926)
99-131.
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of the act of knowing; a steady control of knowledge directed
the élan of the will. Man, with vigorous spirit (ru‘ah) reacted
against man with weak flesh (basar); man, rich in wisdom,
opposed man, impoverished with foolishness. It was always
man struggling with man in the arena of reality. This arena
could be confined to the reality of one man, so that the person
gradually evolved into the equality or disposition most domi-
nant in him. As he became flesh or spirit, the full reality of
this person lived within that weakness or strength.

Johannes Pedersen,* Thorlief Boman,® and Claude Tresmon-
tant ® among many others” have investigated the ancient Near
Eastern psychology. Their investigations release the full
strength—perhaps, it would be more accurate to say, the full
blast—of the divine word. The word, like the idea, vibrated
with the speaker’s varied tones of character. The very concept
of word in the ancient Near East possessed resonances of far
wider extent than it had in ancient Greece. The Hebrew ex-
pression for “ word,” dabar signified: “to push” or “to drive
forward ” according to Edmond Jacob® and Thorlief Boman;®
“to go away with ” in Gensenius’ Hebrew lexicon.® The ety-
mology of logos or legd, on the contrary, expressed the idea: to
collect, to order, to arrange.

Tn the earliest biblical traditions dabar, used as a noun, fre-
quently designates an action or series of events. Abimelech
asked Abraham: “ What had you in mind in doing this thing? ”

¢ Op. cit.

5 Thorlief Boman, Hebrew Thought Compared with the Greek. London: SCM
Press, 1960.

¢ Claude Tresmontant, A Study of Hebrew Thought. New York: Desclée, 1960.

7Of special value is The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man. University
of Chicago Press, 1946.

& Edmond Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament (New York: Harper, 1958) 128.

° Op. cit., 65.

1° There is a minority opinion, which would divide dabdr into two different
words, though spelt and sounded alike; one means “to follow behind” or “to
push back ”; the other, “to speak.” cf., L. Koehler-Walter Baumgartner, Lexicon
in Veteris Testamenti Libros (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1951) 199; James Barr,
The Semantics of Biblical Language (New York: Oxford, 1961) the chapter
“ BEtymologies and related arguments.”
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(haddabar hazzeh) (Gen. 20:10; cf. Gen. 22:1; 24:66; 3 Kgs.
11:41) . Because its meaning differs so much from our modern
notion of “word,” it will often be difficult to recognize the
Hebrew dabar in the English translation of the Bible. Good
translators, as St. Jerome advised, “ render sense for sense and
not word for word ” (Letter LVII, 5). This advice is especially
imperative when the word is dabar!

In very early Greek tradition logos ““ had nothing to do with
the function of speaking.”* Homer, for instance, ordinarily
uses another word, miithos. “The deepest level of meaning in
the term logos did not denote action, not even the articulation
of a thought, but concerned itself with the well-ordered, reason-
able content.** When the Greeks later accepted logos as the
term for word, they seized upon the deepest or the most specu-
lative one possible. The Hebrews, on the other hand, chose a
term on the surface of life, involved in daily activity. Speaking,
therefore, implied more than a communication of well-arranged
thoughts; it achieved an active influence of one living person
upon another,

When a prophet announced : “Hear the word of God,” he
was more than a teacher arranging his thoughts in logical
sequence, so as to elucidate a doctrine or truth; he was a herald
of divine presence. God was there in those words, irresistibly
“pushing” or “driving forward” the action which his words
uttered. The simultaneous “ thrust > of speaking-acting is told
by Deutero-Isaia:

Things of the past I foretold long ago,
they went forth from my mouth, I let you hear of them;
then suddenly I took action and they came to be (Is. 48:3).

In this single verse Deutero-Isaia baffles our modern mind by
the ease with which he swivels from past to future to present.
Knowledge is communicated in the “long ago” yet no sooner
does it go forth from the mouth of God, then suddenly, by
surprise, the action has been done.

God’s word is God himself acting upon the listener. God

" Boman, op. cit., 67. 12 Cf. ibid.
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does not act in blind, uncontrollable movements but in a care-
fully determined way. There is a consistency about God; He
is trustworthy. Knowledge is imparted by His actions, but
the knowledge itself acts upon man. When the Jerusalem
priests mock the words of Isaia as gibberish, and with drunken
revelry roar out the refrain: “rule on rule, here a little, there
a little” (Is. 28:10), Isaia shouts that God’s word will fall
upon them in the measured steps of dread and terror:

Rule on Rule, rule on rule,
here a little, there a little!

So that when they walk, they stumble backward,
broken, ensnared, and captured (Is. 28:13).

Each faint sound of the shortest syllable will act with fierce
revenge.

The Israelites shared the Ancient Near Eastern idea of the
word as an active, dynamic presence of the one speaking. If
the one speaking is God, then the word touched the earth with
the omnipotent, creative presence of God. Both in Egypt and
in Mesopotamia worshippers celebrated the mighty power of
the word of their god.

There exists, for instance, the Hymn to Sin, the Moon god,
a bilingual text belonging to the reign of Assurbanipal (668-
632 B.C.) but composed in the archaic languages of the Su-
merians and the Akkadians of the third millenium. The hymn
proclaims the vitality of the god’s sovereign word. The opening
word of each line identifies the divine word with the deity:

You! your word settles down on the earth and green vegetation
is produced.

You! your word makes stout the sheepfold and the stall;
it makes living creatures widespread. . . .

You! your word who can comprehend it, who can equal it? 2

Many other quotations could be advanced from the Ancient
Near East, witnessing to a belief that the word contained within

1% Adapted from the translation of Ferris J. Stephens in James B. Pritchard,
Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament 2 ed. (Princeton
University Press: 1955) 386; hereafter, ANET.
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its syllables the presence of the gods. Egyptian documents, in
fact, proclaim the creative power of the sacred word. One of
these announces that the Memphite god Ptah was the original
creator-god. The extant text dates only to the eighth century,
but linguistic evidence traces it back over another two thousand
years. The god Ptah is “ heart ” conceiving what is to be made;
he is “tongue” speaking and thereby creating.* Still another
Egyptian text of the 19th dynasty expresses an idea very
similar to Deuteronomy 8:8, “ Not by bread alone does man
live, but by every word that comes forth from the mouth of
the Lord.” The Egyptian document thus addresses the god
Ptah, “. . . you in whose mouth is the creative word.” Com-
menting on this document, Hellmut Brunner notes that the
creative power of the word is not exhausted by the first work
of creation but extends energetically into each present moment.*

With the ancients, the creative acts of the gods must con-
tinue into the contemporary life of the worshipper. Otherwise,
the world would crack apart and collapse into chaos. The
wondrous, divine act of stretching a firmament (or sky) into
the heavens to hold back the roaring of its depths or, as we
find in Egyptian texts, lifting the earth like mud out of the
fertile waters of the Nile, must continue in a cyclic rhythm of
life—birth, puberty, marriage and death.

The earth, the rain, the stars, the sun, these and all the
other “wondrous” elements of the universe became gods, off-
spring of the creator-god and themselves continuing the divine
work of creation year by year according to the seasons. Each
spring the moment of creation burst freshly upon the earth;
during the dry season of July-August when vegetation withered
and died, the people mourned the death of the gods. In Egypt
the cycles vary from those in Mesopotamia, but in both places
the people’s reaction was basically the same. Death would have
been final, if the divine word of creation could not be spoken
again. The rainy season in Mesopotamia, or in Egypt the

¢ Cf., James A. Wilson, “ Egyptian Myths,” ANET, 5.
15 Cf., H. Brunner, “ Was aus dem Munde Gottes geht,” Vetus Testamentum 8
(1958) 429.
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inundation of the Nile, was assured by the power of the sacred
liturgical word.

In this “mythopoetic conception of time,”* life does not
continue on this earth as a straight line so that a point once
passed cannot be retrieved. Time proceeds in the divine-human
rhythm of ever recurring acts. The word which created the
world is spoken repeatedly—re-enacted liturgically at the sanc-
tuaries of the gods. In Egypt, the great shrines of Memphis,
Thebes and Hermonthis were named “the divine emerging
primeval island.” Each could claim to be the spot where the
primeval mud emerged from the waters of the Nile to begin life.
Through faith that the liturgical rites and sacred words re-
enacted and thereby renewed the first act of creation, they
recognized a divine power within the sacred, liturgical word.

This discussion has crisscrossed the ancient Near East from
Mesopotamia across the west into Syria and down into Egypt;
it has led us into the mysterious chambers of the ancient
sanctuaries. We have become involved in the recital and the
re-enactment of the sacred myths. What these myths were and
how they reflected the experiential, psychosomatic character of
ancient men are questions which we cannot pursue here. We
have investigated the intellectual and religious habits of the
Ancient Near East, so that we will understand the biblical faith
in the word of God. This word must not be fossilized into a
mere concept or idea, but rather be clothed with all the quali-
ties of the one speaking. The word is the active presence of
the speaker.

Left to themselves the Israelites would have been no dif-
ferent from their Amorrite, Aramean and Chanaanite neigh-
bors. The blood of these people flowed in the veins and
nourished the minds of Abraham, Moses, Samuel, David and
the other great leaders of Israel. History evidences the close
ties between Israel and her neighbors. In language and archi-
tecture, in social practices and civil laws, even in the rubrics
of divine worship, Israel copied freely. When the children of

*H. and H. A. Frankfort, “Myth and Reality,” The Intellectual Adventure
of Ancient Man, 28.
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Abraham, however, seem to melt into the multitude of Ancient
Near Eastern peoples, they emerge from the crowd, separate
and unique. This religious difference is made clear from the
archaeological discoveries of Palestine.”” History reveals the
Israelites, copying from their neighbors’ architecture and agri-
culture, even from their language and worship, and yet history
also points out the uniqueness of Israelite morality and concept
of the deity. Why is Israel culturally very much the same, re-
ligiously very different? History raises this question, but only
theology can answer it by claiming the intervention of God.
For us at this moment the problem narrows down to this: like
her neighbors Israel proclaims the power of the divine word,
but unlike her neighbors Israel recognized within this word the
personal love and kindly interest of her God.

For love of your fathers he chose their descendants and per-
sonally led you out of Egypt by his great power. . . . This is why
you must now know, and fix in your heart, the Lord is God in the
heavens above and on earth below, and that there is no other
(Deut 4:37-39).

Clearly this similarity of Israel to her neighbors was hazard-
ous. The Hebrews were constantly in danger of absorbing not
only the cultural habits of pagan peoples but also their religious
beliefs and practices. In that eventuality the surrounding
nations would have peacefully destroyed Israel’s identity as
a separate nation. Israel’s greatness did not depend on what
she was but rather on who God was. The word of God in Israel
was different from the divine word in Mesopotamia or in Egypt
because of Him who spoke.

II. The Word of God, Bearer of Faith in a Personal God

When the cultic patterns of the Ancient Near East were in
danger of suppressing the word of a personal, loving God,
rolling it out flat and indistinguishable from the word of any
other god, then it was that the prophets arose and spoke. Their

7 ¢f., W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine. Pelican Book, 1951; id.,
From the Stone Age to Christianity, ed. 2, Doubleday Anchor Book, 1957.
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voice was God’s, calling the nation back to the faith of
Abraham. God had entered sacred history by speaking a word,
and through that word he pointed history in the direction of
world salvation. When Israel began to swerve into the way of
other nations, the prophets once again spoke the word of faith.
To understand the prophetic message, therefore, we must know
clearly the faith established in Abraham’s soul by the word
of God.
When the word of God first came to Abraham, it called
to him:
Leave your country, your kinsfolk and your fathers’ house,
for the land which I will show you;
I will make a great nation of you.
I will bless you and make your name great,
so that you shall be a blessing. . . .
In you shall all the nations of the earth be blessed
(Gen. 12:1-3).

The divine word transmitted a message about land, posterity
and blessing, but it was weighted with a mysterious element,
which remained unspoken, and which turned out to be far
more important than what the words actually said. God did
not explain at first the situation of the land and to the very end
Abraham remained a gér, an immigrant without citizenship.
Abraham had to wait upon God trustfuly and would eventually
be canonized not as a man of great possession, but rather as a
man of heroic faith. “ Abraham believed God, who accredited
the act to him as justice” (Gen. 15:6). Faith, which comes
from hearing the word of God (cf., Rom. 10:17), relies upon
something not explicitly presented in the word. Tt is “the
evidence of things that are not seen” (Heb. 11:1).

God’s word to Abraham held a mysterious power, sweeping
the soul of the patriarch towards God and transforming him
into “the friend of God” (James 2:28). The dynamic power
within the word was, of course, none other than God Himself,
speaking the word and thereby revealing the secret of His
divine life. The word pulsed with the personal love and the
tender concern of Almighty God.
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The word emerged from God’s deepest life. It was not some-
thing created outside of Him, like the universe, but a sercet
thought, a mystery, at the very heart of His being. So deep
in God lies this mystery that it can be called God Himself.

Abraham’s response to God’s word was faith, an uncondi-
tional, total surrender of himself to God. As with God, so with
Abraham, the interchange involved nothing primarily material,
but rather something deeply personal—his very self.

The word of Scripture presents many examples of Abraham’s
new life of personal faith. For instance, he will listen in on
divine soliloquies; he will hear God reasoning within Himself:
*“Can I keep from Abraham what I am about to do? . ..”
(Gen. 18:17). “The friend of God ”—EIl Khalit according to
the Arabic form—will not be surprised at any demand from
God. Love reacts that way.

Abraham quickly submits when he understands that God
wants the sacrifice of the child of promise, Isaac. The biblical
words manifest the poignant rending of someone closer to him
than his own life: “Take, I pray you, your son, your only one,
the one whom you love, Isaac™ (Gen. 22:2). Cornelius a
Lapide commented, “Quot hic wverba, tot sunt stimuli, tot
tentationes.” ** Each word not only tempted Abraham but
coming from God it also contained the power of God’s presence
so that God and Abraham were more closely pledged to one
another.

God will reward the heroic faith of Abraham. When Moses
later asked the name of the one speaking to him from the
burning bush, the first answer declared: “I am the God of your
father, the God of Abraham.” This reply reflects as delicate a
charity as though a man today would suppress his own name
and for his son’s sake call himself ““ the father of Jimmy Smith.”

God was the father of Abraham, because by His word He
had begotten new life within the Patriarch. Life, it surely was,
for God’s word had vitalized that area of Abraham’s person
where Abraham was truly himself and no one else, where

1* Cornelius a Lapide, Commentarium in Genesim, xxii.
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Abraham thought, loved, judged, put to death and brought
back to life.

The faith of Abraham became the life-blood of his many
descendants. This life would be transmitted as it was originally
bestowed, through the word spoken by God to Moses and
through Moses to all the people.

God, it is true, performed great wonders as he brought
his people out of Egypt; the plagues, the miracle of the Red
Sea, the manna and the water. God acted stupendously in the
sight of all. “Yet with most of them,” wrote St. Paul, “ God
was not well pleased” (1 Cor. 10:5). Unless God spoke his
word within the soul and unless the Israelite responded with
faith as did Abraham, the murmur of unbelief would continue.

God’s great redemptive acts would continue to save and
redeem through the sacred word recited at the sanctuary. The
day of Moses endured in the word which was vibrant with life.

Hear, O Israel, the statutes and decrees which I proclaim in your
hearing this day . ... The Lord, our God, made a covenant with us
at Horeb [= Sinail, not with our fathers did he make this covenant,
but with wus, all of us who are alive here this day (Deut 5:1-2).

Each generation responded with faith, yet even this answer
of faith was breathed into them by the utterance of God’s word.
“Hear, O Israel!” Each listened, as God repeated what He
once spoke to Moses:

I have witnessed the affliction of my people Israel in Egypt and
I have heard their cry of complaint. . . . Therefore, I have come
down to rescue them (Ex. 3:7f{.).

This life, begotten by the word within the soul of the people,
was the same as Abraham’s, a personal bond, attaching God
and his people to one another. No word, of course, contained so
fully the life of God as the sacred name, Yahweh. What this
name really means is still controverted by scholars. Some ques-
tion whether God in revealing this name added any new idea
to the heritage of biblical faith.’® The name, according to these

1® This explanation finds its strongest support in Ex. 83:18-23. Cf, M. M,
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scholars, succinctly expressed what had been the faith given
to Abraham. It pledged God’s continuous presence, and by
responding with faith to this presence Israel came to know
God better and better. In this case, the sacred name Yahweh
confesses: He who is always there with you.

This “new ” name, as the late Albert Gelin beautifully de-
clared,® becomes a prayer when spoken by man and a promise
when uttered by God. By it man asks of God: * Come, be
with me ”’; and by it God replies to man: “I am with you.”
For man to hear this word, he must believe. As he hears it
with faith, his life becomes a waiting upon God. During each
moment of man’s life, God reveals Himself by love and care,
and as man experiences this “ word” of protection, he comes
to know the mystery of God. It is a knowledge which is life, for
it extends God’s personal concern to every segment of man’s
being.

The Mosaic tradition provides a second example of the
creative power of the word of God. This instance is drawn
from one of the earliest law codes of Israel, Exodus 21-23.
German scholars have given it the name Bundesbuch, Book of
the Covenant.

Most of the laws are expressed conditionally; i.e., if such
and such happens, then this is what shall be done.** These laws
are called casuistic or case laws, because they represent a

Bourke, “Yahweh, the Divine Name,” The Bridge III (New York: Pantheon,
1958) 271-287, where various explanations and a rather full bibliography can
be found.

** A. Gelin, “Messianisme,” Dictionnaire de la Bible Supplement 5 (Paris:
Letouzey et Ané, 1957) 1202.

**].e., “When a man borrows an animal from his neighbor, if it is maimed or
dies while the owner is not present, [then] the man must make restitution. But
if the owner is present, he need not make restitution. If it was hired, this was
covered by the price of its hire” (Ex. 22:13-14). Albrecht Alt, “ Die Upspriinge
des israelitischen Rechts,” Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel 1
(Munchen: 1953) 271-332, is greatly responsible for clarifying our idea of this
particular type (Gattung) of legislation. Some of its effects upon covenant
theology is classically presented by George Mendenhall, “ Ancient Oriental and
Biblical Law,” Biblical Archaeologist 17 (May 1954) 26 ff. and “ Covenant Form
in Israelite Tradition,” id. 17 (Sept. 1954) 50 fi. These two articles are also
available from The Biblical Colloquium, 731 Ridge Ave., Pittsburgh, 12, Pa.
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decision handed down by a judge on a particular case or
problem. Almost all ancient legal codes consisted of these
casuistic laws.”®> Hammurapi’s code listed nearly three hun-
dred such cases. These enactments were not properly laws; like
decisions of the United States Supreme Court, they established
a norm or precedent for the future. Each new case would be
judged not only according to this traditional “norm ™ but also
on its own merits.

As we watch the Israelites share the jurisprudence of their
neighbors, we must admit that the children of Abraham seem
to fade into the common horizon of the Ancient Near East.
In many ways, moreover, the Hebrews were definitely inferior
to others, “because the biblical laws are scattered and dis-
organized in sharp contrast to the orderly and comprehensive
legislation of Hammurapi.” ** Just when the distinct genius of
Israel seems absorbed by the higher culture of other countries,
the Israelites step forward to stand alone. Their juridical
system is God’s word.

Yet, so was Hammurapi’s code the word of Shamash, but
the difference between Yahweh and Shamash, the sun god,
separated Israel from Babylon with a chasm deeper than
el ghor of the Jordan! Despite the highly personalized religion
of the Ancient Near East, Shamash remained a “ power” sub-
servient to Babylonian ritual, while Yahweh was truly a “ per-
son” who called Israel “my special possession, dearer to me
than all other people” (Ex. 19:5). Israel’s law expressed God’s
personal wish for this beloved people; they must respond with
loving faith.

Faith in God’s personal care—an element unspoken, merely
implied—such was Israel’s obedience to God’s law. The biblical
law code did not lay out a blue print, determining in advance
exactly what must be done inch by inch along the way. Casu-
istic laws provided only a “norm.” The Chosen People must
wait obediently, as God through priest or judge defines each

22 ¢f., ANET, Part II “Legal Texts,” pages 157-223.
** Cyrus H. Gordon, Hammurapi’s Code (New York: Rinehart, 1957) 2.
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new case. For guidance the priest or judge has the precedent
of great leaders of old and their “ casuistic laws.” By studying
their forefathers’ humble obedience to God and by sharing
God’s kindly solicitude for his people, the judge will be able to
hand down an equitable decision. Just as the judge may not
approach a case with conceit or prejudice if his judgment is to
be God’s word, the people too must react with humble accept-
ance if they are to hear divine accents in human speech. With
faith alive, the chosen people like Abraham will be led by the
power of the word. He who called himself “ The God of Abra-
ham ” will then discharge the promise of his name Yahweh,
he who is always there with you.

II1. The Word of God, Smothered by Material Hopes

God’s word, like water, had fallen upon the land of Palestine
and immediately a rich carpet of green spread across the
countryside. The word was charged with such vitality and
produced such abundance, that men began to confuse the
abundance with the life, the effect of the word with the word
itself. Instead of listening to God as he spoke, Israel forgot all
about God and concentrated upon his promises. The wor-
shipper confused God and his gifts.

This change came so easily that few persons noticed what
was happening. Blind trust in the power of God’s word trans-
formed that word into nothing more than an impersonal power
at the service of man. Religion slumped into superstitution.
Israel’s keen, generous faith had been so dulled by material
interests and fleshly concerns, that the chosen people were
incapable of Abraham’s heroic obedience and Moses’ humble
meekness before God’s word. They were too dull to sense the
mystery contained within the divine communication. “They
grow powerful and rich, fat and sleek. They go their wicked
way ” (Jer. 5:27-28) .

The prophets alone detected this insidious state of affairs.
They saw clearly that Israel’s religion, founded upon the word
of God, was being corrupted from within by a superstitious
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trust in the divine word. Amos, the first of the “ classical
prophets,” ** was well trained to spot this cancerous condition.
Years of pasturing sheep in the wilderness of Juda, not only
sharpened his vision to spot a lizard silently slithering across
the sand, but it also made him sensitively aware of deep-seated
human reactions. He was not fooled by the external grandeur,
the elaborate ritual and the pompous behaviour of Israel. He
detected beneath the polished veneer the frustration, the bitter-
ness, the infidelity of the people.

Standing before the crowd of worshippers at Bethel sanctu-
ary, he caught their attention by condemning one after another
of their enemies: Damascus, Gaza, Tyre, and the rest. While
the devotees were still clapping and shouting approval, the
desert-trained prophet fiercely turned on them:

For three crimes of Israel, and for four,
I will not revoke my word (Am. 2:6).

God’s patience was exhausted; the number of offenses was

complete. “The time is ripe to have done with my people”
(Amos 8:2) .

They sell the just man for silver,
and the poor man for a pair of sandals (Am. 2:6).

The wealthy would assure themselves that the poor acted
justly. The law required that a man pay his debts. Lest this
law be violated, the poor were sold into slavery to defray their
expenses. What they owed, however, was the price of a pair
of sandals! These poor people must be sinners, so went the
thinking of the times, because God’s word had promised wealth
and plenty to good religious folk.

Son and father go to the same prostitute,
profaning my holy name (Am. 2:7).

God had promised to Abraham  descendants as the stars of

2¢ This term is sometimes used to distinguish the * writing prophets” from
the earlier prophets (Nebim) like Elias and Eliseus, who belonged to prophetic
bands and relied upon charismatic gifts.
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the heaven” (Gen. 22:17); and so in God’s holy name the
Israelites perform the fertility cult to consecrate their sex
and their family to God. Amos labeled this religion * profanity
and its attraction lustful gratification. He would not even
employ the technical word for temple prostitute (q°désd); he
called the girl a na‘drd, a young female with sexual appeal.

The wine of those who have been fined
they drink in the house of their god (Am. 2:8).

Strict justice inflicted fines upon transgressors, but the judges
used the proceeds to get drunk at sacred banquets! They held
both the fines and the sacrificial banquets to be God’s will,
clearly legislated for in the Torah! God must have been well
pleased! In fact, he must have dozed off into sweet slumber
after receiving the gift of many flocks of sheep and large casks
of wine. In the popular mind, God had been turned into an
image of themselves, with animal lusts and moral indifference.
Externals were enough; wealth was the sign of blessing. Little
wonder Amos shouted “ Woe!” at “those who yearn for the
day of the Lord” (Am. 5:18).

God’s word, evidently, no longer summoned worshippers to
faith. It was nothing but a magic formula to insure success.
Once the sacred phrases were repeated in the temple liturgy,
the full effect of bounteous wealth must come. Man’s response
was reduced to a superstitious trust in externals: the externals
of the liturgy and the externals of wealth. Lost was the interior
spirit of faith, whereby man could listen to the mystery of
God’s love hidden within the word and make an unconditional
commitment of himseli to the person of God.

The change crept so slowly and so surreptiously over the
faith of Israel that we almost question the fierce, uncompromis-
ing stand taken by the prophets. In defense of the prophets we
must admit that their holiness had bestowed on them a sharp-
ness of vision far more intense than their fellow countrymen to
pierce to the heart of the matter. What they saw of Israel’s
hard arrogance turned them against God’s people. They wit-
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nessed the rejection of God’s call. Israel was flaunting God’s
love by abusing the gifts of his love.”

God’s goodness, it can be seen, was the occasion of this dis-
astrous change. Was he too indulgent, too generous? No! but
Israel like a spoilt child used God’s gifts to turn against him.
Ezechiel presents the entire history of Israel in terms of such
shameless ingratitude (ch. 16).

God was continuously warning his people against this obses-
sion with comfort and wealth, not only by the moral demands
of the decalog but also by the punishment of evil.”*® God even
disciplined Moses, Aaron and Miriam.”* The Israelites, as the
theological introduction® to the book of Judges explained
“were quick to stray from the way their fathers had taken and
did not follow their example of obedience. . . . They would
relapse and do worse ” (Judges 2:17,19) .

The Deuteronomic ensemble of Josue-Judges-Samuel-Kings
stressed repeatedly the evil effects of disobedience and infi-
delity. Lurking behind each word of this history, however, is
the material attitude of a people too crass and too dull for
this sublime teaching. The stories of Samuel, of Elias and
Eliseus, of David and Solomon, all pulse with excitement over
material gifts and marvelous deeds. Religion was following
the quick, smooth road of the miraculous; the silent way of
faith leading deep into the heart of God, was too steep and
forbidding and completely hidden by the bursts of splendor,
of wealth and prestige.

What could be done, when apostasy was being justified by
the name of religion? To David God had promised: “ Your
house and your kingdom shall be confirmed before me forever
(2 Sam. 7:16) . In dedicating the temple, Solomon declared
that this tabernacle was the dwelling of God on earth, and

% Cf., Ex. 16:17, “You took the splendid gold and silver ornaments which I
had given you and made for yourself male images, with which also you played
the harlot.”

26 Cf., Ex. 20:1-17; Num. 11:31-85; Deut. 8:6-20.

*T Cf., Num. 12; 20.

8 Judg. 2:6—3:6.
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therefore every prayer directed towards this place must be
heard (cf., 3 Kings 8:27-80) . Later, when Jeremia flayed the
people for their sins, they feel no need to reform their morals.
They simply chant monotonously, “ This is the temple of the
Lord! The temple of the Lord! The temple of the Lord!” (Jer.
7:4) . Possessing the temple, the Israelites say:

No evil shall befall us,
neither sword nor famine shall we see.
The prophets have become wind (Jer. 5:12-13).

What was God to do, when faith in divine things was de-
stroying faith in God? Was He to work more miracles and
distribute more wondrous delights? Such action would only
thicken the material spirit of their hearts. Yet, how could a
people so dull, so “sleek and fat,” be made aware of their
apostasy from God?

God’s answer to this seemingly hopeless situation was to raise
up a series of religious leaders, the like of whom has seldom
been equalled in any world religion, the prophets. The prophets,
on their part, would simply speak the word of God and then
wait for its full effects to be felt. Commissioning the prophets,
God said:

I place my words in your mouth! . ..
To root up and to tear down,

to destroy and to demolish,

to build and to plant (Jer. 1:9-10).

Before God’s word would be able “to build and to plant,” it
must first go forth “to root up and to tear down.” That is
precisely what it had done to Abraham and Moses. It had
uprooted the Patriarch from his native land that he might
follow God’s word into a strange land (Gen. 12:1-8); it had
torn down Moses’ palace of Egyptian glory and demolished
his pride through desert austerity, that he might lead the
people to a covenant between themselves and God.
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1V. The Prophets, Men of the Word *

Unlike priest or king, the prophet did not receive his office
automatically through membership in the sacred tribe of Levi
or in the royal house of David. The prophet relied upon some
credential other than noble blood. Neither did any public cere-
mony ratify and validate the divine choice.

The sacred oil which consecrated the prophet was different
from the oil which anointed the high priest and the king. Some-
thing far more sacred than olive oil was poured upon the
prophet. The “oil” of God’s word flowed upon the heart of
the man chosen to be a prophet. Listen again to God’s ordain-
ing words to Jeremia:

Before I formed you in the womb I knew you,
before you were born, I consecrated you,
a prophet to the nations I appointed you (Jer. 1:5).

“I consecrated you,” or, in Hebrew hiqdastika. This same
Hebrew word is used when the high priest Aaron was ordained
with consecrating oil: “He [Moses] also poured some of the
anointing oil on Aaron’s head, thus consecrating him (l‘qad-
des6)” (Lev. 8:12).

Both priest and prophet were consecrated, but the “oil”
which set the prophet aside, for his special mission was the
word of God. This all-powerful word, as Jeremia confessed,
became “like fire burning in my heart, . . . I cannot endure it ”
(Jer. 20:9) . It had grasped the will of Jeremia and set his life
upon a divine mission. No matter how poignantly he longed
“that I had in the desert a travelers’ lodge that I might leave
my people and depart from them ” (Jer. 9: 1), still, he could not
free himself from the strong grasp of God’s word. On the day
of his ordination, Jeremia received the anointing of this divine
order;

Behold T place my words in your mouth!
This day I set you
over nations and over kingdoms (Jer. 1:9).

«

** They are sometimes called the “ writing prophets.” This designation can give
the false impression that their primary occupation was to compose the divine
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The prophetic consecration by the word of God was solem-
nized secretly and mysteriously in Jeremia’s soul.

If a prophet like Jeremia did belong to a priestly family, he
disassociated himself from the privileged class. When he stood
before the people, he did not attract attention with the solemn
announcement: “Hear me, because I am a priest!” He said
very simply: “Hear the word of the Lord” (Jer. 7:2). Isala
may have taken advantage of his position at the royal court to
speak freely before the king; he certainly put to use his excel-
lent education as state advisor. Never, however, did he draw
the power of his message from any of these class benefits, but
rather from the interior conviction that “I have heard from
the Lord, the God of hosts, the destruction decreed for all the
earth” (Is. 28:22). If, after the destruction is complete, * the
Lord God will wipe away the tears from all faces,” this too
happens “ because the Lord has spoken ™ (Is. 25:8) . The source
of prophetic strength was the presence of God’s word within
the soul and upon the lips of the prophet.

The “ classical prophets ” even cut contact with the company
of “professional prophets.”* Prophets like Amos, Osee and
Isaia never joined the association of Neb?im nor did they
follow a separate community life. They do not seem to have
assembled even periodically with these groups, although saintly
men like Samuel (1 Sam. 9:20) and Elias (4 Kings 2:3) lived
at least intermittently among them.

The Nebiim at first were fired with fervor and for a long
time sustained the loyalty of God’s people. In later times, un-
fortunately, these professional prophets were absorbed with
selfish interests and used their reputation as a source of income.
Michea said contemptuously:

. . regarding the prophets
who lead my people astray;

message on paper. The “classical prophets” were missionaries or evangelists of
the spoken word.

30 Professional prophets or nebim deliberately chose this vocation, wore special
dress (4 Kings 1:8), and in the fulfillment of their office relied heavily upon the
marvelous (1 Sam. 10:5-8; 19:21-22).
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Who, when their teeth have something to bite
announce peace

But when one fails to put something in their mouth,
proclaim war against him (Mich. 3:5).

In the face of such a shameful reputation, it is little surprise
that Amos snapped back at Amasia, the high priest of Bethel,
when this gentleman ordered Amos to “flee to the land of
Juda! There earn your bread by prophesying!” (Am. 7:12),
Amos resented the “accusation” of being one of the Nebiim.
With a contemptuous twist of his mouth, he replied:

I am no prophet,
nor have I ever belonged
to a company of prophets (Am. 7:14).

Amasia’s slur to “earn your bread by prophesying ” portrays
the professional prophet as an ecclesiastic using his spiritual
office simply for material gain. In the case of the neb?im
prophesy merely provided an opportunity to predict (and thus
achieve) victory and prosperity for their royal masters.** In
return, the prince provided his loyal seers with wealth and
prestige.

Not even supernatural visions, granted personally to some
of the “classical ” prophets, were ever invoked as divine proof
for the word of God. Amos (7:11f.) and Isaia (6:1ff.) beheld
a mysterious vision at the same time as God spoke his “ con-
secrating” word. These inaugural visions, whenever they
occurred, profoundly affected the prophets’ character and deeply
colored their thought. Isaia, ever after, reverently spoke of the
“Holy One of God” ** and Amos preached with stern finality.*
In every instance, however, the prophet commanded a hearing
from the people, not because he had seen a vision from God
but rather because he could say: “ Hear the Word of God!”

For too long a time now the word of God was being silenced

3 Cf., 3 Kings 20:28 fI.; 22:6-37; Jer. 23:9-28; 26:7-24; 29:8, 24-32.

32 In this inaugural vision God was praised by the seraphim with “ Holy, Holy,
Holy is the Lord of Hosts” (Is. 6:3).

%% Many scholars hold that Am. 7:1-9; 8:1-3 contain Amos’ inangural vision.
The third and fourth vision say with finality: “I will {orgive them no longer.”
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by the loud blasts of marvelous happenings. External wonders
were distracting men away from God; bells and trumpets ac-
companying the magnificent ceremonies of worship substituted
for good moral living. The people seemed almost to think that
majestic ritual could blind God to the sight of their immorality
and faithlessness. These people did not need more visions and
more miracles, a fact very clear to the prophets. The land
groaned under the scourge of a famine, but it was “not a
famine of bread, or a thirst for water,” declared Amos, but a
famine “ for hearing the word of the Lord ” (Am. 8:11).

The classical prophets, we must admit, worked miracles. As
a “sign” to King Ezechia, Isaia commanded “ the shadow cast
by the sun on the stairway . .. go back the ten steps it has
advanced ” (Is. 38:8). Earlier Isaia had told Ezechia’s father,
King Achaz, to “ask for a sign from the Lord, your God; let
it be deep as the nether world, or high as the sky” (Is. 7:11).
These marvelous occurrences, however, were rare, and even
when these wonders were offered, the prophet still insisted more
emphatically upon interior faith. Isaia, in fact, had just finished
saying to King Achaz:

Unless your faith is firm,
you shall not be firm (Is. 7:9) 3¢

When Ezechia exhibited the wealth of his kingdom before the
impressionable Babylonians, Isaia rebuked him for boasting
of human greatness instead of trusting in divine strength. Faith
was to be Israel’s source of salvation.

Before investigating, how the word of God developed a spirit
of faith within the soul of Israel, we will look into the soul of
the prophet for the effects there of the divine word.

For Amos, dedication to the divine word was blunt obedi-
ence. A man of strong will, able to muster full strength to the
duty at hand, Amos quickly marched north to Bethel at God’s
command: “Go, prophesy to my people Israel” (Am. 7:16).
Amos spoke without sympathy, coldly enunciating the devas-

34 Isaia’s word has a power here even because of his heavy diapason sound. In
Hebrew it runs thus: ki 16° t&ameénd, >im 16° ta’dmind.
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tating Word of God. This word, which had transformed the
shepherd into a prophet almost against his will, remained just
as powerful in the announcement to sinful Israel: “I will crush
you into the ground ” (Am. 2:13).

What was military obedience in Amos’ disciplined soul was
agonizing acceptance in Osee’s sensitive spirit. Osee endured
humiliation lower than the dirt on the street, as he retrieved
“yet again” a wife who had become the “beloved of a para-
mour” (Os. 8:1). Only thus will he be prepared to speak of
God’s infinite, forgiving love. God had been betrayed again
and again, so that were a man in God’s place, human anger
would flatly declare: “So much, no more!” Osee, however, was
thus to pour out the anguish of God’s answer:

I am God and not man,
the Holy One present among you;
I will not let the flames consume you (Os. 11:9).

At the same time God’s word, spoken by Osee, was deadly:

. I smote them through the prophets,
I slew them by the word of my mouth (Os. 6:5).

God however destroys only what is evil and harmful, so that
he can declare in the concluding message of Osee:

I will heal their defection
T will love them freely. . . .
I shall be like the dew for Israel:
he shall blossom like the lily. . . .
I have humbled him, but I will prosper him
(0s. 14:5-6,9).

No prophet, not even Osee, so laid bare the profound emo-
tions of interior struggle as the one whose words are repeated
by the liturgy of Passion and Holy Week. From the start,
Jeremia begged God to send someone else because “ I know not
how to speak; I am too young” (Jer. 1:6) . The prophet’s own
weakness would reveal the source of his iron strength; his slow-
ness in speech would prove God’s statement: “I place my
words in your mouth!” (Jer. 1:9). Only if they came from
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God could the words of such a diffident, fearful man become
in later Israel the most popular of all prophetic scrolls and
could men say of Jesus that he is Jeremia come back alive
(cf., Matt. 16:14).

God’s words sunk so deeply into the soul of Jeremia, pene-
trated so thoroughly every pore of his mind and heart, and
colored so profoundly every thought and reaction of the man,
that it is often impossible to distinguish God’s word from
Jeremia’s. This complete compenetration was achieved through
years of interior struggle. Jeremia’s first hesitation in accepting
God’s word was only the first of a series of tense arguments.
Jeremia finally poured out words almost blasphemous in fury:

You have indeed become for me a treacherous brook,
whose waters do not abide! (Jer. 15:18).

Divine obedience had led the prophet down a river bed whose
waters vanish into desert dryness and he is abandoned to the
deadly wastes. Only by struggling in the depth of his heart
and by surrendering his whole self unconditionally could Jere-
mia and his future disciples deserve to hear from God: “T will
place my law within them and write it upon their hearts; I will
be their God and they shall be my people” (Jer. 31:33).

God’s word then inscribed on the hearts of the prophets, was
more than a truth to be believed; faith, we have already seen,
was more than a response of the intellect! God’s word, in the
case of Amos, called for blind obedience. It ruthlessly cut into
the heart and mind of Osee and Jeremia and slew whatever it
could not conquer or did not want. It was ruthless, and yet,
somehow or other, the all-powerful God felt “my heart . . .
overwhelmed, my pity stirred” (Os. 11:8). Even though
Israel was “like a woman faithless to her lover,” God begged
her repeatedly: “Return, rebellious children” (Jer. 3:14).
God’s word then came from God’s deepest life and evoked the
prophet’s most intense emotion. God’s word given and received
was an interchange of life’s love, hope and entire self.

To have promised wealth and to have worked miracles would
have distracted the prophet and his listeners from God’s loving
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spirit. This distraction is actually the worst of infidelities, be-
cause it uses God’s gifts to purchase sinful pleasure. The
prophets received the law of God’s word on their heart, making
them out as God’s very own. God chose them for this special
mission, in order that they might share with all Israel this
personal friendship with God. The prophets would perform
their mission, exactly as God acted towards them, by an-
nouncing the Word of God.

V. The Prophetic Word to Israel

The prophets, we have seen, continued the mission of Abra-
ham and Moses; they sustained Israel’s strong faith in a
personal God. But many centuries had passed since God had
first called Abraham and had directed Moses to the establish-
ment of the Israelite religion. The nomadic, patriarchal exist-
ence of Abraham and the austere, desert wandering of Moses
were gone forever, and yet the spirit of these extraordinary men
must reappear in their descendants. One of the prophets ex-
horted the people:

Look to the rock from which you were hewn,

and to the pit from which you were quarried;
Look to Abraham, your father,

and to Sara, who gave you birth (Is. 51:1-2).

In summoning a return to these heroes of the past, the
prophets disregarded many details of Abraham’s and Moses’
lives. To express this truth more accurately, we can say that
the prophets saw a hidden, symbolic meaning in their fore-
fathers’ external mode of life. To be a gér like Abraham with-
out homeland and citizenship; to be a wanderer like Moses
through desert wastes—these circumstances became types or
symbols of interior holiness for they revealed an heroic dedi-
cation to God’s word. By the word of God, once spoken to
Abraham, and to Moses and now heard again in the prophets,
the spirit of the past will be reproduced in other hearts. The
deep, typical meaning will be fulfilled in other lives.

Our present concern is to see how the prophets achieved this
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reliving of the past. We will concentrate attention upon three
factors. First of all, in announcing God’s word, the prophets
sounded no retreat from reality, but through faith imparted a
full meaning to reality. They did not issue the impossible order
of a return to the desert but they allowed the people to remain
where they were. Yet the prophets were not satisfied with con-
ditions as they were! God’s plans were so vast and stupendous
that the word will create a new world of happiness upon this
earth. In this second factor we sense the tension of the pro-
phetic message. To remain humbly attentive to ordinary
things, so the prophets declared, prepared Israel to witness
wondrous things:

. awesome deeds we could not hope for,
such as they had not heard of from of old
No ear has ever heard, no eye ever seen,
any God but you,
doing such deeds for those who wait for him (Is. 64:2-3).

A new creation is the reward for humble, abiding faith in God’s
word.

Besides an acceptance of reality and a belief in a new cre-
ation, the prophetic message contained a third important ele-
ment. God, who spoke through the prophets, was no stiff,
faceless deity but a God personally interested in his chosen
people.

1. The Meaning of Reality

The prophets did not summon any retreat from reality. To
be a loyal follower of Moses, the sons of Israel were not obliged
to dismantle their stone houses, abandon city life and begin a
nomadic wandering, pitching their tents wherever darkness
caught them. Some fanatic Israelites, the Rechabites, did oblige
themselves to this literal obedience to Moses. “ All our lives,”
they confessed to Jeremia, “ we have not drunk wine . . . We
build no houses . . . ; we own no vineyards or fields or crops,
and we live in tents” (Jer. 35:8-10).> Never did the Bible

35 Another example of the Rechabite fanatic zeal for Yahwism and their extreme
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commit Israel to such an inflexible observance of the law; the
many adaptations incorporated into the Mosaic law, the modi-
fications of later centuries, the existence of different applica-
tions,* the very form of casuistic laws—all these features of
biblical law rule out an obstinate, unyielding obedience to
external rules. The stress is rather upon internal faith.

The prophets saw clearly that the cause of the nation’s
irreligious spirit lay basically not in the externals of civilization.
There was nothing sinful about houses and crafts, architecture
and music. All through her history Israel borrowed freely from
her neighbors and yet maintained her own separate religious
identity. From the Canaanites she learned farming; from the
Philistines she received the secret of iron. Egypt contributed
her wisdom literature; Ugarit, her religious poems; Tyre and
Sidon, their architects and building material. Despite this
unabashed copying of foreign culture, Israel remained religi-
ously distinct. Her interior faith was never suppressed by all
these external wrappings. Instead of that, her faith lived in
and through these externals, harnessing them to the service
of Yahweh.

Israel, therefore, was not obliged to flee to a never-never
land of Shangri-La but rather to direct the penetrating power
of faith upon the ordinary circumstances of life. Monstrous
Assyria, trampling like a lustful giant over the ancient Near
East, was but exercising the will of God who was disciplining
and so purifying his chosen people. Isaia, therefore, in speak-
ing for God, called Assyria, “my rod in anger, my staff in
wrath” (Is. 10:5) . When God’s work was completed, the rod
would be tossed aside. Assyria would crash to destruction like
the cedars of Lebanon roaring down a mountain precipice
{cf., Is. 10:88) .

hatred for the abuses of city life is found in 4 Kings 10:15-30. The Covenanters
along the Dead Sea, around the time of Our Lord, also went out into the wilderness
and to a certain extent undertook a very literal obedience to the Mosaic tradition.

3% One typical example is found in comparing the paschal laws of the north in
Deuteronomy with those of the south in the Priestly Tradition. Deut 16:7 stipu-
lates about the paschal lamb: “ You shall boil and eat it ” while Ex. 12:9 states
just as explicitly: “It shall not be eaten raw or boiled, but roasted whole.” The
identical Hebrew verb b3l is used in both cases for “ boil.”
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How poignantly Israel wanted to escape to some other world,
rather than recognize God’s chastening hand in Assyria! Such
an escape was as impossible as Jona’s ridiculous attempt to flee
across the sea from “the God of heaven who made the sea”
(Jona 1:9). God clearly acted in every movement and change
of Palestinian life, and consequently God could be found only in
these earthly involvements. Amos made that point very clear.
Draught or locust plague; blight or searing wind; pestilence or
death—all these catastrophes come from God . . .

Yet you returned not to me,
says the Lord (Am. 4:6, 8, 9, 10, 11).

All these disasters were God’s word, acting in their midst,
calling Israel back to personal love and loyal faith. These
calamities destroyed, only if they were not accepted as the
“word of God.” In the depth of such darkness, faith became
an act of heroic fortitude.

When Habacue complained about violence, ruin and misery,
God replied that he will act (or speak) by “raising up Chaldea,
that bitter and unruly people ” to punish the wicked Jerusalem-
ites (Hab. 1:6). This answer provoked another question from
the prophet:

Why, then, do you gaze on the faithless in silence
while the wicked man devours
one more just than himself? (Hab. 1:18).

This time God’s answer would be so important that it must be
written

Clearly upon the tablets,
so that one can read it even on the run. . ..

The words of life, deserving to be chiseled by iron on stone
tablets, are:

The just man lives by faith (Hab. 2:2,4).
Faith is life; without it, man is dead!

Israel had only one way of life at her disposal, that of faith.
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Every other way of living was a living death. She could not
run away; she was obliged to find God by faith in all the human
surroundings of contemporary Palestine. This demand of faith
was heroic, because it compelled the wicked to accept the fire
of purification, while it constrained the good to remain patient.
God was not asleep but actively present in the storm.

Faith accepted the outstretched arm of God in all these
events; it heard the saving word of God in everything. God’s
word acted and like rain it brought life. This sense of the
divine presence in earthly involvements was the prophets’ first
great contribution to biblical life.

2. A New Creation

The life begotten of faith was actually a new creation. Here
i1s one of those many conundrums of prophetic thought. In
the midst of distress man wants to run away to a new creation
of his own making, to an “unreal ” world different from what
he has at hand. The prophets forbade such a retreat from
reality. By remaining humbly subject to God’s world and word,
the old was transformed into a new creation. What man strove
to acquire for himself, by himself, God was waiting to give.
Israel, however, must accept it as God’s creation.

No prophet sang so lyrically of the new creation as Deutero-
Isaia in ch. 40-55, and at the same time he is the prophet who
acclaimed with esctatic language the powerful word of God.
His message was so completely God’s that his name has
vanished from the records and his inspired words were simply
added to the scroll of his master.’” He is sometimes named the
“ Great Unknown.”

In speaking of the new creation, Deutero-Isaia will move
with the ease of a deft weaver, crossing one strand of thought
upon another. Each new idea, like a colored thread, adds its
own shade of meaning to the completed tapestry.

%" Here we follow the opinion that Chapters 40-55 were writien not by Isaia of
Jerusalem who lived in the late eighth and early seventh centuries B.C. but by a
disciple of his during the Babylonian exile (587-537 B.C.). This latter prophet
had the teaching of his master sealed up in his heart (cf.,, Is. 8:16) and through
divine inspiration applied it to the new circumstances of the exile.
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Crisscrossing through ch. 40-55 are: (1) a new creation, (2)
extending throughout the universe, (3) by which God cares
for the poor and lowly (4) and accepts the suffering of the
innocent in reparation for the sins of the wicked (5) but
especially does his new creative act transform the lives of the
children of Abraham (6) whom God will lead along a glorious
exodus back to the Promised Land. Each of these themes works
in and out of the two great strands of a new creation which
the word of God will achieve. We can attend to only a couple
of these themes, but this endeavor will aid us in appreciating
the prophetic doctrine of the word.

Nowhere in the Seriptures is the Word of God proclaimed
‘with a richness of vocabulary, a mastery of style, and a per-
sonal intuitive grasp ”’* as in the majestic poems of Deutero-
Isaia. So many of the strophes begin and rise to a climax in
the Word of God. In his divine commission as a prophet, the
prophet and his disciples are told to “ speak tenderly to Jeru-
salem ” (40:2) . This voice is the one repeatedly crying out to
the exiles, and by its word it is pulling down mountainous
obstructions and lifting up depressive ravines. All will happen,
exactly as the word enunciates, “for the mouth of the Lord
has spoken” (40:5). “The word of our God stands forever”
(40:8) .

Besides this brilliant presentation of the Word of God,
Deutero-Isaia worked another key idea into this composition—
the notion of a new creation. In fact, the two ideas of “ word >
and “creation” so delicately interchange, the transition from
one to another is so spontaneous, that the reader might almost
miss their double presence. The quick movement evidences the
prophet’s mastery of the Hebrew language. Very frequently,
for instance, creation is a participle depending upon a verb to
speak. “The participle so closely coalesces with the principal
verb, that God speaks by, through and simultaneously with
the act of creating.”*® One instance where four participles
complete the idea of the principal verb is the following:

€

% C. Stuhlmueller, “The Theology of Creation in Second Isaias,” Catholic
Biblical Quarterly 21 (October 1959) 452.
3° C, Stuhlmueller, art. cit., 454.
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THus saYs the Lord, the only God,
creating the heavens and stretching them out,
extending the earth with its covering of vegetation,
giing breath to the people upon it
and spirit to those who walk on it (Is. 42:5).

If creation is accomplished through the act of speaking, then
the wisdom of the divine word guides the act of creation. This
statement has profound implications. God directs each act of
nature, whether they be ordinary acts of almost childish pro-
portions like counting drops of rain and weighing ““dust on a
scale” (Is. 40:15) or grand deeds of majestic splendour like
marking “off the heavens with a span” (40:12) and sum-
moning the stars by name (40:26). Small or mighty, each act
is so truly from God that the prophet exclaims:

Who has directed the spirit of the Lord,
or who has instructed him as his counselor?
Whom did he consult to gain knowledge?
Who taught him the path of judgment? (40:13-14).

Because creation is an act of God’s word, it must originate,
like the word, in the deep recesses of God’s mind. It is not so
much the product of his hands as it is the thought of his
heart. Creation’s principal purpose is not an exhibition of
power, leading man to acknowledge the existence of an omni-
potent deity. In creating the world what God wanted more
than anything else was to draw man by love deep into his heart
where creation began.

It is not at all surprising, therefore, that Deutero-Isaia is
the prophet who sings exquisitely of the personal bond of love
between God and his people. He wrote those touching lines so
familiar to every Bible reader:

Can a mother forget her infant,
be without tenderness for the child of her womb?
Even should she forget,
I will never forget you.
See, upon the palms of my hands I have written your name
(Is. 49:15-16).
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With delicate finesse he arranges his sentence-structure so that
the reader is intuitively aware of the presence of God. Even
the grammar of the Hebrew word is called into service, so
that the love of God may be presented in tones of beauty. In
one magnificent passage he juxtaposes over and over again,
yet never with monotony the personal pronouns: You (Israel)
and I (God). The Hebrew language easily adapts itself to this
procedure, but no Hebrew writer or speaker has used it to such
advantage as Deutero-Isaia. In Hebrew the personal pronoun
is ordinarily employed only for emphasis. These pronouns can
be added immediately to the verb, with the result that one
compact word contains verb-subject-object. In the following
example each ka or ta sound signifies “ you ” while every ¢ or ti
expresses “1” or “me.”

But you (w?attd), Israel, my servant (‘abdi),
Jacob, you whom I have chosen (b°hartika),
offspring of Abraham my friend (Cohdbi),
You whom I have taken from the ends of the earth (hehézeqtikd)
you whom I have summoned from its far-off places (gra’tika)
You whom I have called my servant (I’kd ‘abdi-’attd)
I have chosen you (b°hartika) and I will not cast you
oft (m®astika)
Fear not, I am with you (“mmckd-dni)
be not dismayed; I am your God (ki-’ani *¢lohéka)
I will strengthen you (Cimmastika)
indeed, I will help you (‘dzartikd)
Surely, I will uphold you (t‘maktika)
with my right hand of justice (sidgt) (Is. 41:8-10).

This I-Thou exchange booms like a heavy drum, sounds deep
like the great diapason tones of a pipe organ. The depth of
sound comes from the infinite reserve of God’s love. Because
creation is so intricately linked with the act of God’s speaking,
Deutero-Isaia can present it as an act of God’s knowing and
loving.

It comes, therefore, as no surprise that God is specially
concerned with ““the afflicted and the needy.” The word of a
new creation is spoken especially for them. When * their
tongues are parched with thirst” so that they can no longer
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utter any human word, God comes to their relief by speaking
his divine word. Only the faithless would sneer at this kind of
help, but with faith the poor recognize the wonder of God’s
creative word:

I, the Lord, will answer them,; . . .
I will open up rivers on the bare heights,
and fountains in the broad valleys. . . .
That all may see and know,
observe and understand,
That the hand of the Lord has done this,
the Holy One of Israel has created it (Is. 41:17-20).

To this divine Word Deutero-Isaia attributes every saving
work, even the redemptive role of the Suffering Servant. In
many ways, the songs of the Suffering Servant bring the Old
Testament doctrine of redemption to its point of fullest de-
velopment. The doctrine of the expiatory suffering of the
innocent is here presented with a clarity as startling as the
tone of a tolling bell.

He was pierced for our offenses,
crushed for our sins;

Upon him was laid the chastisement of our peace,
by his stripes we were healed (Is. 53:5).

This redemptive word could never have been spoken, had
the suffering Servant not been able to write:

Morning after morning
he opens my ears that I may hear (50:4).

The servant himself is swept forward into his redemptive work
by listening to the word of God. The servant further admits:

The Lord God has given me
a well-trained tongue,

That I may know how to speak to the weary
a word that will rouse them (50:4).

And by uttering God’s word the Servant gathers all others into
the redemptive design of God.
This divine purpose, enunciated by the word, is a new
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creation. As always, Deutero-Isaia introduces the thread of a
new idea—here, the idea of sorrow and of the songs of the
Suffering Servant—only to enhance the depth of beauty in the
new creation.

If he gives his life as an offering for sin,

he shall see his descendants in a long life,

and the will of God shall be accomplished through him.
Because of his affliction

he shall see the light in the fullness of days. . ..
Therefore I will give him his portion among the great.

The word “ creation” is not used, but the thought is present,
a new resurrection from the dead for the sorrowing people

of God.

3. God’s Personal Concern

The prophetic message of the Word vibrated with the tones
of God’s personal love. This feature of God’s personal existence
is the final notion in our study of the prophetic mission of the
word. It has frequently entered this discussion, so that we can
now be very brief.

By their emphasis upon the Word of God, the prophets kept
the religion of Israel from destroying itself. God had revealed
himself to Abraham and Moses, it will be recalled, as a personal
God who loved and cared for his people and wanted their
loyalty and love in return. The early history of Israel recorded
the great promises of God, and religion unfortunately centered
more and more on what the people could get out of their
worship. The momentum of the people’s faith was an eager
desire to receive more and more from God-—a land, flowing with
milk and honey; children, numerous as the stars in the heavens;
a royalty, everlasting as God’s fidelity; a temple where God
answered every prayer. Without full consciousness of what was
happening, Israel began to look upon God as a wealthy bene-
factor, an indulgent Father, an extravagant deity. Though God,
He was helplessly bound to his promises; regardless of the
people’s sins He must be faithful to his word and bless Israel.

The prophets reversed this suicidal tendency in Israel’s re-
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ligion and brought the people back to a personal God who is
strong in giving love and desirous of receiving the people’s
love. Listen once again to God’s reply through Osee to a pre-
sumptuous people:

It is love that I desire, not sacrifice,
and knowledge of God rather than sacrifice (Os. 6:6).

By his word, God destroyed everything which the people
were substituting for himself: land, city, temple, children,
family ties, government, king and priest. The dreadful catas-
trope of 587 B.C. could not be avoided once the prophets
spoke the devastating word of God. Osee therefore uttered
this sentence of doom:

For this reason I smote them through the prophets,
I slew them by the words of my mouth (Os. 6:5).

This destruction, nonetheless, was meant to save the people.
If, as Isaia taught, God smote the Egyptians in order to heal
them (Is. 19:22), how much more truly would the sorrows of
his own people instruct them in the way of salvation?

As Jeremia told Israel:

Your conduct, your misdeeds, have done this to you;
how bitter is this disaster of yours (4:18).

The punishment was deserved and was necessary. A personally
loving God, however, could react only with poignant sorrow,
and plead:
Return, rebel Israel, . . .
I will not remain angry with you;

For I am merciful, . . .
Only know your guilt (Jer. 3:12-13).

Israel must recognize what is destroying her happiness in order
to find her way back to God. Jeremia’s teaching rises in joy
and merry-making in Ch. 381:

I will turn their mourning into joy. . . .
Cease your cries of mourning,
wipe the tears from your eyes.
The sorrow you have shown shall have its reward
(Jer. 81:13,16).
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Salvation, then, was the exhilarating knowledge of God’s
love. If God drives the people.into exile, it is only that they
may be forced to return to him for help. To return, this word
is one of les mots-clés of all the prophets. We meet it with a
great variety of meaning in the Book of Emmanuel, Is. ch. 7-12.
In Ts. 40:11 the thought of “return” is heard again in the
tender strains of a new song.** The return is to a personal God
who will be satisfied only when his people enjoy in their heart
the fullest posible happiness. Jeremia wrote of this religion
of the heart:

This is the covenant which I will make with the house of Israel
after those days, says the Lord. I will place my law within them,
and write it upon their hearts; I will be their God and they shall
be my people (Jer. 31:83).

Once this cor ad cor religion is established, God can trust his
people with his gifts.

The conviction that the Lord personally loves his people
induced the prophets to make high, moral demands. In other
words, the prophets did not begin as moral reformers. Their
primary intuition of faith glimpsed God’s personal love and
interest. Such a God could never be satisfied with external
behaviour; he wanted his people’s love in return. Very similar,
therefore, to the modern trend in Moral Theology, the pro-
phetic movement stressed the primacy of charity, a super-
natural, even mystical devotedness to God. From charity there
was derived the standard for all other virtues.

Nowhere was the moral code so well expressed as in the
Prophetic Torah of Michea:

Will the Lord be pleased with thousands of rams,
with myriad streams of oil?
Shall I give my first-born for my crime,
the fruit of my body for the sin of my soul?
You have been told, O Man, what is good,
and what the Lord requires of you;
Only to do the right and to love goodness,
and to walk humbly with your God (Mich. 6:8).

0 Cf., Is. 42:10, “ Sing to the Lord a mew song.” The new song book comprises
many lyrics of salvation.
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If God were just an impersonal power or simply a distant
governor, he would certainly be satisfied “with thousands of
rams ” and “ myriad streams of 0il.” But if God is an interested
Person, close to his people in a bond of love, then he wants
nothing less than the personal affection of his children. All
the works of the flesh cannot compensate for the refusal of the
soul to love. The beginning of such a love-bond between God
and his chosen people is a recognition by Israel of how un-
worthy she is of God’s attention. Humility not only attracts
God’s tender pity, but it also evokes from Israel a gracious
gratitude for undeserved love.

Because the prophets grasped so clearly God’s supreme per-
sonal love for Israel, they understood all other truths in their
depth and expanse of meaning.

Jeremia and Ezechiel forbade the people to consider them-
selves just a mass of humanity, suffering indiscriminately for
everybody’s sins and finding peace in just anybody’s virtue.
Ezechiel expressed it this way: “ All lives are mine; the life of
the father is like the life of the son, both are mine ” (Ez. 18:4).
God loves each one personally, individually. This prophetic
doctrine of “personal responsibility ” and all of its implica-
tions emerged from the prophetic understanding of God’s
personal love,

Messianism too developed vigorously through faith in God’s
personal concern for Israel. This growth-is significant, because
the prophets so often saw Israel in a shambles of destruction
and apostasy. Threat and doom explode again and again in
prophetic preaching as the prophets condemn, argue, plead and
finally give up. Isaia began his ministry with this discouraging
prediction from God:

You are to make the heart of this people sluggish,
to dull their ears and close their eyes;

Else their eyes will see, their ears hear
their heart understand,
and they turn and be healed (Is. 16:10).

To Jeremia God entrusted the dismal sentence:
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Behold, I make my words
in your mouth, a fire,
And this people is the wood
that it shall devour (Jer. 5:14).

Although looking out on such bleak infidelity, the prophets
still foresaw a vista of future joy and light. Their staunch
faith in God’s infinite, personal love could enable them to
predict such wonders as:

. . . songs of praise,
the laighter of happy men (Jer. 30:19).
Fear not, O land!
exult and rejoice!
for the Lord has done great things! ...
The threshing floor shall be full of grain
and the vats shall overflow with wine and oil
(Joel 2:21, 24).
There shall be no harm or ruin on all my holy mountain;
so the earth shall be filled with the knowledge of the Lord,
as water covers the sea (Is. 11:9).

This messianic panorama of glory, like rays of sunlight,
shines from the heart filled with the knowledge of the Lord,
with the word of God. Knowledge, deep and personal, yet
extending to every inch of the universe, catching up all things
into the outstretched arm of God, into the depth of God’s
infinite life—this saving knowledge came from God in his word,
reached other men through the prophets, and thus like rain
and snow coming down from heaven achieved the end for
which God sent it (cf., Is. 55:11) .

Conclusion

The Word of God, spoken by the prophets, was alive with
God’s power. It was and is the presence of God. True to their
Ancient Near Eastern background, the prophets could not
consider the word just a “ thought ” or ““ concept ” of the intel-
lect. It was a thrust forward of all the powers of the one
speaking. If the speaker was God, then it brought man into
the dynamic, impelling presence of the Lord.

When God addressed Abraham, Moses, and his chosen people,



THE PROPHET AND THE WORD OF GOD 173

he often left the most important part of his message unspoken.
Here entered faith, a strong, unconditional surrender of one’s
whole self to God. The word led Abraham forward to “the
land which I will show you” (Gen. 12:1). Abraham did not
know beforehand exactly where the land was, and when he was
assured that it was Palestine, he was not certain when or how
it would be acquired.

The land was to be accepted as a gift from a personally
loving God. Once the gift became a substitute for God, God
summoned the prophets.

These men of God restored the faith of Abraham among the
Israelites by calling out: “Hear the word of God.” To hear
this life-giving word, Israel must not flee into a dream world
of unreality, but remain in her sorrowful situation. Only,
Israel must humbly acknowledge her guilt and recognize her
misery. In tender mercy God will then speak to the heart of
His people. The prophets will be His spokesmen, but their word
will be God’s. The word will be God Himself, present to save
and to make happy, creating a new wonder for his people.
The greatest joy of this new wonder will be the personal bond
of love between God and each of his servants.

I will espouse you to me forever;
I will espouse you in right and in justice,
in Iove and in mercy,

I will espouse you in fidelity,
and you shall know the Lord (Os. 2:211.).

Israel will know God, when she receives this word of God
in her heart. By their own strong dedication to a personal
God, the prophets prepared for the messianic glory of the
Word of God, the second Person of the Holy Trinity. This
wonder, however, outwitted their most imaginative hopes (cf.,
Lk. 10:231£.) . It was the unspoken element in God’s word to
them, as with faith they awaited the new creation which God
promised through his prophet Isaia.

Carrorr StunLMUELLER, C.P.
Passionist Fathers Seminary
Louisville, Kentucky



SOME CONTRIBUTIONS OF ANTHROPOLOGY
TO ETHICS

[ 4

HE thomistic theory of natural law presents a frame-
I work upon which to build an edifice of human morality
and it also points out the way in which the edifice
is to be built. Nevertheless, a fundamental deficiency accom-
paning this theory of natural law at the time of its formulation
was precisely a lack of the material without which the edifice
itself could remain little more than a framework. That material
was human experience. St. Thomas Aquinas, as opposed to
the natural law thinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, constantly insisted upon the great part played by
human experience in coming to know moral matters.! To be
sure, the people of his time had considerable human experience
and were also the benefactors of much human experience, but
their experience was largely the unreflective kind of experience
which we often term “ common experience.” It was for the most
part not a formal, catalogued type of experience such as we
find in modern critical history or the social sciences, nor was
it the result of experiment such as we find, for example, in
modern experimental psychology. In short, it was a prescientific
rather than a scientific kind of experience.

Today, on the contrary, we have a distinct advantage over
the middle ages in that we have at our disposal a number of
sciences which have as their goal precisely the cataloguing and
analysis of various aspects of human experience e.g., history,
biology, psychology, anthropology, sociology, ete. From these
sciences then there is obviously an abundance of material—the
collected, sifted, and measured material of human experience—

1 Ostendit insufficientiam motivi propter defectum experientiae: et dicit quod
ad hoc quod leges bene ponatur, oportet hoc non ignorare, quia debet aliquis multo
tempore considerare et multis annis, ut manifestum sit per experientiam, si tales
leges vel statuta bene se habeant.” In II Pol. 5; In VI Eth., 13; Summa Theol.,
111, 95, 2, ad 4; Sum. cont. Gent., III, 123.
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which should prove and already has, to a degree, proven fruitful
in adding to our knowledge of human nature and man’s moral
being. This article has as its purpose the illustration of the
possible direction and results of the way in which anthropo-
logical knowledge might prove useful to the moral philosopher.

Anthropology and Ethics: Points of Influence

One might wonder, at the outset, in what possible way an-
thropological knowledge could and should influence the thought
of the moral philosopher. As a matter of fact there are several
ways in which a knowledge of anthropology is of direct value
to him. In the first place, the primary concern of the moral
philosopher is the proper direction of human actions. The
moral philosopher attempts to determine the direction human
actions should take by determining the most general ends of
man. He derives these most general ends of man from a philo-
sophical analysis of the common experience of man considered
simply as a rational animal. Further analysis may reveal a few
of the most general means to these most general ends of man.
But a problem arises at this point. The concretization of human
action takes place and must of necessity take place in situations
that are singular and unique. Consequently in the field of
ethics the most general guides to human action prove to be the
least useful to man.®* In order to remedy this situation, then,
we need to know not only the most general means whereby man
may secure those basic ends demanded by his nature, but also
the more particular means whereby the more general means
may be attained.

An example will illustrate the point. The analysis of the
common experience of the nature of man as a rational animal
suggests to us that he is a being made for love, a love which
can only attain complete fulfillment in and through a society of
some kind. From this we conclude that one of the most general
ends of man is to love and to be loved and that the general

*¢“ . . sermones enim morales universales sunt minus utiles, eo quod actiones

in particularibus sunt.” Ila IYae, prologus.
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means to attain this end is in and through society. But the
question remains: what kind of society? It is precisely at this
more specific level that the sciences dealing with man can be
of immense value for the moral philosopher. Thus, for example,
the answer to the question just now raised cannot be deter-
mined in an “a priori ” manner for the simple reason that it is
impossible to foresee the vast array of contingencies which will
enter into and affect, for better or worse, the concrete realiza-
tion of any society. Rather the approach to the solution of this
problem is to be sought in the experience and results mankind
has gained in its attempts to set up different societies which
had as their purpose (whether avowed or not) the attainment
of man’s most general ends which include his need for love. At
this point a knowledge of anthropology is clearly indispensible.
For its subject-matter is precisely the study of culture. From it
the moral philosopher may learn which societies are most apt
to bring about the fulfillment of man’s basic need for love,
which institutions within society either help or hinder the
fulfillment of this need, and which of numerous other factors in
this complex business of social living contribute to or oppose
this most general end of man. In line with possibilities such as
these Benedict remarks, “It is possible to scrutinize different
institutions and cast up their cost in terms of social capital, in
terms of the less desirable behavior traits they stimulate, and
in terms of human suffering and frustration.”?®

*R. Benedict, Patterns of Culture, Mentor, ed, (New York, 1934) p. 229;
“ Examining different cultural systems, the anthropologist, working with other
specialists, might fairly endeavor to establish how far the premises underlying
action in this and that culture correspond with proved scientific truth or rest
on mythical or other bases: as, say, in interpretations of physical laws or of
sickness. He might help to rate technological efficiency in terms of tool performance
or resource productivity. He might venture some grading of organizational effective-
ness in terms of order and disorder, decision making and other criteria. He might
note the relative clarity of different symbol systems, or the contexts which favor or
militate against physical and mental health.” F. Keesing, Cultural Anthropology
(New York, 1958) pp. 183-184; M. Edel and A. Edel, Anthropology and Ethics
(Springfield, Illinois, 1¢59) pp. 229-231; C. Brinton, A History of Western Morals
(New York, 1959) p. 448; Y. Simon, Critique de la Connaissance Morale (Paris,
1934) p. 123; A. Macheath, Experiments in Living (London, 1952) p. 415; S.
Deploige, Le Conflict de la Morale et de la Sociologie (Paris, 1923) p. 316.
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In a study of anthropology one becomes aware of just how
ethnocentric are many of his own moral judgments—judgments
which affirm that such a thing ought to be done because it is
“in accord with human nature” or deny that such a thing
should be done on the ground that it is “not in accord with
human nature.” This awareness of the ethnocentric nature of
many of our moral judgments by no means implies that all of
our ethical judgments are without value. It should rather
awaken us to the need that they have to be subjected to a
critical reappraisal in order to determine precisely what this
value is. For, as Brandt has pointed out, such information can
hardly prove the whole or a great part of traditional Western
moral thought to be radically defective. But in order that what
is substantial in this moral thought be brought to light and
thereby be of aid in the solution of problems the world over,
its ethnocentric accretions must be purged from it.*

Another value of anthropology for ethics is to be found in
the knowledge which it gives us of human nature. For human
nature as we actually find it is never “raw or pure human
nature.” It is always human nature subjected to cultural con-
ditioning of some sort. Anthropology is helpful in this regard
because it indicates what derives from or is peculiar to a par-
ticular culture and by contrast what is transcultural and
thereby fundamental to human nature as such.” One of the
main ways that anthropology does this is through knowledge
of cultural universals. For through these universals we are
given an indication of certain tendencies which are fundamental
to human nature.® Thus Kroeber suggests that we “ delimit the
perimeters of historic human culture” in order to come to a
knowledge of human nature because “the limits of human
culture, both normal limits and extreme ones, are presumably

*R. Brandt, Hopi Ethics (Chicago, 1954) p. 12; cf. M. Edel and A. Edel, op. cit.,
p. 234,

5 Macbeath, op. cit., pp. 13-15; D. Bidney, Theoretical Anthropology (New York,
1953) p. 99.

¢ C. Kluckhohn, Maror for Man (New York, 1949) p. 88; J. Krutch, Human
Nature and the Human Condition (New York and Toronto, 1959) p. 189.
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set mainly if not wholly by the normal and extreme limits of
congenital human nature.”” And Benedict has suggested that
the degree of conformity permitted by the standards of a cul-
ture would show us how deeply certain tendencies are rooted
in man.®

A knowledge of anthropology forces the moral philosopher to
be aware of the fact that ethical judgments can never be fully
understood when taken from the context in which they are
made or from the pattern of life of which they are a part. For
as morality influences other cultural institutions, these, in turn,
influence it.> For example, it is possible to understand the
Eskimo’s killing of his aged parents only by taking into account
both the constant hardships of his physical existence and the
fact that it is his religious belief that his parents continue on
in the “other world ” in the same physical state in which they
leave this world. Again, we see in our own history the relation
between the Puritan mentality and economics, i.e., the fact
that economic success was indicative that the successful one
was among the “FElect.” The society of the Plains Indians,
dominated as it was by a war mentality, offers us an insight
into the relation that may exist between such an outlook and
the practice of sexual abstinence, And among the Zuni we see
the relation between the belief that most sickness is caused by
worry and the “ideal Zuni” pictured as one who lacks all
ambition and demonstrates little passion.*

A final bearing that anthropology might have on the field of
ethics is that of providing a test for different ethical systems.
Thus, for example, Montagu has presented anthropological evi-
dence to show that love is the “ most important of all developers
of the potentialities of the human being,” and that because of

" A. Kroeber, “Of Human Nature,” Southwestern Journal of Anthropology, II
(1955) 199-200.

% Benedict, op. cit., p. 255.

® Macbeath, op. cit., p. 18, pp. 353-356; M. Edel and A. Edel, op. cit.,, p. 84,
p- 223; Brandt, Ethical Theory (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1949) pp. 101-102;
Benedict, op. cit., pp. 224-226.

K. Duncker, “Ethical Relativity,” Mind, XLVIII (1939) 41-43; Benedict,
op. cit., Chapter IV; Macbeath, op. cit., Chapter VIIL
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this it is a great evil that mother and child be separated.
Moreover, Murdock has made the following point regarding
the indispensibility of the family, “ Man has never discovered
an adequate substitute for the family, and all Utopian attempts
at its abolition have spectacularly failed.”** Such anthropo-
logical evidence would indicate, at the outset, that evil effects
could be anticipated from any theory whatsoever proposing the
separation of mother and child and the breakdown of the

family, such as we find, for example, in the communes of Red
China.

It should be noted, however, that despite what has been
said of the value of social science to ethics, social science can
by no means replace ethics. For the function of social science
in this regard is simply to present the social facts to the moral
philosopher. As Johnston has pointed out, precisely because
they are descriptive the social sciences present to us a specu-
lative knowledge of an operable object.”®* Only when moral
philosophy has subsumed them into an intelligible context of
its own, do these facts take on moral meaning. And social
scientists themselves point out that it is necessary for social
facts to have this moral meaning if social progress is to occur.™

Cross-cultural Study: its Nature and Limitations

Since the remainder of this article presupposes the validity
of cross-cultural study, it might be well to point out several
problems connected with an undertaking of this kind. One
limitation encountered in such a project is that though the

** M. Montagu, Anthropology and Human Nature (Boston, 1959), pp. 13-23;
cf. M. Edel and A. Edel, op. cit, pp. 227-228; R. Linton, “The Problem of
Universal Values,” in Method and Perspective in Anthropology, ed. R. Spencer
(Minneapolis, 1954) p. 161.

** G. Murdock, “ The Common Denominator of Cultures,” in The Science of Man
in the World Crisis, ed. Linton (New York 1945) p. 14l1.

**H. Johnston, “A Pattern for Relating Ethics and the Social Sciences,” in
Ethics and the Social Sciences, ed. L. Ward (Notre Dame, 1959) p. 81.

™ J. Casserley, Morals and Man in the Social Sciences (London, 1951) p. 219;
R. Redfield, The Primitive World and its Transformations (Ithaca, New York,
1953) pp. 141-142; M. Edel and A. Edel, op. cit., pp. 229-231.
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same norms may be found in different societies they may receive
different emphasis within those different societies or even dif-
ferent emphasis within the same society at different times.
Most cross-cultural studies, using a statistical method of some
sort, are unable to take this into account. In view of this,
therefore, we should not look for identities but rather simu-
larities between cultures.’® A problem arising in any cross-
cultural study of ethics is that of deciding just what is con-
sidered ethical in any society. Here the possibility of ethno-
centricism enters in if we limit our judgment of what is con-
sidered to be ethical in another society by what we consider
to be ethical in our own society.*®

Another point to be mentioned is that if we do not find the
same values everywhere we cannot assume simply on the basis
of this fact that a disagreement between cultures exists. This
difference may be due to the fact that the values of the one
culture are unknown to another and, if they were known, they
would also be valued by that other culture, e.g., scientific
knowledge of medicine would be valued by the primitive if he
knew it.* In comparing diverse cultures, the particular need
of human nature being fulfilled by a particular institution
should be considered. Thus, Duncker suggests that if the pos-
session of many wives in one culture is simply meant as a sign
of much wealth, marriage in that tribe should be compared with
trade in another tribe. And he concludes, “ One would be less
prone to confuse diversity of cultural patterns with differences
in human nature.” *®

The undertaking upon which we are about to embark must
expect to conclude with only limited results. As the author of

*s Linton, “ Universal Ethical Principles: An Anthropological View,” in Moral
Principles of Action, ed. R. Anshen (New York, 1952) p. 659; Brandt, Hopi
Ethics, p. 247; Murdock, “ Common Denominator,” p. 124; M. Edel and A. Edel,
op. cit., p. 207.

% J, Ladd, The Structure of a Moral Code (Cambridge, Mass., 1957) p. 76;
M. Edel and A. Edel, op. cit., p. 12.

*" A. Edel, Ethical Judgment: The Use of Science in Ethics (Glencoe, Illinois,
1955) p. 215.

*® Duncker, op. cit., p. 46; cf. M. Edel and A. Edel, op. cit., p. 192, p. 205.
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one recent work of this type points out, such a study as this
can only “suggest and sample some of the fruits that a co-
operative study might produce.”*® There are a number of
reasons for this. In the first place, cooperative, interdisciplinary
research of this type is new. The transition from the illusion
of the complete self-sufficiency of each branch of knowledge to
the recognition of the real need for cooperative, interdisciplin-
ary activity was by no means a small achievement.*

Another important factor to be taken into consideration is
the limited state of anthropological knowledge today. Edel
has made the following remark in this regard, “ When all the
complex factors to be analyzed are taken into consideration,
the search for invariants is not hopeless; it has scarcely be-
gun.”** Both Brandt and Ladd have pointed out that the
empirical description of the morality of diverse cultures has
been done only to a very limited extent.”> And May Edel has
observed that between 1888-1938 only four articles in the
American Anthropologist were devoted to morality.”® Finally,
Macbeath, the author of one of the best works to date con-
cerned with this kind of study, informs the reader that it took
him many years to prepare to write a book of this kind. He
points out that “the subject has been largely neglected by
recent and contemporary anthropologists . . . and much of
what they say has to be gathered from occasional remarks

** A. Edel, op. cit., 12; “ Considering the extent of the field to be covered and
how little work has been done recently on primitive morality, all I can hope to
do in these lectures will be tentative and exploratory; and any conclusions at
which I arrive will be provisional. What I am really anxious to do is to call
attention to what seems to me a rich and largely unexplored field of moral material,
which T am satisfied is highly relevant to our ethical enquiries, and to express
the hope that others, both moral philosophers and social anthropologists, will
devote more attention to it, and either confirm or modify my tentative conclu-
sions.” Macbeath, op. cit., p. 28.

2® A. Edel, op. cit., p. 295.

2t Ibid., p. 216; cf. Redfield, op. cit., p. 142; Kroeber and Kluckhohn, Culture:
A Critical Review of Concepts and Definitions, Papers of the Peabody Museum
of American Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University, XLVII—No. 1
(Cambridge, Mass., 1952) 175.

2 Brandt, Hopi Ethics, p. 4; Ladd, op. cit., p. 6.

28 M. Edel and A. Edel, op. cit., p. 4.










































































































































































































































