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ee HAT HAS Athens to do with Jerusalem? ” Since

Tertullian’s question of so long ago, the two

have hardly been sister cities; and the theo-
logian who shuttles between these two centers travels a tricky
road. To what degree Christian faith has been hellenized by
Athenian philosophy; to what degree it has been the destruction
of hellenic theology, are large historical questions that con-
tinue to tease the current theological scene. Here, as a minor
variant to this great question of Tertullian, T would like to
ask what Christian faith has to do with theological method.
More specifically, what is the relationship of Christian faith
to Bernard Lonergan’s Method in Theology?

St. Paul expressed his conviction that a certain madness
would be associated with the faith of Christians (1 Cor 1: 20-
25). The Gospel disconcerts our presupposition, becoming a
scandal to the practised traditions of the religious and a folly
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to the rounded systems of the wise. And theology, as a
reflection on such a faith, is likewise vulnerable. In relation
to other disciplines, theology is often caught between defend-
ing its right to exist and pushing forward its own intelligent
coneerns.

Now theology must surely aim at being an exact science.
However, this degree of exactitude is to be judged from its
own inner exigencies and not by its degree of conformity to
the precision of mathematics or psychology. Its method is
exact in the measure it respects the unique data that are
presented. For the Christian, such uniqueness is offered in
the Word Incarnate when faith asks “ Who shall separate us
from the love of Christ? ” (Rom 8: 85) and when such faith
states: “for God so loved the world that he gave his only
Son.” (Jn 8: 16) There is a scandal, indeed, of particularity
at a time when we are beginning to have some inklings of
the universal history of man and the galactic proportions of
the universe. The tolerance of academe is affronted. If the
Christian theologian succeeds in not giving offence, it is prob-
ably because he is cautiously restating what to other disciplines
is obvious, or that he is regarded as something less than an
astrologer.

Tt is now a few years since Lonergan offered us his Method.*
Anyone engaged in the business of doing theology today will
recognize an outstanding contribution when he sees one. Such
a book builds up theology’s self-respect and helps it to manage
its own household. It commends theology as a partner to the
other human sciences, as cooperative and concerned in terms
of modern culture. The obscurantist and especially the mysti-
fied academic colleague have a chance to see that the Christian
community is capable of a critical self-awareness along with
a sophisticated sense of history and the whole cultural enter-
prise. Since Lonergan has surefootedly occupied the vantage
point of critical self-appropriation, he is in the position to
send theology into the arena of learning, not as one of the

1 London:, Darton, Longman and Todd, 1971. Hereafter cited in the text as
MT with page number added.
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dull, four-footed beasts to be tormented but as a member
of the gladiatorial team. For faith shows forth a reasonableness
that draws its vigor from the summons that man experiences
to transcend himself in the direction of what is truly real,
really good, and ultimately holy.

Lonergan has differentiated his task as a methodologist.
Insight has stressed that any grasp of truth is the fruit of
authentic subjectivity. Method shows how this must be the
case also for religious truth. In his description of the poly-
morphic structure of consciousness the author of this book
brings some sense into the variety of specializations that
theology employs. By developing the notion of religion as the
field of self-transcending love he opens the way for an appre-
ciation of the enduring value of religion as a depth and re-
deeming force in human culture. He allows that such love
is expressed and promoted in a multiplicity of traditions,
Christian and otherwise. Thereby he secures a foundation not
only for tolerance but also for collaboration beyond the bounds
of creed and culture. By taking his stand on what is funda-
mental to all cultures, the self-transcending drive towards
authentic values, he offers the promise of a theoretical and
practical coherence for the total human enterprise. Through
a complex yet integrated analysis of the operations of theology
he overcomes any illusion of speaking with “modern man ™
without becoming thoroughly modern in techniques of knowing.
Communication is the genuine fruit of a personal assimilation
of truth. And so it is that, if today’s theologians are befuddled
at the ever increasing complexity of the task, whether they
are timidly fibrillating or wildly threshing, Lonergan’s Method
makes a lot of sense.

Our author cites Friedrich Schlegel’s words: “A classic is
a writing that is never fully understood, but those who are
educated and educate themselves must learn more from it.”
(MT, 161) I apply such a statement to Method. The reviews
have been written. The Ph.D. theses are worming their way
to the light. But now I think it is appropriate to ask some
basic questions about the meaning of this book, so that, for
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the treatment of whatever it is that ails theology, we might
begin to get beyond the prescription to the remedy.

Now, for me, the point at which this “ classic . . . is never
fully understood ” turns on the manner in which it respects
the distinctively Christian character of theology. I think it is
obvious that in this book we have a quite beautiful treatment
of religion. The mind must reflect on it since a range of data
vitally relevant to man’s making of man is openned up.
Therein, at least, we have a solid basis for “ Religious Studies.”
Further, in his specific allowance for Doctrines as one of the
eight functional sperialties, Longeran is demanding a thorough-
going consideration of the force and content of religious beliefs.
This is naturally of special importance for Catholic Theology.
Yet, specific when compared to the religious character, and
fundamental in relation to the Catholic character, there arises
the issue of the Christian character of theological method.
And here precisely is my question: how does this theological
method take faith in Christ into its inner vitality? How is
Lonergan’s Method alive to the unique, the original, the
absolute element in Christian faith? There are some puzzles.

The very asking of this question concerning the manner and
degree to which faith in Christ enters into theological method
might well indicate that I am thinking of method as a “set
of rules to be followed meticulously by a dolt.” (MT, xi)
Perhaps, to borrow Chesterton’s phrase, I am engaged in the
elephantine pursuit of the obvious. After all, Lonergan is
certainly a Christian theologian and, as a professor in Rome,
has written hundreds of pages in Latin on the Incarnation and
the Trinity.> Nonetheless, we are not discussing the faith or
the fortitude of the author; the message of the book is our
present concern, and I think there is a decent kind of question
there. Any method is, after all, a pattern of operations. To
write about such a pattern is obviously to bring such a set of
operations to expression and to locate them within a certain

? De Constitutione Christi; De Verbo Inarnato; De Deo Trino (Rome: Gregorian
University Press, 1964).
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context. Such an expression communicates an approach to the
subject, for it implies a tone, a stress, an attunement, a range
of reference, and a field of experience—in a word, a feel for
the reality that is engaging the questioning mind. To adapt
the phrase of another sage of Toronto, the method is the
message.

What, then, is the message that Method communicates?
More precisely, what message is communicated about the sig-
nificance of faith in Christ for our manner of doing theology?
How does theological method, implicitly or explicitly, arise
from and return to our living of the Mystery of Christ, the
Word Incarnate, dead and risen, living now in the community
of the faithful, continuing his mijssion as universal Lord?
Such questions are almost fundamentalist in their bluntness
whilst Method is such a refined and delicately balanced piece
of work. But I have come to see that there is no easy answer.
On this precise and fundamental issue Lonergan is notably
elusive.

Before coming to the examination of some key references,
it might be as well to indicate some basic presupposotions about
Christian theology so that it will be clear with what frame of
mind I am reading Method. In the hope that I have escaped
complete eccentricity on this issue, this might be shared by
many others who read this book with attention to its Christian
orientation.

First of all, there is the possibility of forestalling this whole
question by the rather devastating “ Why should Christ make
any difference to theological method? ” This type of question
is quite illuminating. It suggests presuppositions about what
is absolute and original in Christian experience, and more
basically, an implicit approach to theological knowing. The
extremes are clear. Either make theological method into a
function of faith, or see faith as any faith, a mere range of
data that theology will dispassionately survey in the light of
a method designed to ensure such detachment and disinterest-
ness. At this juncture, because of the irrationality of allowing
theology to become either the ideology of a sect or a stance
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of concerned religious skepticism, all we can demand of a
method is that it be not so generalized as to suppress some
data for fear of disconcerting its anticipations. The mold
can so easily be prepared into which the mystery must fit. The
occupational hazard of the methodologist is, I suppose, some
kind of unwarranted anticipation of reality.

When, however, we actually consider Christian theology,
our question can be answered in one obvious way. Christian
faith affects method by demanding that there be a Christology.
There is an exigence to express with precision doctrines con-
cerning Christ, the incarnation, the redemption, the saving
significance of his death and resurrection, his relationship to
the Church, and so forth. Systematics will explore the intelli-
gibility of such doctrines, given a contemporary context, fresh
philosophical insights, the advance of scholarship, the exten-
sion of the human sciences. That is the obvious answer; but
is there not something more? Does not faith in Christ enter
into the very foundation of theological method? If our con-
version is to him, if in him we see the Father, (Jn 14: 5-11)
if all things are made in him, through him and for him, (Col 1:
15-18) does not faith in Christ offer a basis of thought and
exploration that can never be reduced to the Christological
theory? Does it not become the principle for the revision of
all Christologies, and even, in an ultimate sense, of our knowl-
edge of humanity itself? Theology treats of a datum, a
“ donum,” before it considers “ data.” Such a datum is God’s
self-communication in Christ. Christ is a living presence to
the Christian community to which Christian theologians belong,
which invites them to exercise the special office of reflection
and teaching. If God has first loved us, (Jn 4: 10f) theology
must promote to fundamental importance the * self-transcen-
dence ” of God enacted in the incarnation, death, and resur-
rection of Christ. The divine self-transcendence precedes and
provokes the human. Is not this self-gift of God the foundation
of theology rather than man’s self transcendence in the
direction of the divine? Which is more fundamental to theo-
logical thinking? Here we have a question that I regard as
basic for a critical reading of Method,
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Then there is the reality of the theologian himself. His
personal faith affects his approach, his sensibilities, the range
of data he will consider pertinent, the kind of evidence he finds
convincing, the authorities he holds to be worth hearing, his
inspiration in expression, and the audience with whom he
presumes to communicate. Since, in a word, he enters into his
work, might we not expect that a specifically Christian experi-
ence will animate his explorations and make specific demands
on his method? As a member of the Christian community
he has access to a range of data and a type of evidence that
has its own originality. His authenticity demands that he
appropriate his function with respect to this. Just as it would
be bad method to dismiss the judgments of other minds as
silly or irresponsible or impious (without due deliberation), it
would be just as deficient to hold back from the experience, the
insight, the evidences, the certainties of those who find the
culmination of their existence in the revelation of God in
Christ. Is he not challenged to give utterance to the self-
transcendence of a redeeming God who summons man to
freedom, a mystery of giving and receiving that is brought to
definitive realization in Christ?

In regard to such faith, it is true that the theologian can
feel his role to be that of a detached observer, a kind of trans-
cendental camera-man .Perhaps his involvement takes him
further so that he is at least a spectator in an interesting game,
from time to time contributing his encouragment. He may feel
that he is rejected as one who is desecrating the sacred temple
by his presence. On the other hand, he may accept a special
office within the community of faith, standing neither outside
the mystery he reflects on nor bracketting it as an essence to
be scrutinized. As radically engaged in the common faith he
may offer his critical and expressive powers as a service to
the community and as a homage to Mystery from which such
a community draws its life.

If a Christian theology is to facilitate a distinctive self-
understanding and commitment in the world, it is to be
expected that there will be something distinctive about its
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method and style as it seeks to bring its unique Word to
expression. The “ subject matter ” should command the nature
of the method, and certainly we must be alert against the
possibility of allowing a prior method %> delineate the subject
matter independently. As Karl Rahner has remarked,

In the long run theological methodology will only be convincing
when it brings man into immediate contact with the subject matter
itself, and in the last analysis this is, once and for all, not faith and
the theology that goes with it, but that which is the object of
faith, because faith itself is only itself when it surrenders itself to
that which it itself is not, even while the man of faith is convinced
that this greater entity which he cannot comprehend can become
an event in this faith of his.?

E]

Theology, let alone its subject matter, can never be reduced
to the methodology that the theologian may employ.*

I have not the slightest intention of casting any doubt on
Father Lonergan’s authentically Christian theology. Indeed,
his Latin tracts are firmly anchored in the “ vera revelata fide:
Christianae ”: “ non a datis sed a veris incipit.” ® My concern
is with the way Method can be read; and since I consider it a

35

® Reflections on Methodology in Theology,” Theological Investigations II
(London: DLT, 1974), p. 84.

* Rahner, op. cit.,, p. 83. With specific reference to a chapter in Method (Chs5),
see “ Some Critical Thoughts on ‘ Functional Specialties in Theology’,” in Foun-
dations of Theology, ed. Philip McShane. S. J. (Notre Dame, Ind.: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1972) p. 194-196. Lonergan, on p. 233, makes this response:
“ Clearly functional specialties as such are not specifically theological. Indeed
the eight specialties we have listed would be relevant to any human studies
that investigated a cultural past to guide its future. Again since the sources
to be subjected to research are not specified, they could be the sacred books
and traditions of any religion. Finally, while there is a theological principle
assigned, still it is not placed in authoritative pronouncements but in the religious
conversion that turns men to transcendent mystery; and while I believe such a
turn to be always God’s gift of grace, still it becomes specifically Christian con-
version when the gift of the Spirit within us is intersubjective with the revelation
of the Father in Christ Jesus.” The degree to which the specifically Christian
conversion is respected in Method is our present query.

5See De Deo Trino II, p. 20, and also on the development of Lonergan’s
thought on this point, F. E. Crowe, 8. J., “Dogma versus the Self-Correcting
Process of Learning,” Foundations of Theology, pp. 22-40.
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work of outstanding importance, and hence should be read,
this is surely a valid concern.

Let us now approach the text more directly.

II

As we turn to the text of Method, we expect to find in * this
framework of creativity ” a model, yet “ something more than
a model ” for the theological enterprise, relevant to more than
Roman Catholic theologians. (MT, xii) For this purpose
Lonergan draws our attention to the phenomenon of religious
conversion, the ultimate in self-transcendence, a dynamic state
of being in love with God. (MT, 104ff) Concerning this indi-
vidual and social occurrence much data are to be found. The
theologian’s own conversion will atune him to the task. (MT,
271) On this whole matter Lonergan has written with great
devotion.

We find it stated that this dynamie state of being in love
with God is, in fact, sanctifying grace.® As such, it is a gift,
indeed, the gift of love. To reinforce this conviction, Romans
5: 5 is cited with a repetitiousness worthy of St. Augustine.’
This would indicate that the methodoiogical presupposition is
that the Holy Spirit is flooding the hearts of all authentically
human beings with his love. I have some hestitation at this
point. Is this general reality of religious love as indicated
by the somewhat problematical testimony of Heiler to be imme-
diately interpreted as the Christian reality of love communi-
cated to us by the Spirit of Christ? ® Can the theological theory
of grace be so summarily replaced? It seems that Lonergan
is suggesting a methodological, though implicit, interpretation

®“The gift we have been describing really is sanctifying grace but notionally
differs from it.” (MT, 107)

7 For example, in Method we have this text cited on pp. 105, 278, 282, 327, 340;
also in his Philosophy of God and Theology (Hereafter cited as PGT) (London:
Darton, Longman and Todd, 1973) pp. 9, 50; “Theology and Man’s Future,”
Cross Currents XIX (1969), 458; and many other essays.

8 A doubt about Heiler’s methodology is expressed in Heinz Robert Schlette,
Towards a Theology of Religions (Montreal: Palm Publishers, 1966), pp. 56-58.
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of his own through the repeated citation of this text.” In his
description of the general religious structure of self-transcen-
dence he makes good use of the “love texts” of the New
Testament.” But an obscurity looms when they appear to
illustrate a general transcendental piety rather than the speci-
fically Christian experience to which they natively refer. If
the reference is to the specifically Christian, why is the person
of Christ methodologically excluded at this point? If not, why
cite specifically Christian texts to elucidate a generic religious
reality? Is the Holy Spirit really the power enabling such
general self-transcendence? I suspect that a more thorough
explanation of why Lonergan has used these texts so selectively,
and Romans 5: 5 so repetitiously, would give a clue to some
of the basic methodological issues that concern us. A slight
point? In itself, yes. Insofar as a methodology is being sug-
gested, I think not.

But there is a further aspect to this general state of religious
love. It concerns the theologian himself. Is he a mystic en-
joying such a reality or a scholar observing it, . . . or both?
Both, no doubt. (MT, 251) However, let us take the question
further. If, for example, I am a Christian theologian, hopefully
I enjoy this state of being in love with God, with God as
presented to me in and through Christ. That is, after all, the
determining factor of my religious faith. When, then, I observe
religious dedication in others, am I, to express it crudely,
looking at the same thing? Am I perceiving phenomenologically
what I experience and commit myself to in my Christian exis-
tence? Doubtless my Christian religious experience will attune
me to what is similarly religious in others, but is it to be taken
so uniformly as the one dynamic state of being in love with
God above all things? Method leaves this point fuzzy. In the
Background, such a state is made known through the data

®Jt remains difficult to know whether Longeran might be adducing these texts
as examples from within the Christian tradition or is committing himself to a
Christian and theological interpretation of religious experience.

*MT:105f for Mk 12:30; Rom 5:5; 8:38; Gal 5:22; and in PGT, 9f there is
also Deut 6:4f and 1 Cor 13,
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that various disciplines bring forward, Phenomenology, Com-
parative Religion, History, and so forth. In the Foreground,
this state of religious love has become the theologian’s own
conversion. Now, of course, there is every reason for both
being basic to Method, the former as data to be interpreted,
the latter as the principle of interpretation, the theologian’s
own horizon of conversion.

Yet a confusion begins and persists when both are named
“being in love ” in this religious sense. The identification of
both as the one Christian love poured forth in our hearts by
the Holy Spirit is a theological option. It is nonetheless vul-
nerable. What might have been intended as a flexible methodo-
logical description seems to be already implicitly Christian, so
that the specifically Christian is read into the general phenom-
enon. It could be that the general phenomenon embraces the
specifically Christian, which not only raises a theoretical issue
but makes one ask what the New Testament texts are doing
here. I doubt that either is completely the case, but since
Lonergan is at pains to build up a framework of creative collab-
oration, this kind of latent confusion needs to be clarified.

Personally, I rejoice at this attempt to bring a strong spiri-
tuality back into the foundations of theology. However, many
ways in which the presence and activity of the Holy Spirit can
be linked with the process of self-transcendence (—the whole
nature-grace problematic is implied here) . We invite confusion,
if not regression, by identifying the general impulse towards
self-transcendence with the activity of the Spirit of Christ,
especially when this is a basic, though admittedly implicit,
methodological position. Is charity a peak (religious) exper-
ience? Is all such experience to be subtly “ christened ” before
theology faces the delicacies of these questions? Hesitations
such as these militate against a whole-hearted acceptance of
Method.

Let us turn now from the general religious determinant of
theological method to the specific, in this case, the explicitly
acknowledged Mystery of Christ. Christian faith surrenders
to Christ as the definitive and irrevocable Word, the Incarnate
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One, the revelation of the Father. In the complex event of
the Paschal Mystery, we have the “ concretum universale et
personale ” which affords its unique data and stimulates the-
ology to appreciate it as central to human existence. The
Christian community celebrates and mediates such a grace.
If as Lonergan desires, theology should ground itself in inter-
iority, Christian interiority would give rise to a theology of
communion, an intersubjectivity with the Father in Christ,
through the love that is the Spirit’s gift: “All things have been
delivered to me by my Father; and no one knows the Son
except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the
Son, and anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal him.”
(Mt 11: 27) There is no doubt that Christ is central for
Lonergan’s theology: theology is a knowledge of God ““ as he
is known through the whole Christ, Head and members.” (MT,
185) Further, he acknowledges the incarnation of meaning,
(MT, 73) that there is an essential intersubjective component
in the Christian religion, (MT, 827) that Christians do meet
God’s love for man in Christ.™*

How then is Method affected by what is specific to Christian
faith? Is there a point where this faith in Christ enters into
the vitality of theology so that such an experience of God
becomes the living ground of theology? Perhaps we would
expect that Christian faith would form its own “realm of
meaning.”

In his treatment of this Christian element Lonergan uses a
number of spatial metaphors along with a certain temporal
sequence. There is the “ prior word ” of love and grace that
is related to the “ outward word of religious expression.” (MT,
112) Why grace should be a “word ” exactly, is not quite
clear; “state,” “event,” “inspiration,” “ transformation ” might
have been expected in this context, since the word here is
“ any expression of religious meaning or religious value.” What-
ever the case, this prior word introduces man into an immediacy

¢ . the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord.” (Rom 8:89)—one of the
texts Lonergan quotes in MT, 105. Neither here, nor, as we shall contend, later
does he sufficiently develop the methodological bearing of such a text.
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with God. Tt gradually draws him into an immediate relation-
ship with the divine away from the diversity of history, into
a state where “ image and symbol, thought and word lose their
relevance and even disappear.” (MT, 112) One does wonder
immediately about such a mysticism. If image and symbol,
thought and word are ultimately so irrelevant and destined
for disappearance, what of sacrament, what of incarnation?

There is, of course, the outward word which is historically
conditioned. We are assured that this is not incidental, for it
has a constitutive role. ((MT, 112 f) This outer word modifies
the reality of the meaning subject as when lovers confess their
love, when believers profess their faith, as when communities
so declared come to understand themselves. So for faith, there
is a word of tradition, of fellowship, of Gospel. And the Gospel
is a word announcing to us that God has loved us first, “ and
has revealed that love in Christ, crucified dead and risen.”
(MT, 113)

The prior word, then, is somehow complemented by the out-
ward word. At least, it clarifies what is going on in the inner
realm of grace experienced in silent, dark zone of mysticism.
The experience of immediacy is interpreted through a language
of Divine love, through the narration of the mysteries of Christ
as the final revelation of the religious depth that man enjoys.
This outward word gives the religious a tradition and brings
them into a fellowship with one another. It offers them the
heartening message of the Gospel.

But it does tell about a revelation reaching, in the fullness
of time, a climax in Christ. What is the relationship of the
Incarnate Word of revelation with the outward word of reli-
gious expression? Is it like any other “ outward word,” the
declaration of an inner state? Does the incarnate event of
God’s love and self-giving not enter more deeply into the
understanding of religious love? At this point, at least, Loner-
gan seems to make no methodological demand that it should,
for “ the religious leader, the prophet, the Christ, the apostle,
the priest, the preacher announces in signs and symbols what
is congruent with the gift of love that God works within us.”
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(MT, 118) It appears that Christ, like the prophet before him
and the priest after him, merely expresses what is congruent
with the hidden, inner, mystic gift of love, through his use
of signs and symbols.

A reader might be forgiven for imagining two parallel zones
of religiousness, the one prior, inward, hidden, mystical, imme-
diate with regard to God, common to all; the other, secondary,
outward, declaratory, historically conditioned, serving what is
going on within by way of expression, focus, announcement,
explanation, exhortation. It seems that Christ, revelation and
incarnation of such love though he be, is assigned to this outer
zone.

But soon we come to an elaboration that seems to correct
such a possible interpretation. “ There is a personal entrance
of God himself into history, a communication of God to his
people. . . > (MT, 119) This is “not just ” the gift of love.
It is the advent of God’s word into the world of religious
expression. To what purpose? How is the gift of love surpassed
by God’s personal entrance into history? We grope for an
answer from the text before us:

Then not only the inner word that is God’s gift of his love but
also the outer word of religious tradition comes from God. God’s
gift of his love is matched by his command to love unrestrictedly.
.. . The narrative of religious origins is the narrative of God’s en-
counter with his people. . . . Finally, the word of religious expres
sion is not just the objectification of the gift of God’s love; in a
privileged area, it is also a specific meaning, the word of God him-
self. (MT, 119) (Italics mine).

The inner word, the gift of God’s love, and the outer word
are both from God. Yet this outward word is no objectification
merely. It can occur in a privileged area and thus have the
specific meaning of a divine word. It is not only “ from God
but is the word “ of God.” Clearly, then, when theology treats
of a “word about God,” it treats not just the religious expres-
stons of man but the communications of God himself in human
history.

How, then, will such a privileged area affect theological
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method? Here, after all, we have a zone of unique data dealing
with the presence of God amongst men in human history.
Accordingly, theological method will need to adjust to such
an area of data, allowing, presumably, for revelation. But as
we come to the brink of an answer, the gentle slope suddenly
falls away and we are left dangling, for “here we come to
questions that are not methodological but theological, questions
concerning revelation and inspiration, scripture and tradition.
. . . To the theologians we must leave them.” (MT, 119)

Indeed. The methodologist does not feel constrained to leave
to the theologians the rather momentous questions concerning
the nature of grace, the universality of its occurrence, the sig-
nificance of world religions; yet, he hands back to theologians
the specifics of Christian experience as outside the concerns of
method. What is specific does not determine the method,
neither as a ground, a scope, or a style of exploration. The
method is in possession independent of what is absolute or
unique in the field of investigation. I think theologians could be
pardoned for indulging a little disappointment when they have
such “ methodological ” matters handed back to them. I think
we could have hoped for an understanding of method in the-
ology more responsive to the “ subject matter,” the occurrence
of a redeeming love for man in Christ, in his death, his resur-
rection, in the communication of his presence, in the vitality
of the Church and the promises of salvation beyond it. Yes,
we might still be looking for that set of rules that would bolster
the efficiency of the meticulous dolt. (MT, xi) But the fact
remains we have an obscurity where we are most in need of
clarification.

Such complaints may be premature. Lonergan does promise
that something will be said on these matters in Dialectic and
Foundations. Nonetheless, despite the immensely valuable
material that follows, this basic quandary persists. Theology
does indeed profit when the conflicts that agitate the members
of Christ are sensitively situated. A greater good would come
to Christian theology if we could promote to full awareness
the presence of Christ amongst us as the ground out of which
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all theological reflection emerges, even, perhaps, to the point
of provoking such conflicts. “The threefold conversion intro-
duces a fundamental and momentous change into the reality
that the theologian is.” (MT, 270) If this is the case, if the
theologian is indeed converted to Christ, I would be inclined
to think that the Mystery of Christ would enter into the
fundamental vitality of methodology. We do not, after all,
make the surrender of faith to a generic reality called “ con-
version,” but to him, as the “ eye of faith discerns God’s self-
disclosures.” (MT, 119)

However, the decisive event of God’s definitive presence in
Christ continues to be located in an awkward exteriority; the
inner/outer language persists, with Christ seemingly situated
in the outer zone. Revelation events are related to the all
important inner gift as a “ counterpart,” though through such
events God discloses to a particular people the completeness
of his love. (MT, 283)

As for the initiating act of God’s love, so for the dynamic
state of being in love through which man responds. The inner
determinants of such a state are God’s gift and man’s consent.
This is related to the outer determinants which include the
store of experience and “ the accumulated wisdom of the reli-
gious tradition.” (MT, 289) We presume that this outer deter-
minant takes in the outer word of Christ and the revelation
made in and through him.

“The data . . . on the dynamic state of otherworldly love are
the data on the process of conversion and development.” (MT,
289) We note that the data on the meaning of God’s love
are not drawn from the Paschal Mystery but from religious
experience. Doubtless, theology will be expected to interpret
such data in the light of the life, death, and resurrection of
Christ in a doctrinal or moral formulation. “The Christian
tradition makes explicit our implicit intending of God in all
our intending.” (MT, 291) Theology, when it turns to the
loving source of love begins to talk in categories pertaining
to the economic functions of Father, Son, and Spirit. The
outer word declares the inner word; the explicit explanation
clarifies the implicit state. (MT, 291)
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So the question remains. Is this inner/outer model adequate
to the demands of a Christian theology? Is the decisive and
all-inclusive event of the Paschal Mystery really so exterior,
as an outward clarifying word, albeit a dramatic and symbolic
elucidation of the inner transcendental experience? Of course,
Lonergan is speaking of grace, but it is so very interior, this
“inner grace,” (MT, 298, 361) this “ gift of the Spirit within,”
(MT, 327) this “inner gift of God’s love,” (MT, 860) this
“hidden inner gift.” (MT, 362).

Yet our author reassures us toward the end of the book
when he cautions that “ Religious conversion, if it is Christian,
is not just a state of mind or heart. Essential to it is an inter-
personal, intersubjective component.” (MT, 827) A rather
belated assurance, perhaps, but certainly an indication of the
solution to the problem we have been raising. We naturally
proceed to the question, what persons are involved in the inter-
personal relationship, and what kind of intersubjectivity is
implied? We read: “ Besides the gift of the Spirit within,
there is the outward encounter with Christian witness. That
witness testified that of old in many ways God has spoken to
us through the prophets but in this latest age through his Son.”
Hb 1: 1.2) So for theology, there are special basic terms
naming “ God’s gift of his love and Christian witness.” (MT,
343)

Obviously, we have a statement concerning the essential
Christian component of conversion and an indication of basic
terms for a specifically Christian theology. Nontheless, I still
have the impression that the person and mystery of Christ is
oddly exterior to theological method, even though there is no
doubt that Lonergan understands the Christian message to be
incarnate (in what sense?) in Christ, dead and risen. (MT,
364) Christ is present to Christian reflection through the out-
ward mediation of a message, a testimony, as an outer word.
As it is with conversion, so it is with the Church itself as the
community of conversion. It is the result of *“ the outer com-
munication of Christ’s message and the inner gift of God’s
love” (MT, 861) And the Christian principle at the founda-
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tion of the church community “ conjoins the inner gift of God’s
love with its outer manifestation in Christ Jesus and in those
who follow him.” (MT, 860) Such a message is constructive
since it “ crystallizes the hidden inner gift of love into overt
Christian fellowship.” (MT, 362)

We do not seem to get beyond a message which is “ con-
joined ” to, “ manifests,” “ crystallizes  the inner hidden gift.

In Philosophy of God and Theology ** there are a few
tantalizing fragments that suggest an attempt at a more pre-
cise formulation of the specifically Christian component of faith,
and proportionately, of theology. The author continues with
his inward/outward model, for the Paschal Mystery focuses
and inflames the love that is given inwardly. (PGT, 10) How-
ever, when pushed by his questioners, he locates the specifically
Christian element in “ the intersubjective element of love . . .
inasmuch as God is expressing his love in Christ as well as
giving you the grace in your heart. and this element in missing
when the incarnate Lord is missing.” (PGT, 20) The function
of Christ is, accordingly, this outward expression of love, a
manifestation and a focal point. When invited to give a further
clarification, he answers:

€

The religious experience of the Christian is specifically distinct
from religious experience in general. It’s intersubjective. It’s not
only this gift of God’s love, but it has an objective manifesta-
tion of God’s love in Christ Jesus. That intersubjective com-
ponent creates a difference and because it creates a difference,
insofar as you advert to that intersubjective element in you(r)
love with Christ, you’re proceeding from experience. Your ques-
tion is coming out of experience. It’s insofar as you are related
to Christ as God. (PGT, 67)*3 (Ttalics mine)

12 These lectures given at Gonzaga University in 1972 repeat a good deal of
the text of Method on the points considered, though there are some valuable
clarifications and developments.

1% The question—answer format of the discussion at the end of each lecture,
though informal in expression, allowed for particular points to be raised which were
very relevant. Naturally little could be developed. I hesitate then, to put too
much weight on them, though I regard these conversations as good indications
of the author’s thought.
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So we have indications that (i) Christian experience is
specifically distinet from religious experience in general; (ii)
this distinction resides precisely in intersubjectivity; (iii) that
this intersubjectivity is not only the experience of the gift of
love but is aligned to an objective manifestation of such love
in Christ; (iv) such experience is finally a relationship to
Christ as God.

For the moment, we might overlook the possibility of a
certain terminological confusion between the genus and species
of religious experience on the one hand, and the actual experi-
ence of grace and the fully articulated Christian awareness of
such a state, on the other. The point at present is this: if we
are proceeding from experience, and if such an experience is
notably one of intersubjectivity with Christ, it would appear
that a good deal more is demanded of theological method than
the model of self-transcendence. The self-disclosure and self-
gift of God would appear to be the determinant, implying a
proportionate stress on the category of revelation, the experi-
ence of originality not unlike the impact of a great work of art.

Instead of this we have a stress on a self-transcendence on
the subject that bifurcates in an inner and outer dimension.
The outward word is subordinated to the inner, prior word.
It is the clarification, the crystallization, the focus of the
hidden inner gift, the manifestation of the interior grace. The
specifically Christian enactment of conversion is not concretely
appreciated, it seems to me, in the community being held to its
experience through special symbols and sacraments, through
a communication in a common Spirit issuing from the total
event of Christ. Rather, in Lonergan’s presentation, the Chris-
tian component is more like the naming of an anonymous
experience. The Christian event is quite awkwardly placed,
and to accept this uncritically into a basic method of Christian
theology would dull the ability of such a method to respond to
its unique data.

Method, consequently, is pulled between the sophisticated
thesis of “Anonymous Christianity,”** a rather uncritical as-

34 Cf. Schlette, op. cit. And, of course, the many oceasions on which Karl
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sumption that there is a universal religiousness that eventually
gets itself baptized if it should occur in the right tradition, and
the full articulation of Christian and even Catholic faith.
Clearly Father Lonergran is attempting to combine (a) the
happy fact that “ there’s lots of evidence of people leading
extremely good lives without being Christians ” (PGT, 19);
b) a maximalist exegesis of biblical texts concerning God’s
universal salvific will as in 1 Tim 2: 4; ¢) an actual outpouring
of the Holy Spirit upon all men of good will (Rom 5: 5); d)
the conviction that love is the one thing necessary for salva-
tion (1 Cor: 18); e) all this essentially associated with faith
in Christ (1 Cor 12: 8); f) the mediation of such grace in the
historical context of the Church; g) the dynamics of growth in
understanding within a cultural context.

How all these elements are united, how each bears on the-
ological method, are large questions. Clearly a range of options
is legitimate. But to leave one’s option imprecisely stated is
to allow a dislocation to affect one’s method. If there are bad
joins in the framework, the collaboration and creativity suffer.

To round off these comments on the text of Method, two
general remarks will help to situate our line of critique more
precisely. The first deals with Lonergan’s notion of the trans-
cendental realm of the mystic; the second touches on his treat-
ment of grace,

There is a strong mystical emphasis in Method. This is in
obvious contrast to the style of Lonergan’s doctrinal works.
Because of this spiritual depth, some of the emphases that are
elsewhere apparent are brought into clearer light. Transcen-
dence differentiates into a special realm when one enters into
the “ ultima solitudo ” and attains a state of mediated imme-
diacy with the divine.*® This mystical world of meaning is the
emergence of the gift of God’s love as a distinct realm:

Rahner has treated this matter, e.g., “ Christianity and the Non-Christian Reli-
gions,” Theological Investigations V (London: DLT, 1966) pp. 115-134.

150n this matter of mystical experience Lonergan seems to have constantly
in mind the “peak experience” category as developed by Maslow (Cf. MT, 29
note 1) and the work of his fellow Jesuit, William Johnston, S. J., 4bid., and
MT, 278, note 4; and 342, note 7. Johnston shows great familiarity with the Zen
mystical tradition.
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It is this emergence that is cultivated by a life of prayer and self-
denial and, when it occurs, it has the twofold effect, first, of with-
drawing the subject from the realm of common sense, theory, and
other interiority into a “cloud of unknowing ” and then of inten-
sifying, purifying, clarifying, the objectifications referring to the
transcendent whether in the realm of common sense, or of theory,
or other interiority. (MT, 266)

The twofold effect referred to, would, I presume, resonate in
some way in performance of theology. The mystic is drawn
into the cloud of unknowing as his knowledge becomes more
dark and pure. The objectifications occurring in the other
realms of meaning are set in a more properly religious light.
Well, here we have an interesting question, especially if, in a
happy coincidence, theologians are also mystics. The incarnate,
intersubjective, sacramental mode of the divine presence will
call forth a special understanding of this transcendental realm.
What really is the nature of this realm for Christian faith?—
for John the Evangelist who contemplated the Father in his
vision of Christ, for Paul the Apostle who esteems all his
“ anonymous Christianity ” as loss for the sake of knowing
Christ (Phil 8: 4-11) ?*® T think Christian theology has reason
to be quite critical of any general mystical realm if only for
the reason that it does not look on Christ as an objectification
referring to the transcendent in some other realm of meaning.
It seems that the Christian transcendental realm is populated
by a John and a Paul, by an Ignatius of Antioch, a Bernard
of Clairvaux, a Francis of Assissi, by a Bonaventure contem-
plating the Cross and a Thomas Aquinas adoring the Eucharist,
by a Julian of Norwich, a Teresa of Avila and an Alphonsus
Liguori in their appreciation of the humanity of Christ, by a
Teilhard de Chardin when he perceives the whole cosmos
progressing in Christogenesis. Can we not recognize an espe-

¢ doubt whether the Pauline experience has been sufficiently accounted for in
the usual theology of the anonymous Christian. Before his conversion he would seem
to qualify on all counts for that title. After his conversion he seems more im-
pressed by “the surpassing worth of knowing Christ Jesus my Lord ” than this
type of theology allows for.
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cially incarnate realm of transcendent meaning? This would
give Christian theology a special confidence, and liberate its
proper creativity.

Lonergan’s treatment of mysticism highlights darkness and
withdrawal*” Even if theologians are not mystics (they do
like books **), they should not be distracted from the rich data
regarding specifically Christian ecstasy as it goes beyond even
a “ methodological ” realm of transcendence in the self-forget-
fulness of a love that is both contemplative and active, ener-
gizing the believer with the mystery of vitality issuing from
him “who died but now lives for evermore.” (Rev 1: 18)

There is, indeed, a tacit element in Christian theology. It
is a fundamental mysticism that leads not only to the darkness
of negation. The cloud of unknowing is also the cloud of God’s
glory. The “via negationis” yields to the “ via eminentiae
Christi.” Human ideas are not only challenged but human
spiritualities are broken open by the presence of the Word
Incarnate.'®

With regard to grace. Lonergan has transposed the theo-
retical scholastic notion of sanctifying grace into an experience

17“ When finally the mystic withdraws into the wultimata solitudo, he drops
constructs of culture and the whole complicated mass of mediating operations to
return to a new mediated immediacy of his subjectivity reaching for God.” (MT,
29) Miystical experience is onc instance of a “retreat from differentiation” (MT,
58f); a “ withdrawal from objectification” (MT, 77); a withdrawal from other
realms of meaning (MT,266); “. . . withdrawing from the world mediated by
meaning into a silent and all-absorbing self-surrender in response to God’s gift.
.0 (MT2738)

18 “ Question 3: It seems, then, that the authentic Christian mystic is best

suited to explore the meaning of God.

Lonergan: The trouble with mystics is that they are not interested in these
questions. They consider all these books as rather silly and superfluous.
They don’t even want to read books on mysticism. While they have cer-
tain advantages—they’re beautiful persons—you can’t interest them in
joining any investigation.

Question 3 (Continued: What good are they to theology?

Lonergan: They’re good to the Church. . . . .. The mystical brings things to
life again and the organization keeps them going even though you have
no more mysties. . . .7 (PGT, 62)

** See Anthony J. Kelly, “ The Gifts of the Spirit: Aquinas and the Modern
Context,” The Thomist XXXVIII (1974), 193-231, especially 215-219,
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of being in love with God. To use the category of sanctifying
grace was to speak at a stage of meaning when the world
of common sense was neither sufficiently distinct from nor
grounded in the world of interiority.?* On the other hand, to
speak in terms of the dynamic state of being in love with
God pertains to a stage of meaning when this world of
interiority has been explicitly made the ground for common-
sense and theoretical speech. Lonergan’s method, then, would
require that we first speak of the gift of God as an experience
and only after that go on to the objectification of grace in
more theoretical categories. (MT, 107) The older theology
did, however, speak of interiority ( but not with exact differ-
entiation, for it used either a common-sense figurative type of
description or, in severe contrast, a metaphysically-based type
of langauge, as when it referred to grace as an infused entitative
habit. (MT, 120) However, in Method, when we have interior-
ity promoted to a distinct realm of meaning, “ we begin with
a description of religious experience, acknowledge a dynamic
state of being in love without restrictions, and later identify
this state with sanctifying grace.” (MT, 120)

I cannot object to this general procedure. Nonetheless, T
must point out that there is more evidence of interiority in
the older language than the common sense descriptions of
figurative and symbolic speech. There is an awareness of
communion. It spoke of grace being the “ gratia capitalis
Christi ” with whom we constitute “unica mystica persona”™
as In Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae 111, q. 8, a. 1; q. 19, a. 4;
q. 48, a. 2 ad 1). It spoke of grace as communion with the
Trinity, a possession and enjoyment of the divine persons as
they conform man to themselves. (Cf.1, q.48,2a 3;q.43,a.5
ad 2, ad 3).

If this older theology related grace io the mystery of God
as revealed in Christ, the transposition that Lonergan has
attempted is not as neat as might appear. He omits the very
personal component essential to the older systematization. In

20 Cf. ‘A technical Note” (MT, 120ff)
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his scheme the Christocentric and Trinitarian orientation seem
to become a casualty to the otherwise justifiable distinction
between the various stages of meaning.” There results an
empty space at the foundation of his method. Not only is the
Christian bearing of grace downplayed, but even the gratuitous-
ness of the divine communication is blurred. If Lonergan feels
justified in taking over from the older theology the “ unre-
strictedness ” and “loving” quality of grace, why does he not
include the Trinitarian, paschal, ecclesial components as well?
Are not each of these susceptible to an experimental grounding?
What really are the criteria for such a selective process?

The phenomenon of the experience of a dynamic state of
being ultimately in love must certainly have a place in theology.
The Word resonates; and the unstinted creativity of the Spirit
is fruitful beyond the explicit confines of the Christian com-
munion. But to use such a dimly sketched state to replace
the older theoretical system seems a little too pat. The Chris-
tian component becomes almost an afterthought, to be intro-
duced after that general though profound impulse towards
self-transcendence governing Lonergan’s methodology. And
this despite the amplification of this state with the seven
qualities that Heiler has discovered.”* But that has its own
problems.*

And so we return to our question. How does the definitive
reality of Christ belong to Method? How does the dynamism of
the Paschal Mystery modify the vitality of theological research?
Must the Christian Mystery conform to the pre-arranged pro-
cess of a theological method? As we have said before, a method
has its own way of being a message.

#'The older theology, of course, treats of the missiones visibiles et invisibiles
of the divine persons. This is not Lonergan’s “inner and outer word,” if only
for the recason that the scholastic theology is treating explicitly of the Trinity
and its self-communication.

22¢ . there is at least one scholar on whom one may call for an explicit
statement on the areas common to such world religions as Christianity, Judaism,
Islam, Zoroastrian Mazdaism, Hinduism, Buddhism, Toaism.” (MT,109)

2 Ct. note 8,
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III.

In a brief concluding section it will perhaps be useful to
indicate two areas in which Lonergan’s method might be
brought into helpful confrontation with other theological
methods. These are Mystery and Aesthetics.

1. MysTERY

The notion of mystery is beyond a doubt quite essential
for Lonergan. He cites Lateran IV and Vatican 1.** Further,
he writes of an orientation to transcendent mystery as basic
to systematic theology. (MT, 841) We have seen that he
stresses the apophatic nature of religious thought, yet at the
same time calls our attention to that other-worldly love that
holds and grasps the man of faith. (MT, 242) Such a mystery
gives rise to problems as when believers begin to speak about
and question their religious meanings. God becomes an object
of enquiry inasmuch as questions about religious meanings
arise in a given world of meanings. (ML, 842) And adoration
itself does not exclude words, least of all when men worship
together. (MT, 244) Such words have meaning in a cultural
context; and here problems arise for theology. For this ongoing
cultural context in which mystery is to be adored is “ anything
but free of problems.” In such a context God is no compre-
hended object but the implied term of our transcendental
orientation, and it is this orientation that provides the primary
and fundamental meaning of the term “ God.” (MT, 341)

Undoubtedly, mystery is essential to Lonergan’s scheme.
but I would hesitate to say that it was a formal determinant
of his method. The notion of problem seems to be a stronger
point of organization. Theology is to answer specific questions
in specific cultural contexts, to solve the problems that a
responsibility to mystery has given rise to.

It would be profitable to take, say, Karl Rahner’s approach
and thoroughly contrast it to mystery in Method. This would

2+ DS 806; 3019 (MT, 341).
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be a major task. Here, however, I might just indicate a few
points.

Rahner’s method is also “ transcendental.” ** Yet there is a
contrast. His primary and fundamental way of naming God
would come more from the divine seli-disclosure and communi-
cation: the interrelated moments of the incarnation and grace
summon forth and sustain a transcendental orientation, to allow
eventually for a transcendental methoa within the “ given-
ness ” of the Christian event.?* And transcendental method is
but one moment of theology.?” The basic determinant is the
self-communication of the Mystery that has occurred in Christ.
The mystery is primary, and the transcendental orientation and
its subsequent methodological articulation is a secondary con-
sideration.

Out of such a sensitivity, Rahner has criticized Lonergan’s
approach.® He has further declared his radical mistrust of
anything that would reduce theology to a methodology.?® For
him, the business of theology is to reduce all the variety and
complexity of human and Christian experience to the original
mystery. Mystery, not method, is fundamental. But theology
must speak about method, and he admits himself that he has
been rather slow to speak on this topic.®* When it does, how-
ever, it will be convineing insofar as it brings man into contact

% For example, “Reflections on Methodology in Theology,” Theological In-
vestigations II London: DLT, 1974), pp. 69-114. See especially pp. 84-101. On
p. 69, note 1, Rahner notes the places where he has treated of Mystery.

26 ¢ . . this transcendental-theological disclosure of an a priori reference on the
part of the knowing subject to its specific object is de facto possible only after
this object itself has revealed itself, and so communicated to the subject the know-
ledge of its own reference to that object as a matter for conscious reflection.”
Rahner, “Reflection. . . .” 93.

27 “ Certainly transcendental theology is not simply the whole of theology and
must not claim to be anything more than one part or aspect of it.”

“ Reflections . . .”, p. 84. Also p. 99f.

28 Cf. note 4.

29« Thus I may be permitted to express by decided and radical mistrust of any
attempt to reduce theology in any adequate sense to the methodology employed
in it, or to reformulate it in these terms.” op.cit.,, p. 83.

3 Op. cit., p. 68L
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with the true “ subject matter ” of theology; when, in a word,
it is an introduction to the mystery. Rahner clearly under-
stands theology more and more as a mystagogy.®* The a prior:
of method is always in the light of the a posterior: of Mystery,
whether theology talks of the Trinity, the incarnation. or
eschatology. All this is to say that the self-communication of
God is the possibility, the ground and the goal of man’s self-
transcendence. In this light, theological thinking emerges from
and returns to a presence.

I would consider, then, that the notion of mystery, for
Rahner, really enters into the inner vitality of his transcendent
method. His method is designed to be specifically responsible
to the mystery whereof its treats. Thus, “mystery” is a
rather powerful notion, and in considerable contrast to such
a category as Method describes, where it is more a surplus
notion, almost to the discomfort of theology, as the source of
problems. Because Rahner would view mystery as the incom-
prehensible nearness of God to man mediated to us through
Christ and his Spirit, theology must be considered as the
“science of mystery.”** He recognizes that this may be a
hard saying for the modern scientific mentality, but, at least,
this is where its distinction lies.

In such an understanding theology is not in the first place
a solving of problems but a reduction to Mystery.*® Every
aspect of man’s increasingly complex existence must be led
back to the healing mystery from which come our origins and
our hope. Consequently, theology has a language to learn, a

31 % Precisely today it is of the utmost importance that we shall understand the
significance which theology has a reductio in mysterium, ie., we must under-
stand that this reductio constitutes not a regrettable imperfection in theology,
but rather that which is most proper to it of its very nature.” op. cit., 101.

2 P. 102.

3 Rahner poses the question: “It is not possible to understand even the history
of dogma and theology up to the present as a reductio in mysterium constantly
renewed, constantly made more radical, of all theological statements, so that pre-
cisely the believer actively engaged in theology knows better than anyone else
that any theological statement is only truly and authentically such at that point
at which man willingly suffers it to extend beyond his comprehension into the silent
mystery of God?” “Reflections . . .”, p. 108,
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way of speaking of, and I might say, toward mystery.** One
would presume that this would be a truly personal kind of
language, a communication of ultimate hope, a way of inti-
mating, evoking, of wonder, surprise and joy. But this belongs
to communications, and to the communicators we must leave it.
To sum up, what is central for Rahner appears to be a
surplus for Lonergan. Method tends to repulse mystery to its
final impregnable outpost within the divinity. so agressive is
its scientific onrush. Rahner would see the business of theology
to be precisely the fostering of the sense of mystery that calls
forth, sustains, and pervades our theological procedures.

2. AESTHETICS

There are a few points to be noted under this heading. The
simple fact is, I think, quite obvious: Lonergan has not given
aesthetics any central role in his theological methodology, and
he makes quite an early option on this.*®* He does give us,
however, the components of a certain kind of aesthetic theology,
for he has written about art, about feelings, about judgments
of value, about differentiations of consciousness. Indeed, he
considers the refinement and education of feelings to be of
great moment, even doctrinally, for the development of faith
and its authentic expression. (MT, 320) Nonetheless he has
made his options, and they are clear. He establishes his the-
ological method by grounding it in transcendental method, the
method behind all the methods. He arrives at this by examining
the implications of the conspicuously successful natural and

341 believe that theology today has very much to learn before it speaks
in a manner that man can achieve a direct, effective and clear recognition of
the special quality of this language.” op. cit., p. 112. On this whole matter of
mystery in Lonergan’s theology there is a very keen article by John Carmody,
“Lonergan on the Divine Missions.” Lawal Theologique et Philosophique XXX
(1974), 815-332.

% “ Thought on methed is apt to run in some one of three channels. In the first,
method will be conceived more as an art than a science . . . Such, I think, must
be the origin of all thought on method . . . Such also will remain the one way in
which refinements and subtleties . . . will be communicated.” (MT,3) Lonergan’s
own thought will run in the “ third channel.”
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human sciences of today.®® As scientific emphasis becomes
stronger, any aesthetic concern is suppressed. It surfaces now
and then with a touch of humour, a disarming simplicity, a
mystical insight, and especially in the almost lyrical expressive-
ness that is occasionally manifest. So, from this more specific
point of view, the same question arises that has guided the
whole of this study: has he made methodological options in-
sufficiently alert to the kind of reality that is being investigated?

More than anything else I know of, the work of Hans Urs
von Balthasar challenges Lonergan’s approach, although I have
not discovered either of these thinkers offering any comment
on the other’s work.*” Von Balthasar’s emphasis is to draw
attention to the “glory ” of revelation as it is climaxed in
Christ. This is the startling originality of the Word of God
that cannot be anticipated by man’s transcendental awareness.
It is a self-validating splendor like that of a great work of art
that does not fulfil any need primarily but rather provokes the
exigence to reorganize our cosmological and anthropological
knowledge for the purpose of being truly open to the radiant
form of the Word.*® Accordingly, aesthetics must enter into
the very heart of theology;®® and the task of the theologian

3¢« First, we shall appeal to the successful sciences to form a preliminary notion
of method. Secondly we shall go behind the procedures of the natural sciences to
something both more general and more fundamental, namely the procedures
of the natural sciences to something both more general and more fundamental,
namely the procedures of the human mind. Thirdly, in the procedures of the
human mind, we shall discern a transcendental method . . . Fourthly, we shall
indicate the relevance of transcendental method in the formulation of other, more
special methods appropriate to particular fields.” (MT, 4)

37 See especially the magisterial Herrlichkeit. Eine Theologische Aesthetik, I-II1,
(Einsiedeln: Johannes Verlag, 1961-1969). Also for a very convenient sketch
of the main thesis of the major work, see Love Alone (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1969); and the essay, “ Revelation and the Beautiful ” in Word and Reve-
lation (Montreal: Palm, 1964), 121-164.

38 See Love Alone, pp. 7-50, for a discussion of the three basic approaches to
revelation.

3% Von Balthasar sums up his method: “. .. a theological aesthetic in the dual
sense of a study of perception, and a study of the objective self- expression of the
divine glory; it will try to demonstrate that this theological approach, far from
being a dispensable theological by-road, is in fact the one possible approach to
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is like that of the art critic.. He must continually reduce the
many details and fragmentary perceptions of the masterpiece
to the one simple, unanticipated radiant form.* Concretely
this entails reducing all the images and experiences of Christian
life to the glory of God’s love presented in the paschal mystery
of Christ.

Von Balthasar’s approach has its roots in a dissatisfaction.
He thinks that, on the one hand, medieval thought tended to
comprehend all reality under the notion of object, in a time
when there was little development of the epistemological status
of the free personal subject. On the other hand, post-Cartesian
thought, despite its “ subjective turn ” remained insensitive to
the genuine otherness of personal reality, with its inclination
to “ posit ” things that it does not know with sufficient clarity.*
He reacts vigorously to this tendency to be overdetermined in
one’s methodological anticipations.*? Indeed, he would take
knowledge of a “ thou,” a personal, free other to be the pri-
mary instance of the meaning of human knowing.** This brings
with it the implication of allowing for a self-disclosure that
cannot and must not be methodologically anticipated if we are
truly to know the other in his reality.*

In such a context, he elaborates his theology of “ Herrlich-
keit,” of a glory that bows to no necessity other than that of
being what it uniquely is. Consequently, he keenly guards

the heart of theology—the cosmic world-historical approach, and the path of an-
thropological verification, being secondary aspects, complementary to it.” Love
Alone, p. 8f.

4 Love Alone, 44-50; Herrlichkeit I, 157; 538; “ Revelation and the Beautiful,”
pp. 151-168.

41 On this matter, sce the powerful pages contained in The God Question and
Modern Man (New York: Seabury, 1967), Chapters 1-2.

42 ¢ Christianity is destroyed if it lets itself be reduced to transcendental pre-
suppositions of man’s self-understanding whether in thought or in life, in know-
ledge or in action.” Love Alone, p. 43. See the whole of the Chapter, “ The
Third Way of Love.”

2 This is developed in an interesting and challeging manner in The God Ques-
tion . ., pp. 31-39.

44 Qee the positive and negative consideration of the proposition, “only love
can be believed,” in Love Alone, pp. 68-80.
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against any theological apriorism. He certainly allows for what
he calls the “religious apriori.”** This is related to man’s
nature as a spiritual being. A natural “light > calls forth the
experience of contingency and, in a negative way, of infinity;
and thus it allows for the formation of symbols of the divine.
All this Jeads to the longing and existential sense of fragility
that is proper to the creature.*®

But this “ religous a priori ” is not the “ theological apriori”
which is proper to revelation.” This comes as a surprise to the
human spirit. It is a “ shock,” overwhelming man with an offer
of intimacy with God.*® This is experienced not as fulfilling
an essential need within man but as a final, yet gracious fulfil-
ment of human existence.** We could say, then, that the glory
of revelation, as such a surprise and shock and even a scandal
to man “ transcends > our experience of transcendence. It leads
to a unique mediation, a sole mediator, confronts us with the
drama of the cross, witnesses to the glory of the resurrection.
The Gospel contains too much failure and too much success,
being as it the story of an excessive love.

A consequence follows should we enter into this kind of
thought. We cease to think of human transcendence as a more
or less neatly integrated movement to successive levels of self-
transcending. Even  ultimate concern” is not enough to
express the kind of love the Spirit gives. A sense of final
intelligibility and value, of wonder and even awe still stop short
at the transforming knowledge of Christ. The Gospel is at once

4% Herrlichkeit I, pgs. 81, 287, 433. See also, “ Characteristics of Christianity ”,
Word and Redemption {(Montreal: Palm, 1964) 23-48.

4 See “God speaks as Man”, Word and Revelation (Montreal, Palm) pp.
102-106. .

*7" Herrlichkeit 1, p. 15141

4 A thorough and well-balanced statement on the nature: grace problematic
is to found in von Balthasar’s The Theology of Karl Barth (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1971) especially the concluding chapters.

4%« . . the paradoxical events with which God ‘shocks’ sinful man are
seen as an invitation and a stimulus to overleap the closed world of infinite ideas
and to share in God’s self-manifestation and openness, something to which the
creaturely condition itself points, though unable to attain it.” (“ Revelation and the
the Beautiful,” p. 147.
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a cross and a liberation for men, and to respect it theology
must refrain from positing its objects in this area of surprising
grace. If any “thou” can be obscured by the anticipations
of any “1,” this is all the more so with regard to the living God.
The particularity of the God’s Word in disconcerting. The Mys-
tery remains incalculable, for such wisdom can be dismissed as
a folly and such love rejected as unholy. It might well elude
what we call transcendental and dislocate what we take to be
methodological.

Theology has its own essential, intrinsic aesthetics. In some
fundamental way, if it is to be aware of what it is about, such
a mode of knowing must acknowledge the ecstasy of its res-
ponse to the glory of the Word, to become a poetry as well as
a prose, a story as well as a statement, a witness as well as a
research, a contemplation as well as an analysis, a joyful com-
munication as well as the serious tension of science.

Here, then, from the points of view of Mystery and Aes-
thetics as such themes are representatively elaborated in
Rahner and von Balthasar respectively, we have areas of
general but, I think, wholesome critique of Lonergan’s Method.
I have briefly indicated these two aspect of theological method
since they they are both related to a specifically Christian type
of methodology and hence have a bearing on the basic question
we have been asking, namely, how does faith in Christ affect
theological method?

Conclusion:

This preliminary probe into Lonergan’s Method, especially
when it has been restricted to such a narrow area, has never
aimed to attack the author or his book in any radical sense.
He has offered a model, and in many ways I am sure it has
been more than a model, for we have been offered a way of
making sense of the many ways in which many religions and
faiths might be investigated. I have demurred at the point
where this general model might be unecritically applied to a
specifically Christian task. Those concerned to defend Method
at every point will understandably assert that everything I



IS LONERGAN’S “ METHOD >’ ADEQUATE? 469

have commended is either implicitly there already in Longer-
gan’s thought under the headings of ““ conversion ” and “ sub-
lation ” **—or that it has no place there, since in confusing faith
and theology, in failing to differentiate my consciousness, I am,
like Barth,”* lacking in intellectual conversion. This is not
unlikely, and, what is more, I freely acknowledge that I am
lacking in moral and religious conversion as well. But this is
all the more reason why I prefer to regard theology as primarily
an intelligent “ ministry of the Word ” originating, even as
one thinks theologically from a receptivity and responsiveness
to the “ datum ” of God’s communication in Christ, mediated
to me in the life, communion, and mission of the Church. I
prefer this to the elitist standpoint of my own conversion. It
seems to me that it is a less ideological stance, a less gnostic
attitude, to take as one’s foundation the self-communication
of God instead of the general self-transcendence of man, how-
ever much that is sustained by the “ outer word.”

These few remarks have had, of course, an explicitly Chris-
tian concern. One does wonder, however, how the theologians
of Jewry, Islam, Hinduism. Buddhism would adjust to the
model Lonergan commends. The least that might be said is
that they begin to think from phenomenologies of self rather
different from “self ” that our author commends, or at least
envisages.*

Then, in this multi-media cultural context, Lonergan’s mode
of approach strikes me as very visualist despite his disclaimers
about the visualist myth of knowing. His sensorium is hardly
aural or tactile, even though he has given a generous infusion
of mystical experience to theological method, even though he

50 ¢ . .what sublates goes beyond what is sublated, introduces something new

and distinct, puts everything on a new basis, yet so far from interfering with
the sublated or destroying it, on the contrary needs it, includes it, preserves all
its proper features and properties, and carries them forward to a fuller realization
within a richer context.” (MT, 241).

51 % Only intellectual conversion can remedy Barth’s fideism.” (MT,318)

520n this point, an excellent article by Jobn T. Marcus, “East and West:
Phenomenologies of Self and the Existential Bases of Knowledge,” International
Philosophical Quarterly (March 1971), pp. 5-48.
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knows “that fidelity to the word engages the whole man.”
(MT, 2438) His underlying metaphors are predominantly
spatial and visual: self-transcendence, horizon, horizontal and
vertical liberty, insight and perspective, levels of consciousness,
stages and realms of meaning, frameworks, inner and outer
words, transposition and contexts, and so forth. The accent is
on the linear, the progressive, the contrelled, the methodical.
Other sensoria, as matrices of expression, would accent the
wholeness of reality and man’s participation in it, with a con-
sequent stress on mystery, symbol, and the personal word.
Finally, perhaps everything we have been saying adds up to
this: the need of theology to become more Marian as a service
to the given Word. Only such a feminism can make theological
method adequately Christian. But that pertains, perhaps, to
the theology of method rather than to method in theology.

AntroNY J. KELLY, C. SS. R.
Yarra Theological Union
Melbourne, Australia
10 Mojella Court,
Kew, Vie.



AN ESSAY ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOGMA
IN A HEIDEGGERIAN CONTEXT:
A NON-THEOLOGICAL EXPLANATION OF
THEOLOGICAL HERESY

[ ]

NE ROLE that falls to systematic theology is that
of re-conceptualizing traditional doctrines in terms
of shifting cultural and theoretical frameworks. What

this essay attempts within modest limits is to show what dog-
matic development would look like if it were considered within
a Heideggerian context. The theoretical framework in which
doctrinal development is usually considered is, we believe, im-
plicitly Aristotelian. Development itself is as much a feature
of experience as permanence, and a discussion of the nature of
development leads into ontology, into the question about being,
about identity and permanence, change and becoming. Even
so diverse thinkers as Rahner and Whitehead acknowledge
this point: dogmatic development is one characteristic feature
of the world that must be comprehended in a general meta-
physics of being and becoming.* But there is something about
Aristotle’s ontology which is uncomfortable with change, which
favors the substantial and the permanent, and which supports
an understanding of truth as the permanently valid and immu-
table. In dogmatic theology this approach to being translates
Into doctrines whose meanings can be fixed for all times and
which thereafter determine the limits of orthodoxy. Now, we do
not mean to deny any dogma, nor to shift the ontological
weights from being to becoming, from permanence to process,
although it does seem to us that a theory of dogmatic develop-

18ee Karl Rahner’s essays, “The Development of Dogma” and “Considera-
tions on the Development of Dogma™ in Theological Investigations, Vols. I and
IV (Baltimore, 1961 & 1966), and A. N. Whitehead’s Process and Readlity (New
York, 1929), Part V, Chapter 2.
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ment must take novelty seriously; the history of dogma is not
the endless repetition or re-conceptualization of old truths. Nor
do we advocate a dehellenizing of dogma. Heidegger himself
moves behind the Greeks in his task of destroying the history of
ontology in order to recapture the meaning of the original Greek
inquiry about being. It is precisely because the question of be-
ing and becoming is so important to a given conceptual frame-
work that we have tied our concern with dogmatic development
to ontology. However, our concern will be to show that the axis
of the discussion must be shifted somewhat, for the notion of
being, at least on Heidegger’s terms, not only cannot be con-
ceptualized but conceptualization itself is inimical to a proper
grasp of the question about being. For this reason he spoke
of destroying the history of ontology. In his manner of dis-
tinguishing art and science Aristotle elevated theoretical know-
ing to a primacy among the ways we have of appropriating the
real. Metaphysical knowledge in scholastic philosophy is dom-
inated by the bias towards theory and science, yet it is out
of such a context that theology emerges as the fuller viewpoint
on man and his world, the divine science itself.”> In this essay
we shall try to move behind this context in Heideggerian
fashion.

In De Veritate, g.1, a.1, St. Thomas asked about truth and
in what sense the true is convertible with being. “ True ex-
presses the correspondence of being to the knowing power ;
when the intellect conforms to things, to being, we can properly
speak of the true: “the knowledge of a thing is a consequence
of this conformity; therefore, it is an effect of truth.” ® Strictly
speaking, therefore, the true is not that which is; that is the
definition of being. But insofar as being, that which is, is
grasped by intellect, we add to the notion of being the notion
of truth. By their ontological conformity to the divine intel-
leet things are true: “Even if there were no human intellects,

2For a neo-Thomist exposition of this see Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A
Study of Human Understanding (New York, 1957), Chapter 20.

28t. Thomas Aquinas, T'ruth, Trans. Robert W. Mulligan, S. J. (Chicago,
1952), Vol. I, p. 6.
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things could be said to be true because of their relations to the
divine intellect. But if, by an impossible supposition, intellect
did not exist and things did continue to exist, then the essen-
tials of truth would in no way remain.”*

St. Thomas points out in the same article that the divine in-
tellect measures things, just as the artifacts of man are meas-
ured by human intellect. Our intellects are measured by nat-
ural things. But what of artifacts? Are works of art true only
in the sense that they are measured by the intellect of the art-
ist? An aflirmative answer to this question will mislead us, for
there is the prior issue of the relation of created to uncreated
truth; this is the primary sense in which things are called true
(tbid., a.4) . The artist is in a world where the truth of things
derives from the divine intellect; what he brings forth in the
work of art always supposes this prior fact in the very content
and manner of his apprehension of things. To this we shall
return when we inquire whether dogmas are better understood
in terms of natural things or artifacts. For now let us point out
that when dogmas are defined and made binding semper et
ubique upon the faithful, the framework out of which dogmas
arise takes being as that which is and truth as our grasp of
being. Dogma is a truth expressed in a proposition, embedded
in a cultural and theoretical matrix, which concerns divine
revelation. But the notion of being and the notion of dogmatic
truth lie in some tension, because “that which is ” as reflected
in dogmatic statements sounds permanent and always identical,
while dogmas emerge from contexts that are themselves his-
torical, cultural, advanecing, conditioned. Like the principles
of Aristotelian science, dogmatic statements sound distinctly
non-temporal, universal, and necessary against the background
of Aristotle’s ontology and the few passages we cited from the
De Veritate. Temporality does not make a difference for that
notion of being. The tension between being and truth exists on
another level in the separation of God’s immutability from
his involvement in a world of historical process wherein, by vir-

4 Ibid., p. 11.
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tue of the Incarnation, God himself has a history. For various
reasons which we shall not explore, historicity was not a major
concern to Aristotle or Aquinas; it is so to us. And so our first
appeal to Heidegger can conveniently start with the historicity
of man.

In Being and Time, 11, 5, 72 Heidegger raises the question as
to how we are to regard history and what makes history pos-
sible. The ordinary man thinks of history—his history— as a
series of moments strung out chronologically between the twin
poles of birth and death. These moments are connected from
within by his conception of himself as a subject enjoying
identity in the stream of change (“self-constancy ). But the
moments which span the twin poles do not fill up an empty, a
priori framework which unifies the moments of our daily ex-
periences. The unity must focus in Dasein itself. The poles
and the interval between are: the basic unity of any Dasein’s
history arises out of Dasein’s Being as care, and the kind of
movement which characterizes Dasein’s stretching along the
interval Heidegger calls “ historizing.” This characterization
precedes any attempt to make history the object of a science.

In analysing the historicality of Dasein we shall try to show
that this entity is not “ temporal ” because it “ stands in history,”
but that, on the contrary, it exists historically and can so exist
only because it is temporal in the very basis of its Being.5

Again, in Being and Time, 11, 5, 73 Heidegger reviews some
common notions of history which are in their respective ways
unsatisfying. History is primarily a mark of Dasein and not
a mark of the various ways in which he might think about the
past. The ruins of a Greek temple, for instance, are still pres-
ent, but the world in which the temple stood is past. But
Dasein is never past, though always historical. Still, what
makes Dasein historical? In II, 5, 74 Heidegger outlines how
Dasein, thrown into the world among all sorts of possibilities,
may authentically, that is, in freedom choose what is its lot:

S Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, Trans. John Macquarrie and Edward
Robinson (New York, 1962), p- 428,
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Dasein can choose and affirm its own finitude and death. Be-
cause Dasein is capable of caring, of being and feeling guilty, of
being anxious, death and finitude become facts to reckon with.
The basic situation of the world is not something Dasein fash-
ioned; it is thrown into it; it is powerless in the face of the fate
which presents itself as fact. But such powerlessness is tran-
scended when Dasein resolutely hands itself over to its “ there,”
the basic situation of the world. In short, the basis of Dasein’s
historicality is the authentic facing of its Being-toward-death.

Historicality penetrates the world through and through;
everything which Dasein touches as entities-within-the-world
becomes historical as such. World-history takes on a double
meaning: it denotes “ the historizing of the world in its essen-
tial existent unity with Dasein * and also “ the historizing with-
in the world of what is ready-to-hand and present-at-hand ”
(I1, 5, 75) * History intrinsically conditions the world even
without our grasping that fact through historical study. In-
authentic historicality leads Dasein astray so that it loses itself
in the present, the scattering of moments which make up its
today; it misleads Dasein into understanding the past in terms
of the present. Heidegger apparently sees authentic historical-
ity dependent on a self-appropriation or personal transfor-
mation prompted by a grasp of what it means to be finite. He
writes:

When, however, one’s existence is inauthentically historical, it
is loaded down with the legacy of a “ past” which has become
unrecognizable, and it seeks the modern. But when historicality
is authentic, it understands history as the “ recurrence” of the
possible, and knows that a possibility will recur only if existence
is open for it fatefully, in a moment of vision, in resolute repeti-
tion.”

Several conclusions can be drawn for the science of history
(historiology) . Heidegger states in II, 5, 76 that the very
idea of historiology is to be projected in terms of Dasein’s own
historicality. The monuments, records, and relics of the past
are above all signs of Dasein’s “ having-been-there.” More-

¢ Ibid., pp. 440-41. TIbid., p. 444.



476 WILLIAM E. REISER

over, the historical nature of Dasein is presupposed in the opera-
tions and procedures which historians perform and the success
of historical study depends on the authenticity of the historian
himself. If the historian has appropriated his own historical-
ity, if he realizes that temporality is the ontological ground
of historiology, then the historicality of the past will disclose
itself to him. The nature of authentic historicality is the same
for all Dasein. In every age, as it were, Dasein can retrieve and
repeat the possibilities open to human existence:

When the possible is made one’s own by repetition, there is adum-
brated at the same time the possibility of reverently preserving the
existence that has-been-there, in which the possibility seized upon
has become manifest.®

The development of dogma does not concern only the faith-
ful transmission and re-formulation of necessary truths. Be-
sides the historical and cultural adventures of dogmatic expres-
sion there is the matter of development itself. In a Heidegger-
ian context timelessness is an inappropriate, indeed a false
description of anything which man touches and to which he
is related. Not only is expression radicated in historicality; so
also is development itself. On the other hand, it would be inac-
curate to say that Being develops, not because temporality does
not refer to Being but because such a claim would betray a
misconception of Heidegger’s thought as to how Being presents
itself. Development is not necessarily the first note which
attaches to the fact of temporality. Early in Being and Time
Heidegger introduces us to his endeavor to destroy the history
of ontology by retrieving the question of being. He also speaks
about destroying the history of philosophy historiologically:

what is philosophically primary is neither a theory of the con-
cept-formation of historiology nor the theory of historiological

®Ibid., p. 448. This is remarkably close to Lonergan’s treatment of founda-
tional reality in Method in Theology (New York, 1972). Entrance to foundational
reality is mediated by a triple conversion; conversion is the event by which the
theologian appropriates the possibility of a radically re-oriented and authentic
horizon. Conversion is repeatable by many theologians; thus foundational reality
is also a shared reality. See Chapter 10, pp. 235-44, and Chapter 11.
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knowledge, nor yet the theory of history as the Object of historiol-
ogy; what is primary is rather the Interpretation of authentically
historical entities as regards their historicality.?

We would like to re-phrase Heidegger’s words to say that we
must philosophically destroy the history of dogma in order to
discover what is dogmatically primary. If one were to argue
that new dogmas are squeezed out of an original deposit of
divine truths through the pressure of changing historical cir-
cumstances, he would acknowledge the presence of historicity
in dogmatic development, but he would also introduce nearly
insoluble problems about how the defined dogmas have been
contained in revelation. Are all dogmas implicit in Seripture?
Is Scripture the only repository of revelation or is there some-
thing else? If he were to have ultimate recourse to the sensus
fidelium, this would still not explain how dogmas are contained
“there.” Or one might be tempted to argue that dogmas are
like new ideas hammered out in cultural settings where many
conflicting ideas— secular, sacred, scientific, and so on—have
forced religion to ask new questions and to develop new ways
of thinking. The new ideas are accepted or rejected depending
on how well they can be assimilated into the life of the Church.
Newman suggests this, and this position is closer to the mark
in that it respects historical contingencies; it is not, however,
without difficulties. The development of dogma would then
depend on the fluctuations of history and culture, and this not
only refers to the particular expression of a dogma but to dog-
ma, itself. For what is of concern to one culture may not be
of concern to another. The history of dogma would then be
skewed. One could speculate what the history of Christianity
might have been like had Luke the evangelist been a convert
from Buddhism. Finally, there remains the underlying prob-
lematic, where does anything new come from? This is the
question for ontology, the kind of question Heidegger addressed
to the history of ontology in order to destroy that history
historiologically.

® Being and Time, p. 81.
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One can read Part One of Being and Time in the light of
Heidegger’s later chapter on historicality. His material on
understanding, the as-structure of interpretation, language,
and truth then take on a further dimension. Since we shall be
discussing language shortly, and since interpretation and her-
meneutics are ouside the scope of this article, we shall turn our
immediate attention to Heidegger’s conception of truth in I,
6, 44; we want to project this conception in terms of histori-
cality.

Heidegger’s concern here seems to center on the traditional
definition of truth as adaequatio intellectus et rei. He explains
what this definition means, how it arose, and in so doing, what
is the primordial meaning of truth. First, he clears away Kant-
ian and subjectivist mistakes about what is grasped in true
knowledge by insisting that the cognitional activity of asserting
is ordered intrinsically towards real entities, not towards mere
representations. Our knowing is both a “Being towards
real entities” and a “Being that uncovers.” Secondly, dis-
closedness is a general feature of Dasein and of the world; en-
tities unveil themselves in the clearing (Lichtung: I, 5, 28)
which is Dasein. If this property did not belong to entities,
knowledge would be impossible. If Dasein were not a region of
illumination where entities could come to presence, questions
about knowing would not arise. It is important to see that
Heidegger is not trying to solve the critical problem, that he
is not setting down the conditions for a correct judgment or
correct knowledge. Heidegger is showing what the primordial
notion of truth is and, consequently, what the ontological basis
of knowledge consists of. All theoretical accounts of true know-
ledge are only derivative from what is ontologically primary:

To translate this word as “truth,” and, above all, to define this
expression conceptually in theoretical ways, is to cover up the
meaning of what the Greeks made * self-evidently ” basic for the
terminological use of ’aMsiflera as a pre-philosophical way of under-
standing it . . . In proposing our “ definition ” of “ truth ” we have

not shaken off the tradition, but we have appropriated it primordi-
ally 10

0 Ibid., p. 262,
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Judgment is not, according to Heidegger—nor, on Heidegger’s
view, according to Aristotle,—the primary locus of truth. As-
sertions are derived from an original experience which en-
counters the uncoveredness of things, but we tend to think of
assertions or judgments as primary loci. Propositions and as-
sertions make it possible to preserve and repeat the original
disclosiveness of entities. The reason for this is that what comes
first in the order of knowing is last in the order of being; asser-
tion preserves uncoveredness as what is present-at-hand, but
what is present-at-hand is not first in the order of being. The
temptation is to forget this, as Aristotle was well aware.

Heidegger makes it clear that Dasein is also in the untruth
because it is essentially falling. Entities themselves are not
totally opaque and hidden from the clearing which Dasein is.
In the language of “ On the Essence of Truth,” ** Being dissimu-
lates itself when Dasein as falling is not authentically ex-sisting,
when lost in everydayness it does not allow Being to disclose
itself. Dasein loses sight of the primordial relationship between
itself and Being. (Heidegger’s move here parallels the move-
ment Ricoeur later adopted when he followed his eidetics of
the will with an exploration of the fault. The moves do not
designate something good become bad but a compenetration
based on a primordial relation to the true, or—in Ricoeur—to
the good.)

Finally, Heidegger formulates anew what Aquinas wrote
about the existence of truth and human intellect. “ Before there
was any Dasein, there was no truth; nor will there be any after
Dasein is no more.” Aquinas believed in ontological truth as
the relation between the divine mind and creation, but Heideg-
ger 1s not so persuaded about the divine mind. The “true,”
therefore, is not a property of being (for it is not related prim-
arily to intellect, as it was for Aquinas; see De Veritate, q.1,
a.3). So, without Dasein, without that region where Being
comes-to-presence, without that disclosedness which constitutes
Dasein and Being, Being would not be. “Being and truth
‘are’ equiprimordially.” **

 Trans. R. F. C. Hull and Alan Crick in Ewistence and Being (Chicago, 1949).
13 Being and Time, p. 272.
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Now, assertions are derivatively historical. The historicity
of truth denotes neither the saga of mankind’s correct judg-
ments nor the ways in which judgments have been conditioned
culturally and historically. Instead, the historicity of truth,
which is equiprimordial with the historicity of Being, directly
refers to that region where Being is disclosed, namely, to Das-
ein. Primarily we mean by the historicity of truth the finitiude
which temporalizes all the different and multiple modes in
which Being comes forth, since that region of disclosure is itself
intrinsically finite and temporal. This means that no assertion
can escape the ontological bounds which determine Dasein.

Whenever one claims an exempt status for any single judg-
ment or proposition by insisting that it holds universally and
necessarily, always and everywhere, he offends against Dasein’s
constitution. Being “ comes forth” historically. Or, to turn
the matter around, propositions are derivatively true; they
have the status of being present-at-hand, preserving through
expression what was original. Expression, however, has its lim-
its; 1t is derivatively conditioned by history. New expression
of the same proposition would require that we retrieve its
original meaning. But the original meaning is also limited in
that Being does not disclose itself at once, once for all time.
Truth is temporalized and thus foundationally conditioned by
history. Heidegger notes that concern is the characteristic of
Dasein that gives rise to historicality. Concern stems out of
Dasein’s finitude, and finitude relates to temporality. We con-
clude here by saying that dogmatic statements are derivatively
true; the historicity of dogma is derivatively historical; that
not only is the expression of dogma historically conditioned
(and thus capable of being formulated anew) , but dogma itself
necessarily unfolds “ historically,” and there is no reason to
suppose that a complete body of dogmatic truths exists “ some-
where ” or that the unfolding will ever be complete, or that
retrieving the meaning of a once-defind dogma by “ repetition >
is not also something new, a new moment in the history of
dogma. The unfolding does not refer to a succession of mo-
ments in time bounded by the first and second comings of
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Christ; this is not the primary sense of historical. Dogmas do
not develop like the squeezing out of so many truths from an
original deposit along an imaginary chronological line. Nor are
dogmas universal and necessary truths. The predicates “ uni-
versal,” “necessary,” inappropriately describe the way dog-
matic truth comes forth. Whether or not the unfolding of revel-
ation follows any law or inner logic of its own is not a question
that concerns us here. Still, if we are correct in our account of
the contingency of all coming-forth because of Dasein’s his-
toricality, then it would seem that no immanent law operates
in the history of dogma any more than history itself obeys
an inner law (as if God had determined either the pattern of
the unfolding of dogmas or of history in general) ; rather, the
unfolding happens within the graced-clearing where Being
comes forth, comes-to-presence, a clearing which is simultan-
eously finite, temporal, and historical.

From Language to Thinking

Heidegger’s concern with language arises from a prior con-
cern with thinking, and thinking gives rise to the absolutely
prior question about Being. We usually regard language as
our communication; it objectifies our knowledge; it is a uni-
versal, public forum for expression. Language guarantees that
objective expression can survive from one generation to the
next and thus gives rise to tradition. It encapsulates the world-
view of a people non-thematically in its structure, grammar,
syntax, origins; it is also historical. For the Heidegger of
Being and Time, Dasein has language and shows itself as the
entity which talks. But because language discloses the con-
tents of consciousness, we start to regard it as a means of com-
munication, as a tool for handling ourselves in the business of
the world. Insofar as its being is regarded as purposive, as a
tool, language also conceals the very thing it ought to reveal
about itself. The later Heidegger recalls us to that which lays
behind language, and this is accomplished by analysing two
ways wherein man allows Being, namely, thinking and poetry.
His path to Being through thinking is set forth in Was Heisst
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Denken? ** and the path through poetry in Unterwegs zur
Sprache. To keep our essay maneagable we have confined our-
selves to the second path. (This, of course, is not to imply
a bifurcation between poetry and thought: “all great poetic
work always vibrates within a realm of thinking.” (US, p. 69)
The point merely has to do with the invitation to rediscover
our roots, and the invitation can be addressed by inquiring into
thinking or poetry as parallel ways to essential thinking.)

“The Nature of Language”

In this section of On the Way to Language we find Heideg-
ger developing his idea of discourse. Throughout the general
advance of this section he is slowly unfolding the connection
between thinking and poetry, and he repeatedly warns against
the inadequacy of calculative thinking. He begins with a poem
in order to raise the question about the nature of poetic insight:
how is one to express that for which one has no word? What
happens at the place where there are no words? “ No thing is
where the word is lacking. . . .” (US, p. 60) At that point,
therefore, there are no things; but does it follow that this is
the point of mere nothingness, non-being? By the close of the
section Heidegger will argue the same conclusion he reached
in “ What is Metaphysics?” on the nature of Nothing, where
“no thing” does not mean negation®

Words commonly name things, entities, whatever is. Words
must give being to things because where there is no word, there
can be no thing either. If that is the case, then how do word
and thing relate? When a thing is named by a word, how is
this done? Why can a word be an appropriate name for a thing?
(US, pp. 62-3) For the poet, a word is the source, dwelling

18 What is Called Thinking?, Trans. J. Glenn Gray and Fred Wieck (New York,
1968) .

* On the Way to Language, Trans. Peter Hertz and Joan Stambaugh (New
York, 1971). We have abbreviated this as US.

3% Also translated by Hull and Crick in the volume Existence and Being. ** No-
thing* is more original than the Not and negation” (p. 881). “ Nothing is that

which makes the relevation of what-is as such possible for our human existence ”
(p. 340).
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place, wellspring of Being. The poet’s experience of language
is his realization of how word and thing relate to each other.
“The word itself is the relation which in each instance retains
the thing within itself in such a manner that it ‘is’ a thing.”
(US, p. 66) The poet, therefore, stands in that strange domain
which is ever full, never exhausted, and never-to-be-handled.
He is called creative; but no poet simply creates ex nihilo, from
non-being: he “ creates ” from that domain where there are no
things.

Heidegger is summoning us to an experience of language
which has to be a thinking experience. This thinking is not
calculative or purposive but foundational, a thinking not
meant to produce knowledge but to “ cut furrows in the soil of
Being.” (US, p. 70) In this sense, poetry and thinking are
neighbors in the same soil. Authentic thinking is another side
of Dasein’s openness; just like the openness which grounds
discourse, authentic thinking involves a listening. One does not
question what it means to think authentically, for

. . . the true stance of thinking cannot be put to questions, but
must be to listen to what our questioning vouchsafes—and all
questioning begins to be a questioning only in virtue of pursuing
its quest for essential being. (US, p. 72) ¢

In short, we discover that in asking about the being of language
itself, starting with a poet’s word, we are engaged in thinking
that inquiries about the language of being, the domain of no
thing. Such thinking brings us into a region of openness where
thinking and poetry are neighbors. (US, p. 77)

The word, Logos, is unique in the history of thinking. It
applies simultaneously to Being and to Saying. (US, p. 80)
It may be that the essential nature, the being of language,
simply refuses to let itself be expressed in words, for it is prior
to and stands under language and words, words and things.
(US, p. 81) On the other hand, the word allows a thing to be
a thing, sustains it in the region of being. Logos holds together

1 We find this point elsewhere; for instance, see “Language” in Poetry, Lan-
guage, Thought, Trans. Albert Hofstadter (New York, 1971), p. 209.
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the Saying we associate with words and the Being we associate
with things. But how are Being and Saying related? Whatever
that relationship is, it holds for both poetry and thinking: both
of them entail Saying.

The poetic experience is content to let things be, to renounce
all claims at calculative thinking, even the calculative intent
of metaphor, for the sake of wonder. It realizes what the
philosopher meant: “ Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one
must be silent.”*” But a calculating mind will ask whether words
too are things: “ A thing is not until, and is only where, the
word is not lacking but is there.” (US, p. 86) But “ the word
for the word ™ is not to be discovered in ordinary vocabulary.
Like Saying, the word is no thing; Saying and word designate
what is there but “is ” not. (US, p. 87)

Heidegger’s point is that, when we speak about language,
we are not speaking of something distant, but of a reality close
to home. This point supposes his understanding of Dasein.
In fact, Saying defines a showing, revealing, setting free, and a
hiding: “This lighting and hidden proffer of the world is the
essential being of Saying.” (US, p. 98) But how does the world
come forward as the being of Saying? Saying makes the world
appear, discloses the openness of the Open, the manifestness
of the manifest. Essentially, Saying gathers all things together
in a primordial, non-descriptive fashion. Calculative thinking
rebels at the idea. And yet, there is a profound nearness that
relates all things precisely in their manifestness and openness
to one another. Dasein already finds itself in this open region
characterised by the nearness that touches whatever is. It is
the region where all things are in their no-thing-like character.
The answer to the question about language is not remote from
us because Dasein is already Being-in-the-world and partici-
pates in the disclosedness of Being that simultaneously reveals
and conceals.

Saying and nearness go together; language is to be under-
stood as Saying. (US, p. 96) Language, consequently, mani-

" Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (London, 1922), p.
189.
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fests in the rootedness of man’s Being-in-the-world because man
is the one who speaks. The nearness resulting from Saying’s
gathering, regioning sweep grounds the harmony of all the
earth’s structures in a profound stillness. (US, p. 101) Saying,
then, is the being of language; Saying and nearness are the
same. (US, p. 107) We are to conclude, therefore, that lan-
guage discloses the gathering of all things into nearness. Lan-
guage is a sign of our own being drawn into the unifying sweep
in which the regions of the world come face to face. But Saying
is likewise a showing. That is why the word, Logos, is so rich;
it contained philosophy’s originative insight into the manifest-
ness of what is in the all-embracing nearness of things.

From No Thing to Art

The final step in our consideration starts with a familiar
theme, namely, the thing. We shall be moving with Heidegger
from “thing ” through art to openness and truth. The essay
on art, like his essays on poetry, involve a shift to founda-
tional thinking.'®

1. From Thing and Work to Truth

The phrase, “ work of art,” is our ordinary designation for
an artistic piece. We think of such works as things, entities,
that incorporate on canvas or in bronze or clay an “ artistic”
insight. The art work is obviously not nothing, so it must be
some thing. (UK, p. 21) The problem is that “ thing” is a
very ambiguous term. While we often refer to things
in contradistinction to animate beings, thing can refer
inclusively to whatever is, to beings. But what is a thing?
Traditionally, the most widely used conceptual distinction is
that of form and matter, substance and accident: the
most common, most familiar, and easiest of manipulative or
calculative notions. One has little difficulty explaining it because
its meaning is so readily apparent. According to Heidegger, the
originative Greek msight understood the meaning of thing as
being, without the form-matter distinction. (UK, p. 23) But

18« The Origin of the Work of Art” (Der Ursprung des Kunswerkes) in the
volume Poetry, Language, Thought. We have abbreviated this as UK.
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as he pointed out, originative insights have a way of getting
obscured in interpretation. (see Being and Time, I, 5, 88)

“Thing ” can be defined in three ways which do not approx-
imate the true sense of the word. Thing can be the core, the
substance to which properties adhere. (UK, p.23) Or it might
indicate the unified perception of what is given to us through
our senses. (UK, p. 25) Or rejecting these as insufficient, we
could claim that a thing has to be allowed to be, “ to do its own
thing,” to stand forth in its own self-consistency. Yet this view
also supposes the form-matter distinction: and this distinction
is the general conceptual scheme lying behind most theories of
aesthetics. (UK, p. 27)

To give us a clue for uncovering what a thing is, Heidegger
recalls us to the notions of equipmental being and usefulness,
but this time we are to expand our understanding of useful
things in order to see the domain which gives rise to usefulness
in the first place. For the primary note which attaches to things
is not that of matter and form constitution but usefulness,
an equipmental determination. (UK, p. 28) The matter-form
distinction only appears to be the basic structure of all things
and works; we spontaneously want to think in these terms. Yet,
the most difficult task is allowing things to be things, allowing
the thing-being of things (UK, p. 81) and foregoing any defini-
tion of thing rooted in the equipmental being of equipment.

However, Dasein finds itself in the world relying on equip-
ment. We are at home in the world because things are useful,
reliable; we depend on their being just what they are. Equip-
mental being is not characterized by form-matter distinctions
but by the intrinsic reliability of things, their oneness with
themselves that precedes the substance and property posture
of thought:

The equipmental being of equipment, reliability, keeps gathered
within itself all things according to their manner and extent. The
usefulness of equipment is nevertheless only the essential conse-
quence of reliability. (UK, pp. 84-5)

In the analysis of Being and Time Heidegger founds equip-
ment in care and finiteness. The deeper origin of things is, of
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course, the truth of being, what a thing is in truth; finiteness
discloses to us the meaning of “in truth.” The piece of art,
then, rests on the coming forth, the coming to light, the uncon-
cealedness of its being. (UK, p. 86) “ Art is truth setting itself
to work.” (UK, p. 39) In order to explain the nature of this
display Heidegger develops an example—the Greek temple—
to show how this work of art gathers, holds, and signifies a
world."

The temple brought together everything that the country
and its people were. Political life, social order, war and peace,
divine curse and grace, agricultural bounty, culture: all these
things were really the temple. But then there was the building
itself stretching heavenwards out of rocky soil, perhaps set on
a cliff overlooking valley and sea. Now, the Greek mind named
this rising out of the earth, nature: that dynamic principle
by which things came forth. The earth too was somehow set
forth by this rising up of mortar and stone, a periphrastic of
architectural design. The earth came forth as man’s place, his
ground and abode. The temple, then, opened up a horizon or
world and put this world back again on earth. (UK, p. 42)

The temple, in its standing there, first gives to things their look and
to men their outlook on themselves . . . as long as the god has not
fled from it . .. it is a work that lets the god himself be present
and thus is the god himself. (UK, p. 43)

The temple was a work that opened up a world and sustained
it in its openness. World is that ever non-objective “ place”
where we are, we and all things with us—our values, life, grace,
peace, sorrow—all that we are, all that makes us to be. Work

*® Heidegger wrote: “The answer to the question “ What is a thing?” is dif-
ferent in character. It is not a proposition but a transformed basic position or,
better still and more cautiously, the initial transformation of the hitherto existing
position towards things, a change of questioning and evaluation, of seeing and
deciding; in short, of the being-there (Da-sein) in the midst of what is (inmitten
des Seienden). To determine the changing basic position within the relation to what
is, that is the task of an entire historical period. But this requires that we per-
ceive more exactly with clearer eyes what most holds us captive and makes us
unfree in the experience and determination of things.” See What is a Thing?,
Trans. W. B. Barton, Jr. and Vera Deutsch (Chicago, 1967), pp. 50-1.
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engenders world, setting it up out of the stuff of earth which
neither destroys nor impoverishes but enhances by causing
it to come forth. What comes forth is the Earth. “ The work
moves the earth itself into the Open of a world and keeps it
there. The work lets the earth be an earth.” (UK, p. 46) By
its very nature the earth is not penetrated by calculative think-
ing; it resists this; it hides from us. A work sets forth the earth
in its openness; yet once set forth, the earth remains the ground
on which the work is set. (UK, p.47) It is in the agitated ten-
sion of the opposing terms earth and world that work rests.
And so it is here that the work of art discloses truth; we are
far from the superficial vantage point of form and matter.
Work gathers into itself the most primordial conflict between
the closing and disclosing of Being.

2. Truth and Art as the Unconcealed

Heidegger summarizes the lines of his argument in the es-
say “On the Essence of Truth” by rapidly moving from a
definition of truth as propositional to an understanding of
truth as openness. We should remember that his intention
was to show that form and matter were residual traces of a
primal insight into the “rift ” between earth and world, and
that this rift is a manifestation of the concealing-unconcealing
nature of truth. Yet, the essence of truth will point to the
truth of essence. And so we are raising anew the question of
Being in its manifestness and hiddenness.

In brief, Being stands in unconcealedness, and Dasein, Being-
in-the-world, is already situated within the unconcealedness
of whatever is. “In the midst of beings as a whole an open
place occurs.” This is the Lichtung, the lighting, clearing, open
center, place of unconcealment, though a clearing which is at
the same time a concealment. (UK, p. 53) Beings may con-
ceal themselves by refusing to come forth or by simulating one
another. Their refusal to disclose themselves in fact reveals
the beginning of the clearing, the lighted region. Their con-
cealment by simulating something else causes us to mistake
them one for another. The open place, moreover, is not a fixed
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state but a happening—unconcealedness happens: it is not a
property of beings or of propositions. The concealment be-
longs to the essence of truth as unconcealedness; untruth be-
longs to the essence of truth, for beings both disclose and hide
themselves. (UK, p. 54)

The open and the closed constitute a primal conflict: earth
rises up as the self-closing, while world, rising through work, is
set on the earth as disclosing. Truth accordingly happens as
“the primal conflict between clearing and concealing.” (UK,
p. 55) In the case of the temple truth happens precisely in
the temple’s “ standing there ” and gathering to itself earth and
sky, man and gods; it thus forms a world which is set upon its
counterpoint, the earth. The truth of a work consists in the
opposition of clearing and concealing. (UK, p. 60)

In so many ways Heidegger is portraying truth as openness,
the Open as the place of conflict, Being as allowing openness to
happen, and so on. Truth cannot be said to be pre-existent.
Truth is the stamp of a work, a creation, wherein things are
allowed to come forth. (UK, p. 61) On the other hand, in
his work man “creates createdness” in the product of his
hands. Createdness, in short, is what Being allows when the
conflict between earth and world issues in truth. What is
art? “ Art then is the becoming and happening of truth.” (UK,
p. 71).

What is Called Heresy?

We have now established a context for discussing a new
meaning of heresy. After so much talk about the being of
language, we must look into the being of heresy and dogma.
We want to see how the development of dogma, could be framed
in a Heideggerian context. At the outset we might say that
development is one of the ways in which the manifestness of
being is disclosed to us. Development cannot be some thing.
It 1s not a category, a quality, a relation, a substance, a pred-
icate. Development is one of the ways in which Being comes
forth.

But what is called heresy? What does heresy name, and
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what does heresy have to do with development? Truth, we have
seen, is not to be taken as a simple adaequatio, as a mental
duplication of a state of affairs. Heresy, therefore, does not
name a proposition, should not be taken as the mere denial
of dogma, a propositional statement touching on religious
matters. To be “in heresy ” cannot mean that one has simply
refused assent to a dogmatic proposition. Then what is called
heresy? What does heresy name when that which it calls comes
forth?

Truth is bound up with the conflict between the uncon-
cealed and the hidden. It is not something set up in a noetic
heaven, given through clear and distinct ideas. Truth is a
primordial relationship. To be in the truth means to stand
forth in the open center where disclosedness is illumined. It
means, on Heidegger’s terms, that one is in the clearing in a
free, non-volitional, non-intentional, non-calculative stance. To
be in the truth does not merely mean to give assent to a
body of propositions, no matter how beautiful, revered, tradi-
tional, “correct,” religious they may be. One stands in the
truth when in fundamental openness he is prepared to listen, to
behold whatever manifests itself. It is a matter of letting things
be so that they come forth as they are. No one, we must add,
has a once-for-all grasp on the truth. In fact, the very con-
viction that one does “seize” the truth as his possession be-
trays a fundamentally improper posture such that one closes
himself to the voice of Being.

What is called heresy? What calls forth heresy? It would
be easy to say that heresy is the foundational closing-off, turn-
ing away from the divine reality which in its comprehending
nearness reveals, gives, and conceals itself. This revealing and
giving has traditionally been termed grace. Yet, is not con-
cealing also one of the ways that Being comes forth? And in
concealing, is not the clearing itself disclosed? Even the divine
reality’s concealment, which is also a disclosure, is called grace.
Heresy would appear to consist of refusing the manifestness
of grace by not hearing, by closing oneself off, by calculating
the divine, by willing, intending or otherwise stepping out of
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open center which is given to Dasein as foundational grace.
Such a claim is justified. Still, what calls forth heresy might
itself be a refusal to be contained in merely propositional belief.
One may find himself rejecting what is considered orthodox out
of a profound belief that he is called. But called to what and
by whom? And how is that call named? Authentic listening
is what grounds all orthodoxy and heresy. We are not attempt-
ing to solve here the mystery of grace and faith or to argue
to a definition of the faith community which would impose no
limits on beliefs. Rather, we are moving to discuss develop-
ment as it touches upon dogma, where development is of the
manifestness of things in their coming forth. Neither orthodoxy
nor heresy on this showing are essentially understood in terms
of propositional allegiance.

What calls forth heresy? To say it is dissent is to say too
little. Where there are no words, how can some thing be? What
does heresy name, or dogma either? Perhaps a dogma is a
thing. According to theological manuals, the revealed deposit
of divine truth does not undergo change. The deposit may be
re-conceptualized and reinterpreted for new generations of
believers; but it does not change: it is “ ever ancient, ever new.”
identity in difference. But this is exactly that application of
the form-matter device which we earlier found wanting. On the
one hand, change becomes the accidental and variant shell sur-
rounding an unchanging matrix, and this view just bankrupts
the notion of novelty which is so familiar a component of hu-
man experience. Novelty does not deny the enduring, perma-
nent features of experience; it rather takes seriously the fact
that human beings themselves are major instances of novelty.
Tragedy in love may be an age old occurrence, but each occur-
rence is something new, and the subject which experiences the
misfortune is a non-repeatable, novel subject. Similarly, a doc-
trine may signify a permanent feature in a given religious his-
tory but the appropriation of that doctrine by new believers is
always a novel occurrence. And the historicality of the individ-
ual believer requires us to admit the historicality of his appro-
priation
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On the other hand, the form-matter device accents the per-
manent and recognizes the unchanging as especially valuable,
as an achievement of religious consciousness. The dogma may
even be taken as part of revelation itself. Yet if we recall
that the form-matter constitution is not our ontological start-
ing point, that something more primordial stands behind it,
then we must say that the permanent aspect of dogma is not
what is religiously “first,” primordial. Both its variable and
invariable elements are expressions of something more fun-
damental. Consequently, to avoid the ontological oversight
which overestimates the importance of either timelessness or
change, we must appeal to the fundamental ground, to reality
which is foundational. We initiate this appeal by asking, What
calls forth heresy? We initiate our answer by replying that
perhaps it is Being which calls forth heresy by its concealedness.

The work of art, like the poet’s word, is framed against the
primal conflict of earth and world, the simultaneuos closure
and disclosure of Being. A dogma, like the work of art, ex-
presses the tension between divine disclosure and the closure
which hides from our too caleulative, too volitional, too inten-
tional grasping. We designate this phenomenon in religious
terms “ mystery.” By this we mean the following.

In Heidegger’s later thought the fourfold of earth, sky, mor-
tals, and divinity are the symbols which underlie his ontology.
For him there are no “ principles of being ” as such; Being is
spoken of in terms of disclosedness; Being is what is most uni-
versal and most concrete. The fourfold i1s the reality beneath
the infinite varieties of Being’s coming forth in poetry, in art, in
essential thinking. We are not to regard the history of art, for
instance, as the history of the fourfold any more than we can
identify the history of the world with the history of Being.
Adding up all the moments of art history would not bring us
a bit closer to some imagined totality, nor to a closer approxi-
mation of the fourfold. No function of integration sums up the
whole of Being, for the unity of Being is not to be conceived in
a calculative way. The fourfold instead represents both the pos-
sibility of artistic creation and its underlying unity, however
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a particular artist might thematize it. The fourfold reveals
symbolically what disclosedness is all about. Similarly, we
want to think of dogmas not as increasing approximations of
a mysterious whole but as expressions of the disclosedness of
Being, expressions which gather and give rise to a world.
Between sound ontology and theology there can be no con-
tradictions. What is the object of reveiation—divine reality—
relates to the fundamental presencing of things. Dogma, how-
ever, concerns more than divine reality. Dogma also bespeaks
the finiteness of man, his historicality, the conditions which
occasion the rise of any given dogma. While this observation
could be elaborated in concrete detail, we wish to do no more
than indicate the general sense in which dogma sets up a world.
Dogma, as a work, is true only insofar as it holds the tension
between the disclosedness of Being upon which it is based and
the domain of faith which it sets up. Dogma regions; it regions
that vast Open which is not distant and in which all things
dwell in profound nearness. Dogma arises when the man of
faith stands in his own openness before and in the manifest-
ness of Being. And like the artist’s work, when the primal ex-
perience is gone, dogma, like art, dies. (UK, p. 79)

We have not answered our original query about develop-
ment. Yet by repeating the question “ What calls forth heresy?”
we have been drawing near to a reply. We appeal to Heideg-
ger’s view on the connection between word and thing, between
thing and nothing. Where there are no words, there is the
region of no thing, the region of fullness, of undisclosed Being,
of the language of Being. What calls forth heresy and what
constitutes the calling? Heresy is not the mere denial of
propositions, yet without that denial propositions would not
have been affirmed. While Heidegger does not attend to the
notion of development, in the notion of calling-forth we find
its Heideggerian analogue. What comes forth is Being; what
calls forth is thinking, poetry, or maybe art also. We are al-
ready proximally related to Being; in the openness of essential
thinking Being both summons and reveals itself within the
clearing, the lighting, the open center of Dasein.
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For us the answer to *“ What calls forth heresy?” must be
stated in similar terms. Faith regions. Grace is the lighting and
simultaneously the disclosure of divine reality. As in essential
thinking, so in authentic faith, man as Dasein is already sit-
uated in the regions where no things are. The finding of
words for where there is no thing is impossible without los-
ing that for which, on account of which, and in the presence
of which we are. Nevertheless, we try to name even as the
artist creates a work, even as he responds to the call of Being
which both closes and discloses itself, even as the poet tries to
compose out of language what language resists Saying. Some-
times, in fallenness, forgetfulness misleads us and we go astray;
Being is dissimulated, conceals itself, and to speak theologically
heresy is called forth. “ What is called heresy ” and “ What
calls it forth ” bring us in faith face to face with the silence that
calls us to itself.

The development of dogma in a Heideggerian context, we
submit, is to be understood in terms of calling and letting-
be. “Out of what ” does dogma developé To say revelation is
to say both too little and too much. Should we ask this ques-
tion within the calculative stance of much philosophy and
theology we shall never understand the coming to be, the com-
ing forth that occasions the question in the beginning. We
have attempted to explain how the question about development
can take on altogether different dimensions if raised in this
context. When the history of dogma is taken as the cumu-
lative differentiation of an initial deposit of revelation, we can
fail to notice that there may be truth in heresy, that dogma
also conceals, that heresy is a kind of interpreting that is
radicated in the “ falling state ” of man (Being and Time, 1, 5,
38) and the dissimulation of Being. The internal relations of
dogmas to one another may be quite random because no law
or logic governs their historical unfolding. Any one dogma
by itself, or even taken conjointly with some others, does not
say all there is to be said about revealed truth. While dogmas
are an indication of what has been disclosed to us, they can lead
us astray into forgetting the limits of disclosure; they thereby
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conceal the all-embracing primal ground from which they
emerge. Or dogmas can lose their life by becoming disengaged
from their ground like the ruins of a Greek temple. In this
case dogmas become heretical insofar as they cut one off
from the truth; the truth has been dissimulated. And heresy,
on the contrary, may alert us to the limits of our slight grasp
of that ground, to how finite our grasp is. In short, heresy may
lead more quickly “into the truth” than dogma. As for the
novelty which is a feature of development, we suggest re-think-
ing this in terms of historicality. What the history of dogma
displays are successive moments in a differentiating grasp of
revelation, but their historicity is not primarily constituted by
a succession of moments. Where does new dogma come from?
The answer may be given through a second question, Where
does anything new come from? For now, our only answer in a
Heideggerian context is offered in terms of calling forth, letting-
be, disclosedness. One thing is clear: a theological grasp of the
relations between revelation, Scripture, tradition, and dogma
depends on a conversion to an ontology which respects all four
of these terms by refusing to identify the true with what is cer-
tain and unchanging, or with what is being approximated over
a long series of historical moments, or with anything else apart
from the disclosedness of Being and the Dasein where that dis-
closedness is allowed to happen.

WirriaMm E. REisEr, S. J.
Vanderbilt University
Nashville, Tennessee



PAUL RICOEUR’S HERMENEUTICAL THEORY AS
RESOURCE FOR THEOLOGICAL REFLECTION

(o ]

HE WORK OF the French phenomenologist, Paul
Ricoeur, has become increasingly prominent among
American theologians, as well as philosophers and
psychoanalysts, and he himself continues to be an enig-
matically promising figure on the American intellectual scene -
in general. Since he has been remarkably clear in setting forth
the various modes of reflection he has employed while working
toward the completion of his three-volume philosophy of will,
it is regrettable that many American readers are acquainted
with only isolated texts, such as his Freud and Philosophy:
Interpretation Theory (1965). Although the latter, together
with three collections of essays—Husserl, An. Analysis of His
Phenomenology (1967), Le conflit des interprétations (1969),
and a collection of essays on metaphor (to be published late in
1976) —are important by themselves, they are not, in terms of
Ricoeur’s life work, central texts. Then, too, it is unfortunate
that the English translations of his major volumes have not
permitted an easy overview of the development of his thought.
Even though book-length studies of Ricoeur’s work have
appeared in English since 1970, a succinet introduction which
would clarify the availability of his work for theological reflec-
tion is lacking.® What makes his work immediately interesting
to theologians is his treatment of several keys terms in psycho-
analytic and linguistic theory,” such as “ symbol,” “ conflict of

*Don Ihde designedly underplays *religious concerns” in his excellent study
of Ricoeur’s early work, Hermeneutical Phenomenology: The Philosophy of Paul
Ricoeur (Evanston: Nothrwestern University Press, 1971). David M. Rasmussen
focuses his investigation on the philosophical and anthropological aspects in
Muythic-Symbolic Language and Philosophical Anthropology (The Hague: Mar-
tinus Nijhoff, 1971).

? Because Ricoeur has taken seriously the injunction that a philosopher must

496
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interpretations,” ““ second naiveté,” and “ text-appropriation.”
Beyond the suggestiveness these concepts have for constructive
theology, however, is another, more explicitly theological
achievement: namely, his demonstration of the subjectivist
bias of the nineteenth and twentieth century hermeneutical
tradition and his efforts to emend it.

In the first part of this essay I wish to present the aspects of
Ricoeur’s hermeneutical theory that have already proved to be
helpful as theological resources but which, on the whole, have
lacked a systematic treatment. Finally, T shall try to indicate
why his understanding of the hermeneutical tradition, if taken
seriously, would seem to allow for a significant breakthrough
for the conception of religious consciousness in general, as well
as for particular doctrinal traditions, such as Christianity.

General Background

Ricoeur deserves to be presented as the most theologically
sophisticated of the major contemporary theorists of interpre-
tation. Among them he is distinguished by his commitment
to “ empirics ” or the utilization of scientific explanation. He
is unlike Heidegger, who, having as his major interest the
question of ““ being,” is concerned most about the “ presencing ”
power of language;® Ricoeur, on the other hand, is wary lest
the immediacy of such “ presencing ” may too quickly preclude
a maximally intelligent response to it. He is unlike Betti, who
stresses the autonomy of the object.* For Ricoeur focuses
on the relationship of theoretical understanding and praxis.
Having as his primary concern the relation of experience to

re-think the history of philosophical inquiry, his ezplication of these terms is
a powerful, initial reason for the trustworthiness of his works.

3Cf., for example, the poetic and descriptive, as distinct from the systematic,
treatment of language in Martin Heidegger, Unterwegs sur Sprache (Tiibingen:
Neske, 1956).

* Betti’s major work is Teoria generale della interpretazione, 2 vols. (Milan:
Dott. A. Giurffre, 1955). In it he tries to define valid interpretations objectively
by demonstrating their occurence in theological, psychological, and in particular,
juridical interpretation. From these demonstrations he derives a specific set
of “canons” by which, he says, human actions can be sufficiently understood.
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thought as it appears in language, he emphasizes neither theory
nor praxis; rather, he is always “ on the way ” to theory.® And
he is distinct from Gadamer, who in his interest in the relation
of the human sciences to truth, emphasizes the precedence of
understanding over method. )

In the projected structure of Ricoeur’s major work, the three-
volume philosophy of will, we can see the guiding thread of
his method: from eidetics (Volume I, Freedom and Nature ®)
through empirics Volume II, Fallible Man ™ and The Symbolism
of Evil®) to poetics (Volume ITT).

Volume I is an investigation of the voluntary and invountary
as the basic context for the phenomenon of human “will.”
Discovering early in Volume II that, in a strictly descriptive
method, the concept of “ fallibility  cancels out human * free-
dom,” he moves in the second part to ““ hermeneuties ” in order
to study the matter-of-factness of “fault” as it appears in
symbol and myth. His Freud and Philosophy is a further step
in his empirics. In it Ricoeur holds that the poetic imagination
is best understood by way of a “ detour” through cosmic and
oneiric symbols. He holds that, before the interpreter can
appreciate the poetic image as a sensory vehicle, he or she must
know something of the total field of the experience of human-
kind, as revealed in the study of the cosmic, and something
of the subtlety with which individual experience comes to
knowledge, as this may be understood through empirics.
“Detour ” is the notion by which Ricoeur emphasizes the

5 Cf. Ricoeur’s abjuration of the theory/practice dichotomy in his History and
Truth (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1965): “ Saying and doing, sig-
nifying and making are intermingled to such an extent that it is impossible to
set up a lasting and deep opposition between ‘theoria’ and ‘prakis’” (p. 5).

¢ Freedom and Nature: The Voluntary and the Involuntary (Philosophie de la
volonté, I: La Volontaire et Dinvolontaire [Paris: Aubier, 1950]), trans. by Erazim
V. Kohék (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1966).

? Fallible Man (Philosophie de la volonté: Finitude et culpabilité, I: L’Homme
faillible [Paris: Aubier, 1960]), trans. by Charles Kelby (Chicago: Henry Regnery
Company, 1967).

8 The Symbolism of Evil (Philosophie de la wvolonte: Finitude et culpabilité,
II: La Symbolique du mal [Paris: Aubier, 1960]), trans. by Emerson Buchanan
(Doston: Beacon Press, 1967).
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plurality of stages in the interpretative act and the distinction
between immediate perception and reflective thought. The
Symbolism of Evil and Freud and Philiosophy are the amplifi-
cation of this notion. Ricoeur’s latest publication in hermeneu-
tics, Le conflit des interprétations, together with his later
studies of text-interpretation, the philosophy of ordinary lang-
uage, metaphor, and action, represent a further detour as he
prepares Volume III, a poetics of the will

Toward a Theory of Symbol

Ricoeur’s pre-hermeneutical work (Freedom and Nature,
Fallible Man) treats of human consciousness (which he terms
“ the essential structure ” of human existence) as the threshold
of speech. In retrospect, his hermeneutical theory (beginning
with The Symbolism of Evil) can be best appreciated as pro-
viding the crucial insight that the philosophical threshold to
speech is itself accessible only through language, even though
Ricoeur’s affirmation of this insight does not take place until
later. This delay is opportune, however, because it allows for
a greater emphasis upon the link between symbol and experi-
ence. Moreover, the polysemy of symbolic expression acquires
a “bodiedness ” through this delay: by means of Ricoeur’s
analysis of the complex thinking-acting and thinking-feeling
relationships, symbol is seen to be the linguistic structure best
suited to represent the full range of human experience.

Ricoeur introduces symbol as a cultural-religious phenom-
enon in The Symbolism of Ewil. He regards symbol as pri-
mordial language, systematically relating it to myth (already
a first-level interpretation, according to Ricoeur) and specula-
tion (a second-level interpretation). Here he employs several
diagnostics (“ objective characteristics as signs for obscure or
border experiences ) to highlight the linguisticality of the
symbol: namely, philology, exegesis, phenomenology of religion,

?8ee forthcoming publications (University of Toronto Press).
1% See my forthcoming article *“ Paul Ricoeur’s Notion of ‘ Diagnostics : a Con-
structive Interpretation”; also Don Ihde, op. cit, pp. 29-30.
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historical and theological criticism. The Symbolism of Ewvil
marks his formal entry into hermeneutics and illustrates his
use of the concept of limit, explicated in Fallible Man. Earlier,
in Freedom and Nature, where the descriptive approach (ei-
detics) is taken to be sufficient for the study of essential human
structure, Ricoeur appeals only to intentional experiences of the
Cogito—thereby excluding those transcendent experiences of
love, reconciliation, and poetry. For example, in describing the
self-reference which is not yet reflective, he cites the French
expression, “ je me decide & ...,” to indicate that even in self-
reference there is a reference to the ‘““project” of the will.”
In the last part of Freedom and Nature—in the discussion of
“ consent and necessity "—however, Ricoeur already begins to
turn to myth and symbol to find typologies of this paradox
and expressions of the “ upper limit ” of reflection on self and
the world. As an example he presents the * dream of inno-
cence ” as an “ unfulfilled intentionality *—albeit fully * inten-
tional ” when it appears as an object of consciousness.”” As
unfulfilled, this direct intentionality requires an indirect ex-
pression. Pursuing the contrast between direct and indirect
expressions in The Symbolism of Ewil, Ricoeur contrasts the
experience of innocence with the experience of guilt and points
out that in the matter of guilt, one can speak only of a con-
tradictory fulfillment because the evil act cannot be accounted
for by direct intentionality. As such, the phenomenon of guilt
requires an indirect or even more complex expression than does
the dream of innocence. These two experiences—innocence and
guilt—Dboth involving limit-questions, demonstrate the limit of
direct intentionality: pure reflection and direct expression leave

1Tt is interesting to note that the distinction between direct and indirect
language (although superseded in his later work) originates in Ricoeur’s linguistic
analysis of isolated statements. Later Ricoeur becomes progressively more in-
terested in the problem of contexts.

12 For a contrasting theological use of this term—which demonstrates, I think,
the use of an inadequate philosophical foundation—see Paul Tillich’s “state of
dreaming innocence” in his interpretation of Genesis 1:11, according to the
Christian doctrine of original sin. Systematic Theology (Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 1957), II, 33-36.
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“ everyday reality outside,” particularly when everyday reality
involves “ enslavement to the passions.” From this it might
appear that, since pure reflection constitutes the condition of
anyone’s realizing selfhood through ultimate consent to his or
her limitations and achievements, philosophy must stop short
of any appeal to myth or symbol. Ricoeur shows, however,
that the “need” of philosophy for symbol is substantiated
through a dual capacity of the symbol. On the side of inten-
tionality it evokes, lights up and puts *“in order a whole field
of human experience, not otherwise accessible to pure reflec-
tion.” On the side of the conscious subject, it “ sensitizes our
outlook “ toward a domain of experience which cannot be
reduced to “error or emotion or habit or even finiteness.” **

Symbol, then, becomes intrinsic to Ricoeur’s philosophical
method. He uses the Kantian concept of limit to provide an
understanding of Husserl’s ideality of consciousness, and Heg-
el’s phenomenology of spirit to criticize Freud’s naturalism.
In the end, Ricoeur’s use of symbol as the primary object of
his phenomenological investigations guarantees that his own
philosophy will not exhaust itself methodologically and that
it will keep as its goal an ontology, beyond both introspection
and anthropology.

The task of the philosopher guided by symbols is to break down the
enchanted wall of self-consciouness and subjectivity, to strip reflec-
tion of its exclusive rights to go beyond anthropology.

He moves steadily toward a dialectical relationship between
philosophy and symbol:

In contrast to philosophies wrestling with starting points a medi-
tation on symbols starts right out with langauge and with the
meaning that is always already there. It takes off in the midst of
language already existing, where everything has already been said
after a fashion; it gladly embraces thought with all its presuppo-
sitions. Its big problem is not to get started, but, in the midst of
words, to remember once again.

1% Ricoeur, “ The Symbol . . . Food for Thought,” Phiosophy Today, IV (Fall,
1960), 2086.
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This dialectical relationship is auspicious for our time: “ With
the bleak sand of criticism behind us, we want a new hearing **
—that is, a hearing which will not reduce myth and symbol
either to explanation or to archaic truth, however necessary
it is initially to demythologize—but a hearing which is capable
of revivifying contemporary language.

Ricoeur’s later work in psychoanalytic theory, structurahsm
and linguistic analysis all can be seen as elaborations of this
crucial problem: the reciprocal relationship between symbol
and thought. It is stated best in his own aphorism, “ the sym-
bol gives rise to thought”** and its converse, ““ thought is al-
ways informed by symbol.” By means of this formulation, the
human sciences evidence the need they have for philosophy—
that is, for a clarification of the starting points of their analy-
tic thought. Philosophy also, in Ricoeur’s aphorism, acknow-
ledges the limits of reflection in declaring its need to return to
symbol as the fullest expression of lived experience. We already
begin to see Ricoeur’s basic argument: without symbol there
can be no fullness of expression; without comparison and inter-
pretation, no authentic self-appropriation; without philos-
sophical thought, no truth.

From Symbol to Interpretation Theory

Symbol becomes Ricoeur’s paradigm for the expression of
multiple meanings. His successive definitions of symbol-—from
an implicitly religious thematization to an areligious, structural
possibility of several univocal thematizations—provide an index
to the development of his hemeneutical theory.

An avowal by which humankind witnesses to the actuality
of evil, in The Symbolism of Ewil, represents multiple his-~
torical and cultural intentionalities: the “ symbol-thing” is
distinguished from “image” by its function—"to gather to-

4 Ibid., pp. 196-97.

151t should be noted that in The Symbolism in Ewvil, this aphorism as stated
represents only “half” of the hermeneutical circle—even though, in the same con-
text, Ricoeur speaks of the “ whole circle made up of confession, myth and specu-
lation ” (p. 9) and also refers to the circle as “the believing for the sake of
understanding which is also understanding for the sake of believing” (p. 354).
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gether at one point a mass of significations, which before giving
rise to thought, give rise to speech. The symbolic manifestation
as a thing is a matrix of symbolic meanings as words.” But
the salient point in The Symbolism of Evil is that, even in the
most archaic expressions of evil, the symbol is intended to
express not just some thing but “ the sinner’s situation in the
dimension of the sacred.” A spot or stain, for example, can
refer univocally to an obvious thing or event, or it may, in
addition, designate the way a man is situated with regard to
the sacred in his life.® Hence the symbol depends upon the
sign, through which it intends something other than what is
immediately referred to by the sign: the intentionality is ass-
umed to be religious, and Ricoeur, at this point, does not raise
the question of the adequacy nor of the relationship of the relig-
tous thematization to others. ‘

Ricoeur’s later definition of symbol in Freud and Philosophy
has suspended the exclusively religious thematization and is
designed both to accomodate the possibility of false conscious-
ness and to raise the problem of multiple interpretation:

Symbols occur when langauge produces signs of composite degree in
which the meaning, not satisfied with designating some one thing,
designates another meaning attainable only in and through the
first intentionality.”

It is within the circumseription of these expressions of double
or multiple sense that his theory of hermeneutics is initially

18 Ibid., p. 26. It is interesting that Ricoeur’s first definition of the symbol
is overtly ontological. The ontological referent disappears, however, as the defin-
ition is transposed into structural terms but returns after several “ detours”:
“Now I am prepared to say and to recognize that the ontological dimension of the
symbol is precisely ‘ world-disclosure.” In other words, if T give only a semantic
definition of the symbol as a double-meaning structure, I still remain in a kind
of structural analysis. But the main function of a symbolic structure is to say
something in an indirect way about reality and therefore I should be inclined
now to emphasize the ontological dimension of the symbolic structure.” (Faculty
Conference tape, University of Chicago, 1971) Notwithstanding this return to
ontology, both the subjective and objective referent of symbol have been pro-
foundly illuminated by Ricoeur’s “detours” through myth eriticism, psycho-
analytic theory, and structuralism.

17 Ricoeur, Freud and Philosokpy, p. 16. See also Le conflit, p. 16,
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constituted. Later, as we shall see below, he defines symbol
entirely in terms of structure and function.

But before moving into this further investigation of symbol
by means of structuralism and phenomenology, Ricoeur enu-
merates three domains wherein symbols can be seen to emerge:
the cosmic, the oneiric, and the poetic. Cosmic symbolism is
closely tied to rites and hierophanies in primitive religions.
Ricoeur regards them as the exemplary models of expressions
for man’s relation to the sacred and reaffirms Eliade’s notion
of the “cosmo-theological function of symbols while empha-
sizing the factor of intentionality by which man is reintegrated
into the whole sacred past.” Oneiric symbolism, dealt with
primarily in Part Two of Freud and Philosophy, has to do with
nocturnal dreams and has as its locus of investigation the in-
dividual psyche. Poetic symbolism differs from the cosmic and
oneiric, according to Ricoeur, in that it refers to a word-image
instead of a representation image. In the poetic symbol lan-
uage does not have “ hieratic stability under the protection
of rites and myths.” Instead, “it puts language in a state
of emergence.” *®

These three zones wherein symbols reside—the cosmie, oneir-
ic and poetic imagination—are not mutually exclusive. Rather,
they are initially somewhat like “ world views” which serve
only to qualify the various ways in which symbols come to
be within human consciousness and how they might best be
explicated. None of these zones has any temporal priority with
respect to others, although the cosmic is more prevalent in
classical history and the oneiric and poetic are more easily
associated with the modern and contemporary. Nor are the
cosmic and oneiric, of themselves, generically different: “To
manifest the ‘ sacred’ on the cosmos and to manifest it in the
‘psyche’ are the same thing.” *® Tt is helpful at this point to
recall Ricoeur’s treatment of feeling in Fallible Man where he
showed that the condition for the possibility of “ reading ” feel-

18 The Symbolism of Ewvil, p. 14.
*® Ibid., pp. 12, 14. Cf. also Freud and Phiosophy, p. 16.
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ing was an object or person on which felt qualities could be
manifested. We notice, however, that quite properly Ricoeur
does not refer to “feelings” in his discussion of symbol, for,
as he said in Fallible Man, “ the affective aspect of feeling
vanishes as soon as its intentional aspect fades away, or it at
least sinks into an inexpressible obscurity ”

It is only thanks to its aim, overspilling itself into a felt quality,
into an affective “ correlate,” that feeling can be expressed, said,
communicated and worked out in a cultural language. Our “ affec-
tions ” are read on the world they develop, which reflects their
kinds and nuances.?®

By eliminating the factor of feeling from his discussion of sym-
bol, Ricoeur acquires an even more rigorous, through tenta-
tive reading of the object-intentionalities of feeling.

Ricoeur approaches the poetic imagination by way of “de-
tour ” in order to prevent a negative understanding of the cate-
gory of the “imaginary ”

Too often it has been said the imagination is the power of forming
images. This is not true if by image one means the representation
of an absent or unreal thing, a process of rendering present—of
presentifying—the thing over there, elsewhere, or nowhere. In no
way does poetic imagination reduce itself to the power of forming
a mental picture of the unreal; the imagery of sensory origin _merely
serves as a vehicle and as material for the verbal power whose
true dimension is given to us by the oneiric and the cosmic.?*

The three zones through which symbols emerge are, after all,
united within language, for the symbols that emerge in any of
them are all lignuistic expressions of multlple meaning.

Ricoeur begins to differentiate the various levels of possible
meaning of the symbol by comparing it with other kinds of lin-
guistic expressions. As language, first of all, symbol must be
studied as reflective consciousness, that is, consciousness twice
removed from experience—once as an affirmation of a non-lin-
gistic experience which is signified in direct expressions, and

20 Follible Man, p. 127.
2t Freud and Philosophy, p. 15.
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once as a self-reference which calls for indirection. What dis-
tinguishes symbol from sign, for example, is the subject’s aware-
ness of the primacy of the act of his own existence and of the
desire to signify the quality of his immediate consciousness in-
directly. This double awareness constitutes the distinctive
intentionality of the symbol, whereas the sign has as its primary
intentionality, a direct signification. In every sign a sensory
vehicle is the bearer of a signifying function. This directly in-
tended meaning may be, at the same time, the primary or literal
meaning of symbol. A symbol has “the peculiarity of desig-
nating an indirect meaning in and through a direct meaning ’;
it calls for “ something like a deciphering, that is, an interpre-
tation. ... To mean something other than what is said—that
is the symbolic function.” It is this relation of symbol to sign
that is signified by the term, * double-sense” of symbol.*
Ricoeur differentiates symbol from analogy on the grounds
that symbol cannot be satisfied with reasoning by proportion-
ality: A is to B as C is to D.*® Ricoeur argues that the mean-
ing of symbol is not one constituted by likenesses apparent
“from the outside.” Rather, it is “ the very movement of the
primary meaning intentionally assimilating us to the sym-
bolized, without our being able to intellectually dominate that
likeness.” ** Nor is symbol like allegory. That which is sig-
nified by allegory is directly accessible to understanding where-
as the symbol “means” by way of suggestion: “the symbol
yields its meaning as enigma and not through translation.”
Symbols differ from characters in a system of symbolic logic
in that the formal logic of the latter is maintained by transla-
tion which is similar to the higher mathematical functions.
Symbol is different from myth by virtue of temporality. As

22 Ibid., pp. 11-13.

** It must be conceded that not all theories of analogy are as unsophisticated
as that which Ricoeur cites as an example here.

** Freud and Philosophy, p. 17. The mneed for an adequate interpretation of
symbol leads Ricouer to question the usual meaning of verification. He observes
that out of the many possible functions of an utterance, the logical selects only
one for the process of verification. His goal is to achieve an “ existential verifi-
cation” for symbol,




















































































































































































































































































































































































