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Methodological Background Paper on Theme of Faith Formation and Corruption

Brendan Lovett
‘People whose preoccupation is with sheer survival do not
  perceive as corruption what others who have no 
such preoccupation call corruption.’

· Rodolfo Stavenhagen

Introduction

The governing purpose of this brief paper is to provide a constructive methodological background to the discussions of those involved in the current research project being undertaken by faculty members of I.F.R.S.  The project itself centres on the issue of corruption and the role played by Catholic education in relation to corruption. The intention is to approach this complex topic in an interdisciplinary manner. 
If the complexity of the project is not to devolve into a duality of topics, the heuristics developed in this background paper should be such as to illumine both aspects of the project by showing their interrelationship. I will, nevertheless, still loosely structure the paper in two rather unequal parts corresponding to the two aspects of the chosen project.

I
I begin by drawing attention to what would seem to be a regrettable lack of nuance in the currently dominant approach to the topic of corruption as this is manifest in the publications of Western NGOs dedicated to countering corruption world-wide.
 The lack in question derives, I believe, from a selective focus which considers the violation of unquestioned political, legal, and economic norms to be an adequate and sufficient framework for understanding the phenomenon of corruption and for identifying its presence in any segment of the population, without regard for that segment’s power position and without reference to the cultural dialectics which may be operative.

Such a focus is governed by the currently dominant neoclassical approach in economics based on abstract and deductive methods. This Neoclassical approach can be contrasted with the concrete and inductive approach which typified the methodology of the German Historical School which was the dominant school of economics in many continental European countries before the Second World War.
 The Neoclassical approach lacks historical perspective on the study of institutions. It therefore fails to do justice to such institutions relationship to, and possibly deleterious effect on, cultural process. It consequently ‘tars with the same brush’ actions and responses of quite distinct groups of people within a national state. The resulting injustice to people is hinted at in the quotation above from Rodolfo Stavenhagen.
 
Despite the many, excellent strengths it embodies, the liberal framework dominant in so many academic institutions significantly fails to explore the ambiguity of a western value system which endlessly seems to generate contradictions to its own cherished values.
 Those who subscribe to this liberal mind-set cannot comprehend, still less agree with, Karl Barth’s description of our current dominant economic habits as ‘almost unequivocally demonic’.
 
As his language suggests, Barth’s comment derives from a theological perspective. The interdisciplinary approach being anticipated in our projected research is to include such a perspective. How can such diverse disciplines work fruitfully together? If a unified study is to emerge from an inter-disciplinary approach, it would seem to be very desirable for all participants in the project to achieve significant agreement about the methodological issues involved. This first part of the present paper is dedicated to clarifying the methodological issues.
Preliminary Methodological Reflection on General Theological Categories
The first major distinction that needs to be shared is the distinction between general and special theological categories. By special categories are meant those peculiar to a particular tradition of faith. By contrast, general theological categories are those held in common between theology and other human disciplines. These latter categories do not presuppose adherence to a particular faith tradition and are accessible to all. Such critically grounded general categories are essential if a genuinely interdisciplinary work is to be carried through, a work which respects the relative autonomy and competence of particular sciences. 

For example, sin is a special theological category, to be found in some faith traditions. It calls the followers of the tradition to exercise a prophetic ministry in relation to sin and to commit themselves to its overcoming. However, the prophetic task, as constructive, itself requires further resources. We have to recognize that ‘theology is not the full science of man’, and that, if the Christian critique of society is not to be dismissed as mere religious rhetoric, theology needs to unite itself ‘with all other relevant branches of human studies’.
 Now, correlated to this special theological category but understood in a secular context, Bernard Lonergan has derived, on the basis of a philosophy grounded in performance analysis, the general theological category of three-fold bias: individual bias, group bias, and general bias. He has further shown that recognition and acknowledgment of bias is both possible and necessary for practitioners in any human science or discipline.
 

What would it mean for a science to acknowledge bias as relevant to its data? Lonergan explains this by introducing the notion of ‘integrated studies’. By these he refers to human studies which would incorporate both a dialectical and a foundational moment into their discipline.
 Simply put, a dialectical moment would mean advertence to the ambiguity of the data of a human science: such data could have resulted either from human attentiveness, intelligence, rationality and responsibility or from the absence of any one or more of these four. Dialectical method is a method that is able to take contradictories into account. Likewise, a foundational moment in human studies raises the question of the degree of conversion operative in the researcher herself.
 He suggests that the possibility of each such integration is employment of ‘a method that runs parallel to method in theology’, that is, parallel in employing in its own field the equivalent of the eight-fold functional specialties he had shown to be necessary in the doing of theology.
  
Theology can and must unite itself with—that is, avail itself of—all such integrated studies. At this point, I need to introduce some further, relevant, general theological categories.
Scale of Values of the Integral Human Good

Because our main topic, corruption, is negative, we cannot usefully begin there. Corruption always signifies the negation of value. Understanding corruption presupposes some understanding of the meaning of the value which it is seen to negate. Human values are multiple and exist according to an order or scale of preference. 

If we set out in diagrammatic form both the scale of values and their corresponding negations in both general and special theological categories, we will have the requisite categories for the formulation of an at least initial, unifying governing hypothesis relevant to the proposed research.

First, then, the scale of values of the integral human good (Fig.1), followed by the three-columned correlation of values with their general and special categorial negations (Fig. 2). 


Fig. 1
1. There is mutual conditioning up and down the scale. 
2. Each level is irreplaceable if human flourishing is to be promoted. 
3. The realization of a higher level is the condition of possibility of healthy functioning at the preceding level.

We can move forward to our main topic by adverting to the manner in which social, cultural and personal values are the positive articulation of what is negated in what earlier was named three-fold bias. This occasions a second diagram.

Fig. 2
In our faith tradition, personal sin is the primary analogue of sin, the other two uses, though related to personal sin, are called sin in a secondary sense. Accordingly, culpability is maximal in relation to personal sin, lessened in relation to the other analogues, since people are typically unaware of their bad social habits and unawareness is always a mitigating factor in human accountability. In contrast, the harm done to others by social sin is much greater than that inflicted by personal sin. The harm done to others by general bias is maximal since everybody acts in conformity to the shared conviction of ‘the way things are’ in the world. The rule of sin, the biblical ‘sin of the world’, is the expectation of sin for Lonergan. We all end up subscribing resignedly to the myth of ‘the way things are’.
Towards a Unifying Governing Hypothesis

A tentative formulation of a governing hypothesis for the research might run somewhat as follows:

The insights underlying the critically derived categories of individual, group, and general bias provide a heuristic framework for both researching the topic of corruption and creatively responding to its challenge. While not precluding the actuality of individual bias, such a framework challenges us to place individual action within its institutional and cultural contexts. 
What is being claimed here is that any creative response to the issue of corruption will be dependent on the successful implementation of such critically grounded heuristics. Stated so baldly, the hypothesis may sound improbable but some immediate, initial elaboration, with the help of the categories already introduced may serve to lessen the improbability. 
Individual Bias
Individual bias is the general theological category that relates to the special theological category of personal sin. As such, it is the general category most familiar to people of Christian faith tradition, since catechesis has tended to speak dominantly of personal sin. Lonergan claims that all sin is a ‘flight from understanding’. If he is correct, then the category of bias in all its forms can be articulated as repression of relevant questions and insights. Perhaps his point is easiest to understand in the case of individual bias: the egoist has no interest in paying attention to the question of the impact of his actions on the social conditions that make possible his own well-being. For him to do so would reveal the contradictory nature of his own project as exploitative.
Group Bias    

The general category correlative to social sin is that of group bias. In an effort that has largely failed, it is only in the last half-century that the Church in the modern period has tried once again to inculcate a grasp of social sin in its members.
 And yet perhaps the contradictoriness of group bias is not really so much more difficult to grasp than that of individual bias mentioned in the preceding paragraph. Within Marxist analysis, the identification of group bias was in terms of class. Typically, privileged groups are blind to the unwarranted nature of the extent of their privilege in any society. But, if they are blind to it, other groups in the society are decidedly not so blind. So it is that instances of group bias tend to bring about their own reversal. Correlative to group biases are the short cycles of decline to which they give rise. 

General Bias

Parallel to his usage in naming ‘general’ as opposed to ‘special’ theological categories, Lonergan is here specifying, in contrast to group bias, a kind of bias that is shared by all in the society. As taken for granted by all, it will be the most difficult of all to reverse. It makes sense to correlate general bias with diseased cultural process. Under ‘cultural’, think especially of the legal and educational, artistic, religious, philosophical, and theological domains. General bias gives rise to long cycles of decline.
Corruption an Instance of Social Sin
Our human lives are made possible through the complex of systems—each one the fruit of the practical intelligence belonging to human co-operative efforts—which ensure that recurrent needs of a total population will be met in a recurrent and sustainable fashion. Born of human co-operative effort, such systems are ultimately in the service of the human freedom of all members of a population.

Although sin finds its primary analogue in personal sin and structures can be sinful only in a secondary sense, aberration at the systemic level is much more catastrophic than any individual evil since all the members of a society are affected by it. This is the reason why, for Aristotle, Politics and not Ethics is the primary moral science. Nor can such aberration ever be confined to the one system where it occurs. Social value—structured human living in society—is realized not in one system but in many. On an incomplete listing, we should mention the technological, economic, and political, systems. What must be recognized is that these multiple systems stand in complex relationships of dependence and enablement to one another. 
To exemplify this in relation to our provisional list just given, technological system sets us the possibilities of a particular economic system. But inappropriate technologies will result in a disastrous economic system in the sense that any short-term gain will be at the cost of environmental damage, the addressing of which will involve astronomic economic costs.
 Once the mutual conditioning of all these systems is adverted to, it becomes clear how aberration in one will have adverse repercussions on all others.
To locate corruption as an instance of social sin implies, then, that we search for a specific form of ‘group bias’ to illuminate the phenomenon of corruption. I tentatively put forward some data which would suggest political economy as initial area for scrutiny. 
Writing in the Lenten period last year, Fr. John J. Carroll raised the question of the ‘social mortgage’ attaching to wealth and how one is not free to do with it as one wishes; the goods of the earth were given in order that all men and women should be able to live decent, dignified lives. Thus alms-giving or direct aid to those in immediate need is both a virtue and an obligation. He states that alms-giving is necessary, but not sufficient. Alms-giving is for emergency situations, "widows and orphans" so often mentioned in the Bible. But for ordinary situations, human dignity requires that a family be relatively independent, relatively able to take care of its own needs.
 Here is the extended quotation from Fr. Carroll.
A recent presentation by Tomas Africa, sponsored by the Social Weather Stations, suggests that in the Philippines, alms-giving is both very necessary and not enough. The total income of the top 1 percent of Filipino families equals that of the bottom 30 percent. The wealthier 50 percent of families receive 80 percent of total family income; the poorer 50 percent receive only 20 percent. Given the low per capita income of the country, such inequality spells destitution for a vast number of families. Moreover, this proportion did not change significantly from 1961 to 2009. Whatever economic development occurred in those 48 years was shared just as unequally: 80 percent to the wealthier half of families and 20 percent to the poorer half. For growth to reduce inequality, a greater share of its fruits must go to the poor.

It is clear from this that the “social mortgage” on private property is not being paid in Philippine society. The goods available in this society are not being used in such a way that all Filipinos can live decent and dignified lives; even the fruits of economic growth are going disproportionately into the pockets of those who are better off. The land-owning system and the hesitance of government to touch the incomes of large landowners through serious agrarian reform (it is easier to teach birth control to the tenants) is one factor. The tax system is another as well as corruption at all levels. Public education institutions are starved for funds, while the wealthy provide their children with a head start in life by sending them to elite and expensive private institutions. The legal system is so complex that highly paid lawyers can almost always find a loophole for their clients. One could go on, but it is clear that many of the key institutions of Philippine society are what the Popes have called “structures of sin,” meaning accumulated personal sins of greed and injustice sedimented into institutions which perpetuate the injustice. Is it not time to foreclose the social mortgage?

The structures of which we have spoken are not set in stone; they can be changed as other nations have shown. Taiwan and South Korea kicked off their economic development with agrarian reform measures that, by putting money into the hands of small farmers, provided a market for bicycles, lanterns, water pumps and other products of early industrialization. The “GI Bill of Rights” in the United States provided college education for millions of Afro-Americans and youth from the slums who had served in the armed forces, moved them into the middle class and changed the social structure of the country while repaying its costs many times over in increased productivity.

More than 40 years ago in his great encyclical “Populorum Progressio” [1967], Pope Paul VI spoke of the drastic changes in social structures required if justice is to prevail: “We want to be clearly understood: the present situation must be faced with courage and the injustices linked with it must be fought against and overcome. Development demands bold transformations, innovations that go deep. Urgent reforms should be undertaken without delay.”

But if the political system is in need of reform, how can such reform occur in a world in which economic interests control the political system? True, the structures of injustice are not ‘set in stone’, but they are currently set within a globalized economy.
Globalization

Over the last twelve years, I have tried to understand what I could concerning globalization, a vigorously debated issue. One work which I found stimulating early on was Nicholas Boyle(s Who Are We Now? Christian Humanism and the Global Market from Hegel to Heaney.
 It is a complex work, drawing on literary criticism, philosophy and history in interwoven ways that yield a powerful argument. The answer that emerges to his title-question is that right now we do not know who we are; at most we know who we must become ( future global citizens. If economy and technology, two of the five elements that make up any human society, have become global in their reach, there is a sense in which our society is now global. Every consumer choice I make has repercussions on other humans across the globe. Since my consumer choices now have global repercussions, who I truly am is defined by my relation to all others. Christians can only learn of their complicity in the sin of the world by discovering the negative effects their way of life is having on other human beings. At present, given our involvement in the globalized economy, our daily economic decisions have consequences for the lives of people across the world. It is, however, extremely difficult to trace even those links in the chains of cause and effect that are closest to us. This is tantamount to saying that it is hard to discover who we really are.
 As believers in the Gospel, it is in reaching out to others in awareness of a common destiny— a sense that we cannot be without them— that we discover just how inadequately we ourselves embody the truth we claim to share. All authenticity tends to take the form of a withdrawal from unauthenticity. Our conversion is dynamic, ongoing, the form of our becoming never complete. It is occasioned by encounter with the suffering of others. 
It is true that today universality is a material fact in yet another sense: economic globalization means that we have become a universally communicative species. But the primary purpose and content of such communication is far from humanizing in intent.
 Weaker and poorer cultures are told that they must erase their differences if they wish to survive. This situation cannot be redressed until a new form of political existence, commensurate with the global reality of the economic system, is developed. This needed development is something in the nature of a survival imperative.

[It is] a consequence of the growth of the global market [...] that all that was solid in the coincidence of a self and a social role ( vocation, profession, nationality, even ( melts into air. But that need not be a paralyzing or a nihilistic conclusion. We can and must learn to live (as Kant long ago saw), not as having an identity now, but as intending to have an identity in the future ( specifically, an identity of world citizens. Political values and institutions have to underpin the market, even the world-market and insofar as our lives are directed towards achieving the [...] goals those values and institutions require, they will have such solidity as mortal lives ought to have. Only international institutions, above all those which closely shadow the mechanisms of economic integration, stand any chance of being adequate to the fundamental realities of contemporary life.

Boyle finds the most advanced examples of such institutions in the European Union, while admitting that it is still an open question whether that unique body will continue to show the way toward effective international political co-operation, or whether it will waste its energies on the attempt to create a fortress super-state, an attempt which in the global market will most surely fail. We need to pause a little on globalization(s erosion of the political at local and national levels. The (central fact of globalization( is that “the economic situation of the citizens of a nation state has passed beyond the control of the laws of that state [...] there is no way in which the laws of Brazil or the US can dictate that money earned in the country will be spent in the country, or money saved in the country will be invested in the country. [...] We now have a global overclass which makes all the major economic decisions, and makes them in entire independence of the legislatures, and a fortiori of the will of the voters, of any given country... The absence of a global polity means that the super-rich can operate without any thought of any interests save their own.”

Faced with this massive fact, the national state has redefined its mission. It (retreats from the economic arena, asserts the necessity to reduce its social role to the widening and strengthening of its penal intervention.(
 The (social state(, the crowning of the long history of European democracy and until recently its dominant form, is everywhere in retreat. The social state based its legitimacy on the promise to defend its citizens and insure them against redundancy, exclusion and rejection as well as against being consigned to (human waste( because of individual inadequacies or misfortunes. Since the major source of uncertainty was linked to erratic conditions of employment, it was primarily against that uncertainty that the social state undertook to protect its citizens ( by making jobs more secure and the future more assured.

Unable to perform its task any more under pressure of globalization, the state washes its hands of the vulnerability and uncertainty arising from the illogicality of the free market. It now redefines that as a private affair, a matter for individuals to deal with and cope with by the resources in their private possession. As Ulrich Beck formulates it, individuals are now expected to seek biographical solutions to systemic contradictions.
 In such a context, attempts by people to develop their own organizations in order to promote the protection of their rights as producers, far from being welcomed, may very well be looked on with suspicion by the state.

It should be clear that the unity we are attributing to the world when we speak of economic globalization is merely that imposed by the market, not a truly human unity. In fact, globalization has exacerbated the disparities in the human world.
 (Production and consumption of goods become the defining points of being human in this globalized world. The old who can no longer produce, the poor who do not have the means either to produce or consume are written off and excluded from the juggernaut of globalization.(
 The threat of redundancy hangs over all jobs in our globalized world. This word, (redundancy(, has displaced an earlier term, (unemployment(.  Whereas the unemployed needed to be cared for since they were to be called back into active service, no such associations applies to those labelled redundant. (Redundancy( shares semantic space with (rejects(, (wastrels(, (garbage(, (refuse( ( waste. The meaning of the redundant is the meaning of wasted lives.
The average length of employment in Silicon Valley, place of dream jobs among the young, is seven months. Enron, before its collapse, had a standard policy of firing ten per cent of the workforce regularly as a means of terrorizing and motivating the rest. Such patterns make commitment impossible. Such patterns undermine all trust. And trust, once undermined, is virtually impossible to restore. The saddest part is the manner in which such patterns filter down to and corrode the most intimate aspects of human relationships. Life projects, life commitments, are increasingly inconceivable to those living under globalization.
The WTO
The moment of the implementation of this institution is highly significant since the plan itself dates back to the Bretton Woods’ conference. Implementation was postponed until such time as it suited the developed countries to introduce it. The question to ask is whether the developed countries and the international development policy institutions they control “are recommending policies that they find beneficial to themselves rather than those beneficial to the developing countries”.

Is it fair to say that the WTO agreement that put restrictions on the ability of the developing countries to pursue activist ITT [industrial, trade, and technology] policies is only a modern, multilateral version of the ‘unequal treaties’ that Britain and other NDCs used to impose on semi-independent countries? Are the developed countries ‘kicking away the ladder’ by which they climbed up to the top beyond the reach of the developing countries? The answer to all these questions, unfortunately, is yes.

Lonergan on Globalization
The term globalization only entered the English language in the early 70s. One widely-read book of 1974 was Richard Barnet and Ronald Müller’s work, Global Reach: The Power of the Multinational Corporations. Lonergan read this and commented on it in a 1975 talk, “Creating and Healing in History”. 
Let me illustrate this need for human creating from the contem​porary economic situation. Last year there was published a thick volume by Richard Barnet and Ronald Müller’s work, Global Reach. Its thirteen chapters fell into three parts. The first set forth aims of the multinational corporations: they propose to run the world, for they can do the job and our little national governments are not equipped to do so. The second set of chapters delineated what the multinational corporations were doing to the underdeveloped countries: they have been making them more hopelessly worse than otherwise they would be. The third set finally asked what corporations, which in the main are American, have been doing to the United States; the answer is that they are treating the States in same way they are treating the underdeveloped countries and, in long run, the effects will be the same as in the rest of the world.

Now if the multinational corporations are generating world disaster, why are they permitted to do so? The trouble is that there is nothing really new about multinational corporations. They aim at maximizing profit, and that has been the aim of economic enterprise since the mercantile, the industrial, the financial revolutions more fully and thoroughly took charge of our affairs. The alternative to making a profit is bankruptcy. The alternative to maxizing profit is inefficiency.
 All that the multinational corporation does is maximize profit not in some town or city, not in some region or country, but on the global scale. It buys labor and materials in the countries where they are cheapest. Its credit is unimpeachable and so it can secure all the money it wants from whatever banks or money markets are in a position to create it. Its marketing facilities are a global network and to compete one would have first to build up a global network of one's own. The multinational corporation is a going concern. It is ever growing and expanding. It is built on the very principles that slowly but surely have been moulding our tech​nology and our economics, our society and our culture, our ideals and our practice for centuries. It remains that the long-accepted prin​ciples are inadequate. They suffer from radical oversights. Their rig​orous application on a global scale, according to Barnet and Müller, heads us for disaster. But as the authors also confess: "The new sys​tem needed for our collective survival does not exist."
 When sur​vival requires a system that does not exist, then the need for creating is manifest.

While it can take a series of disasters to convince people of the need for creating, still the long, hard, uphill climb is the creative process itself. In retrospect this process may appear as a grand strat​egy that unfolds in an orderly and cumulative series of steps. But any retrospect has the advantage of knowing the answers. The creative task is to find the answers. It is a matter of insight, not of one insight but of many, not of isolated insights but of insights that coalesce, that complement and correct one another, that influence policies and programs, that reveal their shortcomings in their concrete results, that give rise to further correcting insights, corrected policies, cor​rected programs, that gradually accumulate into the all-round, bal​anced, smoothly functioning system that from the start was needed but at the start was not yet known.

This creative process is nothing mysterious. It has been de​scribed by Jane Jacobs in her The Economy of Cities,
 as repeatedly finding new uses for existing resources. It has been set forth in the grand style by Arnold Toynbee under the rubric of "Challenge and Response" in his A Study of History, where the flow of fresh in​sights takes its rise from a creative minority, and the success of their implementation wins the devoted allegiance of the rank and file. 

In a later reply to a questionnaire on what suitable philosophical studies for Jesuits might now be, Lonergan again returned to the issue of economic theory. 
Attentiveness, intelligence, reasonableness, responsibility are the conditions of possibility of human authenticity. These conditions are excluded by inattention, obtuseness, unreasonableness, irresponsibility, and such exclusion is the root and substance of human unauthenticity, of man's alienation from his true being. Finally, man's salvation even in this life is the otherworldliness of the theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity.

Now both the liberal doctrine of progress and the communist doctrine of dialectical materialism stand in explicit disregard of otherworldliness. The liberal is a secularist who does not suspect that religion is a key vector in social dynamics. The Marxist is an avowed and militant atheist. This exclusion of religious otherworldliness is part of their this-worldly efficiency, but it has the implication that, while their doctrines may be simply progressive, they may also be some mixture of progress and decline. In the latter case, their abandonment of religion leaves them without the remedy for overcoming decline. 

In fact, in the capitalism of the liberals one may discern both the principle of progress and the seeds of decline. There is the principle of progress in Adam Smith's metaphor of 'the invisible hand' that produces a harmonious synthesis out of the manifold and independent initiatives of capitalist enterprise. For what the metaphor refers to I have analyzed in Insight  (chapters 4 and 8) as a conditioned series of more or less probably emerging and surviving schemes of recurrence. This process I refer to as emergent probability, and I find it relevant to the genesis of atoms, molecules, crystals, solids, larger bodies; relevant again to the evolution of plant and animal species and to their ecologies; relevant finally to human history, in which human ingenuity puts together natural and human resources to bring about institutional and, in particular, economic schemes of recurrence. Among such schemes are capitalist enterprises; their harmonious fitting despite their independent origins appears the work of 'an invisible hand' but really results because human insight into concrete situations continues a process that runs through the whole of nature.

But if I believe that the liberal was right in speaking of human progress, I cannot but find him over-sanguine in handing over the motivation of capitalist process to enlightened self-interest. For enlightenment is given many meanings. There is the enlightenment of the mystic, of the seven sages, of the philosophers. But what the self-interest of the capitalist must have is profit, for the alternative to profit is loss, and sustained loss means bankruptcy. In such a context enlightened self-interest easily comes to mean really profitable self-interest. And when the mathematical economists draw up their design for utopia, the best of all possible worlds is seen to result from maximizing profits. 
In this fashion an ambiguous term betrays capitalist enterprise into complicity with the forces of decline. Profit as a criterion encourages the egoism of individuals and of groups; individual and especially group egoism is a bias that generates inattention, obtuseness, unreasonableness, and social irre​sponsibility; what initially appeared to be a 'scientifically' efficient and effica​cious motivation has turned out to be an engine of decline.
A similar compound of progress and decline may be discerned in Marxian thought. Basically Marx was reacting against his predecessors in philosophic, political, and economic thought. But if his reacting was sound, his implementation appears faulty. First, from Hegelian idealism he moved to world-histori​cal praxis. This was a real advance, but its benefit was compromised by Marx's arguing against idealism and concluding to materialism; today one might well prefer a realism realistic enough to have learnt much from the scientific and the historical revolutions. Secondly, it remains that these revolutions were not intrinsic to Hegelian thought. Hegel propounded a philosophy of nature that claimed to be a product of speculative reason, something far profounder than the lowly scientific understanding. But it has been scientific understand​ing that has survived, and, in like manner, Hegel's apriorist approach to history was the position successfully negated by the German Historical School. Thirdly, Marx was right in feeling that the Hegelian dialectic needed to be adjusted, but he was content to turn it upside down. What it needed, I should say, was to be turned inside out. Instead of endeavoring to insert movement within logic, the relatively static operations of logic had to be inserted within the larger ever-ongoing context of methodical operations. Fourthly, Marx has much to say about alienation. It is a topic with an undertow as deep and strong as the problem of evil. But I find it difficult to find the Marxian analysis in terms of capitalism and the Marxian remedy in 'true communism' to be more than a trivialization of the issue. Sin is the irrational component in the human condition, and God's remedy is in the grace of Christ Jesus our Lord. Such is the dialectic in which all men are involved; it cannot be acknowledged by a militant atheist; and so I find it contradictory to speak of a Christian Marxism. Fifthly, Marx had a sound and, it would seem, original intuition into the nature of capitalist profit; it is this intuition that gives Marxian thought its fascination and its power. It remains that Marx expressed his intuition confus​edly and emotionally in terms of surplus value and of exploitation. But its accurate expression is in macroeconomic terms,
 and it is on the basis of such accurate expression and in the context of Christian praxis that a solution is to be sought.
Such Christian praxis is the dynamic of human creativity and freedom in which individually men make themselves and collectively they make the world in which they live. In that dynamic must be recognized (1) developing intelligence as the principle of progress, (2) the evils of individual and group egoism and the arrogance of omnicompetent common sense as the principles of alienation and decline, and (3) faith, hope, and charity as the principles of recovery from alienation and decline. Finally, there is needed up-to-date technical knowledge of economic and political theory and their respective histories; perhaps the great weakness of Catholic social thought is its apparent lack of awareness of the need for technical knowledge.

The final part of the last sentence in the above quotation may well serve as an introduction to the second part of our paper. It helps us to understand yet another comment of Lonergan: “Moral precepts that are not technically specific turn out to be quite ineffectual.”
 For Lonergan’s circulation analysis distribution is not extrinsic but intrinsic to the analysis of markets, and his detailed economic analysis shows how this follows from properly economic principles.
 
II
In the church in recent centuries there has been a sort of loss of nerve, a withdrawal from a world seen as increasingly hostile to the perceptions of faith. This has often resulted in preoccupation with an ecclesiastical world in place of a preoccupation with the one world God loves and with what may be happening to it.
 It is significant that when Lonergan speaks of the Church as needing to become (a fully conscious process of self-constitution(, he insists that this can only be done if (theology unites itself with all other relevant branches of human studies.(
 Part of the result of this withdrawal from modernity over the last few centuries, is that genuine advances were not appropriated and integrated as they occurred and the necessity of availing of such developments was not seen as necessary for creative theological work.

Trapped in conceptualism, the Church failed to appreciate, much less appropriate, the enormous shift from classical-mindedness to historical-mindedness that was taking place in the wider world. Actual forms of politics and economics were so alien to the world in which the tradition had been shaped and so removed from values in which the Church deeply believed that withdrawal from the needed endless critical exchange was what resulted.

Something of a ‘privatization of Christianity’ then took place, with its focus now reduced to the individual soul. This meant that elements of the tradition needed to comprehend the full context of human living in society and ongoing historical process were no longer adequately mediated. 
Lonergan goes on to insist that redemptive action is inseparable from constructive action since undoing evil requires bringing about the good: (There is the far more arduous task (1) of effecting an advance in scientific knowledge, (2) of persuading eminent and influential people to consider the advance both thoroughly and fairly, and (3) of having them convince practical policy makers and planners both that the advance exists and that it implies such and such revisions of current policies and planning with such and such effects.(
 
In talking of the arduous task of effecting an advance in scientific knowledge, Lonergan is thinking primarily of the field of economic theory. Until such time as economic theorists reach explanatory perspective on the actual modern economic system, we are incapable of articulating specific economic precepts that are understood and affirmed by all and therefore can ground appropriate policy and legislation. The incoherence of the present position is clear in the passage quoted above
 where Lonergan shows the inability of anyone to move against the evils of globalization since it is only doing more efficiently what the economists had already put forward as being a true scientific economic variable. In fact what was being put forward was simply a commonsense category. Far from being scientific, it simply affirmed existing evil as ‘necessary to the system’. To give some idea of the distance between Lonergan’s macroeconomic meaning for ‘profit’ and current standard economics, I simply point out that for Lonergan profit is to be conceived as a social dividend. Similar contrasts could be drawn in regard to the misconceptions of both money and credit that pass for ‘scientific’ on the standard model. When such key terms are misconceived, we are dealing with a pseudo-science.
The failure to understand profit systemically is only one of a series of failures that have dogged economics since its inception as a discipline with the advent of Adam Smith. There can be no creative way forward in our world until a genuinely scientific understanding of the current system of production is arrived at. What science aims at is uncovering the innate intelligibility of processes: such innate intelligibility is, for Lonergan, the primary meaning of ‘normative.’
But if Lonergan is correct here, the efforts of the Catholic Church to provide social teaching for our world are subject to severe limitation. It would seem that Paul VI became ever more convinced of how limited the official Church’s guidance could be and spoke consistently of  the Church’s social teaching, not of social doctrine. Neither John Paul II nor the present Pontiff followed him in that. Pope Benedict is very aware of the limits of the Church’s competence in prescribing for the genesis of any political or economic system and much of his hesitation in regard to aspects of liberation theology was related to this.
Dating from 1968, this new religious awakening, catalysed by the reforms of Vatican II and driven by the intolerable situation across a whole continent, led the Latin American bishops in their Medellin conference to adopt an evangelical stand in relation to chronic poverty and massive, systemic human rights abuses. As an understanding of action as testimony—evoking the concept of martyrdom—Liberation Theology is much more an ethical and spiritual paradigm shift than it is an offer of an alternative political system. Michael Kirwan asks a significant question: ‘Was it ever fair to ask Liberation Theology to yield an alternative political or social vision; or does it rather address, in the name of the gospel imperative, aporias within our understanding of the political as such?’

The deeper issue is the primacy of praxis. Even when we do not know the solution, we can and must protest the plight of the victims as an abomination to God. As Christians, we must live out solidarity with victims. To be inspired to do this consistently and creatively, we need a catechesis that provides people with the full content of their faith tradition, a message which indicates the path to healing at all the levels constitutive of our being, ecological, social, cultural and personal. Anything less will promote ‘truncated’ Christians, blind to humanly crucial levels of their responsibility as genuine human beings. 
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� Stated in a BBC World interview in Johannesburg, one week after the conclusion of the World Cup, 2010. 


� See, for example, � HYPERLINK "http://www.transparencyintl.org" �www.transparencyintl.org� which issues a regular Corruption Perspectives Index of each of 183 countries. The majority of countries are to be found in the lower half of their evaluative scale. On this scale the Philippines, placed 141st out of 180 countries at 2.3 in 2008, scores 2.6 in 2011, where it is placed 129th out of 183 countries.  


� A representative of this school of writing in English is Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation, Boston: Beacon Press, 1957 (1944). For current recovery of this approach, see Ha-Joon Chang, Kicking Away the Ladder: Development Strategy in Historical Perspective, London: Anthem Press, 2002; Institutional Change and Economic Development, edited by Ha-Joon Chang, London and Tokyo: Anthem Press & United Nations University Press, 2007. 


� Much of Stavenhagen’s life-work has revolved around the plight of ethnic minorities. See his The Ethnic Question: Conflicts, Development, and Human Rights, Tokyo: United Nations University Press, 1990.


� Cf. Terry Eagleton, Reason, Faith, and Revolution: Reflections on the God Debate, New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009, 67-75.


� As quoted in Eagleton, Reason, Faith, and Revolution, 65. The reference is to Barth’s Church Dogmatics, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1961, Vol. 4, Part 1, 531.


� Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992, 364.


� On bias, see CWL 3: Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, edited by Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992, 214–231 (neurotic bias); 244–267 (individual, group and general bias); 650–656 (moral impotence); 710–715. Lonergan stressed that ‘the apprehension of sin in its real ugliness has occurred not only within the church but also outside it. There is a developing understanding, reflective differentiation, and penetrating criticism of sin outside the church.  It is not true in all respects, but nonetheless it is a real awareness of sin. It is illustrated in Marx and Nietzsche. It makes knowledge of sin no private prerogative of Catholics’ (CWL 10: Topics in Education, edited by Robert M. Doran and Frederick E. Crowe, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), 69. ‘In the Hegelian-Marxist tradition bias is treated obliquely under the name of alienation’ (Lonergan, A Third Collection, 109). 


� Method in Theology, 364-365. 


� In Insight Lonergan speaks of three distinct kinds of conversion — intellectual, moral, and religious. It is important to note that conversion here is being used as a general theological category, derived from analyzing horizon shifts. Thus moral conversion occurs when persons change the criterion of their choices from satisfaction to value. 


� The implication here is that, although what Lonergan published was titled Method in Theology, the significance of his breakthrough pertains to all human sciences. Fifteen years earlier in Insight he had insisted: ‘human science has to be critical. …it can be of inestimable value in enabling man (sic) to understand himself and in guiding him in the implementation of that understanding, if, and only if, it can learn to distinguish between progress and decline, between the liberty that generates progress and the bias that generates decline. In other words, human science cannot be merely empirical; it has to be critical; to reach a critical standpoint, it has to be normative. This is a tall order for human science as hitherto it has existed. But people looking for easy tasks had best renounce any ambition to be scientists; and if mathematicians and physicists can surmount their surds, the human scientist can learn to master his’ (261). 


� Cf. B. Lonergan, Method in Theology, ch. 2, “The Human Good”, where he states: 


Not only do feelings respond to values, they do so in accord with some scale of preference. So we may distinguish vital, social, cultural, personal, and religious values in an ascending order. Vital values such as health and strength, grace and vigor, normally are preferred to avoiding the work, privations, pains involved in acquiring, maintaining, restoring them. Social values, such as the good of order which conditions the vital values of the whole community, have to be preferred to the vital values of individual members of the community. Cultural values do not exist without the underpinning of vital and social values, but none the less they rank higher. Not on bread alone doth man live. Over and above mere living and operating, men have to find a meaning and value in their living and operating. It is the function of culture to discover, express, validate, criticize, correct, develop, improve such meaning and value. Personal value is the person in [her] self-transcendence, as loving and being loved, as originator of values in himself and in his milieu, as an inspiration and invitation to others to do likewise. Religious values, finally, are at the heart of the meaning and value of man’s living and man’s world… (31-32).


    


  The critical derivation of this set of general theological categories is not being outlined here. I have worked on it in earlier publications, especially Life Before Death: Inculturating Hope (1986), On Earth as in Heaven: Corresponding to God in Philippine Context (1988), and again in the search for explanatory perspective on human development in Chapter Four of A Dragon Not for the Killing (1998).


� We hint at the reasons for this failure in Part II below.


� See Matthew Lamb, ‘The Social and Political Dimensions of Lonergan’s Theology,’ in Vernon Gregson, ed., The Desires of the Human Heart: An Introduction to the Theology of Bernard Lonergan, New York: Paulist Press, 1988, 255-284. 


�  One horrific contemporary example is “fracking”, a slang term for hydraulic fracturing. This technology, designed for retrieving the natural gas “sea” trapped in shale underground in many of the states in the U. S. A. as well as in some European countries, involves combining two established technologies, hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling. It involves injecting a cocktail of hundreds of chemicals deep underground and shattering by explosion the shale holding the gas captive. The gas is then piped to the surface. What is actually happening is the poisoning of the ground water for the people. They realized the danger they were in when the water from their faucets caught fire. This technology is legally exempt from any laws of the Environmental Protection Agency in virtue of a law passed through Congress in the closing days of the Bush administration under the guidance of Dick Cheney.


� My source here, Jesuit sociologist John J. Carroll, has spent over four decades doing empirical socio-economic research on the Philippines. With such a track record, his judgment on the basic accuracy of the work of Tomas Africa, referred to in the quotation above, can be trusted.  


�  John J. Carroll, S.J. ‘Commentary: Lazarus at our gates,’ in Philippine Daily Inquirer, April 7, 2011, A 13.


�  Nicholas Boyle, Who Are We Now? Christian Humanism and the Global Market from Hegel to Heaney, Edinburgh: T & T Clark/Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2000.


�  This is the significance of the title of Boyle(s study.


� I am not unaware of the extent to which the electronic media, developed to facilitate the global capital flows and extend the reach of the global market, have resulted, per accidens, in a heightened humanizing awareness of our co-humanity, indeed to the extent that, when many people now say (We(, they increasingly often mean all of us, all the people alive on the planet. Schreiter argues that international religious institutes must learn to utilize the new media (to reshape globalization(s agenda(((Globalization and Reconciliation(, Mission in the Third Millennium, ed. R. Schreiter, New York: Orbis, 2002,132). He instances the network of support that led to most countries of the world signing a treaty banning land mines; against the inclination of most national governments, the successful campaign was put together completely on the Internet.





� T. Eagleton, After Theory, 161: (Eradicating dif�ferences is a violent business, and those whose identities are imperilled by it tend to respond in much the same bloodstained coin. Genuine kinds of universality, however, understand that difference belongs to our common nature.(


�  Nicholas Boyle, Who Are We Now? 320.


�  Richard Rorty, (Globalization, the politics of identity and social hope(, in Philosophy and Social Hope, London: Penguin, 1999, 229(39.


�  Loïc Wacquant as quoted in Zygmunt Bauman, Wasted Lives: Modernity and its Outcasts, Cambridge: Polity Press, 2004, 68. 


�  Cf. Ulrich Beck, Risk Society, trans. Mark Ritter, Sage, 1992, 137. See Nicholas Boyle, Who Are We Now? 118, where he identifies four such contradictions:


1.	A contradiction within the structure of obsolescent nation-states where on the one hand the central government establishes ever closer control over economic activity, defining ever more activities as economic and elaborating accounting procedures for them, while on the other hand the development of economic activity strengthens the international basis of economic life and makes the central organs of a merely national state increasingly irrelevant and burdensome.


2.	A contradiction within the global system where the ideal of freedom and personal identity which presupposes an open world runs up against the reality of the freedom of market choice between the limited options offered by a closed system.


3.	A contradiction between the global system and its physical basis. This is manifest in the claim to give everyone a particular standard of living when the physical inability of the planet to support ten billion bourgeois human beings is clear.


4.	A contradiction which mirrors the preceding three in the lives of each of us individually: the contradiction between ourselves as consumers and ourselves as producers within the same closed system.


�    In the United Nations-organized, special review conference in Geneva, 2000, it was discovered that at least 80 countries have a lower per capita income today than they had in 1995. Speaking at the conference, Patricio Alwin, first post-Pinochet president of Chile, said: (If it so happens, as is now the case, that economic activity largely takes place in an arena over which the state has no control, then the interest people have in exercising their citizenship disappears or at least diminishes considerably.( 


�  Robert J. Schreiter, (Globalization and Reconciliation(, Mission in the Third Millennium, 131.


� Ha-Joon Chang, Kicking Away the Ladder, 127.


� Ibid., 127-8.


�   Where, of course, inefficiency means by definition the failure to maximise profit.


�  Global Reach: The Power of the Multinational Corporations, New York: Simon and Schuster, 1974, 385.


� Jane Jacobs, The Economies of Cities, New York: Random House, 1970.


� “Creating and Healing in History”, A Third Collection, 102-103.


� See Michael Kalecki, Selected Essays on the Dynamics of the Capitalist Economy: 1933-1970 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971); Joan Robinson and John Eatwell, An Introduction to Modern Economics (Maidenhead, Berkshire: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1973).


� B. Lonergan, “Questionnaire on Philosophy: Response” in CWL 17, 368-370.


� A Third Collection, 109. “In common parlance, anything ‘normative’ is usually thought of as involving value judgments as opposed to ‘descriptive’, factual judgments. For Lonergan, the meaning of ‘normative’ entails no such opposition. To ‘descriptive,’ however, he does assign a particular meaning that needs to be noted. A descriptive account, in his usage, is one that treats things in relation to ourselves and our senses. … By way of contrast, an ‘explanatory’ understanding grasps things-in-relation-to-one-another. … It is this lawfulness or regularity, as defining the intelligible relationships in phenomena perceived, that is referred to by the word ‘normative’ (Fred Lawrence, Editors’Introduction, CWL 15, lv-lvi).


� See CWL 15, 79-82; N. Ormerod, P. Oslington, and R. Koning S.J., “The Development of Catholic Social Teaching on Economics: Bernard Lonergan & Benedict XVI” in Theological Studies, 73:2 (June 2012), 391-421, 412-13.


�  As Herbert McCabe, O.P. once pointed out in relation to the Christian churches, (Beginning as a group of people concerned in a particular way with the world, they slip into being a group concerned about this particular kind of concern; they become interested in christianity instead of being interested in the world. The result has always been a trivialized church, one that seems to have little relevance to the society it is supposed to transform. The periodic reforms of the church have always been concerned to remedy this situation( (What Is Ethics All About, Cleveland: Corpus, 1969, 111(2).


�  Method in Theology, 364. 
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