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Prefatory Note

THE orIGINs of this small book are several. During the last
few years, through analytical work and friends among clergy
of different denominations, I have been engaged more and
more with problems of religion and psychology. The nucleus
of these chapters consists of lectures given by invitation to
ministers concerned with analytical psychology and pastoral,
counseling. Because the new theology and new morality as
developed through the Honest to God debate have repercus-
sions within psychology, questions must be put. Also, the im-
plications of a theology that has become a theo-thanatology,
or a study of a “dead” God, and which demythologizes reli-
gion must be faced since analytical psychology tends to have
just the reverse effect. It moves toward “re-mythologizing”
experiences with religious implications, as the following pages
try to show. Major emotional ideas, such as the idea and image
of God, can “die” out of psychic life, but not for long. The
energy bound to these complex ideas and feelings does not
just vanish, much as man might like to free himself of the
burdensome notion of God by writing theological obituaries.
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For psychology the issue is not that “God is dead,” but in what

v

forms this indestructible energy is now reappearing in the
psyche. What can the psyche tell us about the direction reli-
gion might take now? In what images will that major emo-
tional idea of God be reborn?

My main concern, however, was to give the feel of analytical
experience in its relevancy for counseling. Counseling de-
pends as much upon the practitioner’s psychology as upon
his theology, and to this psychology analysis may make a
contribution. My attempts to contribute may fall outside the
usual lines of professional psychological advice, because I
have come to believe that pastoral work, rather than attempt-
ing clinical sophistication, could go further and deeper and
could reach more people were it to develop within its own -
vital tradition. This leads straight to the psychological prob-
lem of reconnecting with this tradition. Although a psycho-
logical probler; it-is-at the same time for each of us—espe-
cially for the minister—a major religious problem: the
search for the soul and the belief in its reality, which means
finding a living connection to one’s own psychic reality. Here,
analytical psychology can contribute.

Pastoral counselors have been partly led astray in the way
in which they have taken to psychology. The word “clini-
cal” has become all but numinous; a minister’s visit is a
“housecall”’; parishioners are “patients’”’; psychodynamic cure
tends to replace psychological care. Yet the deep need of the
individual remains. Although his need is less for mental
health than for guidance of soul, he still turns to his analyst
for what he might be receiving from his minister, so that
analyst and minister seem each to be performing the other’s
task. The minister has held back from fulfilling his model of
shepherd of souls, because he has felt himself to be an ama-
teur who “hadn’t enough psychology.” But he has his own
psyche out of which comes his own calling and his insight into
others. Is not the psychological amateur, truly defined as the
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one who lovingly cultivates the soul, anyway the true psycho-
logical specialist? For him, clinical psychopathology and pro-
grams of research will yield less than his own individual in-
search.

As these chapters now stand they are addressed no longer
to the minister only, since the living experience of psychic
reality is but a way of describing the soul, and the inner life of
the psyche is not only a professional matter. The counselor,
responsible for souls by his pastoral vocation, has to face its
trials daily and so the discussion in these pages is primarily
with him. But the book can no more be restricted to him
alone than can religion and psychology be concerns only for
professional theologians and psychologists.

The gradual replacement of “soul” by “psyche” in this
century and the consequent professionalism in dealing with
its troubles are beginning to do as much damage as did the
ignorance and moralisms about the psyche in the last century.
As psyche cannot replace the soul, professionalism cannot
substitute for vocation. So I would be pleased if these pages
helped to free us from professionalism about the soul and
toward returning its care to the pastoral counselor as well as
to any individual who is lay in the sense of open and who is
moving along the frontiers of contemporary insearch.

September 1967 J. H.
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HUMAN ENCOUNTERS
AND THE INNER

CONNECTION

To BE in a human world is to live in a world of humans, and
in a sense what more occupies our lives than people? From the
beginning we emerge into awareness within a web of human
connections which unceasingly engage us until death. It is
not merely that man is a social being but that his nature as
human implies a life of feeling and encounters with others.
Work, art, nature, and ideas may take us with: them for a
while, but soon we are back immersed in “real life”—and
real life means simply the human being, ourselves, and other
people. In these encounters with ourselves and with others,
we fail and are failed. As time goes on, the mounting tragedy
over what happens in life means in part what God, fate, and
circumstances have brought about, but more it means what
happens in the relationships with other people. Here we
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believe ourselves responsible. Things could have been differ-
ent had we but known better, been more conscious, under-
stood more psychology.

The analyst or counselor is called upon when human en-
counters become destructive and insupportable. Our work
seems to begin with the shadows which fall between people.
We are supposed to be the specialists about human problems.
However, human problems are not something people have,
but something people are. The problem in psychology is the
individual himself, just as I am my own problem. In our work,
the patient is the disease itself, so that the cure may never be
its riddance but is the care of the person whom we meet.

Psychological work begins with the human meeting. What
we know and have read, our gifts of intelligence and charac-
ter—all we have gained through training and experience
leads to this moment. Where the encounter fails, all falls flat:
two people in two chairs talking, trying. If all our work be-
gins here, then let us begin with an attempt to put some light
upon some of the dark areas between two people, especially
upon those shadows which prevent counseling.

Communication, dialogue, interpersonal relations are
voguish topics. There are enough theories; academic prolif-
eration and escalation are evils of the day. Rather let us
discuss the shadows of counseling in the actual encounter.
These shadows are less something that happens between
people than they are something that happens within each per-
son. If therefore any improvement is to come about in our
work we are obliged to look within ourselves. Psychology can-
not avoid beginning within the psychologist.

Analysts, counselors, social workers are all trouble-shoot-
ers and problem-solvers. We are looking for trouble, even
before a person comes in to take the waiting chair: “What’s
the matter?” “What’s wrong?” The meeting begins not only
with the projections of the person coming for help, but with
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the trained and organized intention of the professional helper.
In analysis we would say that the countertransference is
there before the transference begins. My expectations are
there with me as I wait for the knock on the door.

In fact, countertransference is there from the beginning
since some unconscious call in me impels me to do this work.
I may bring to my work a need to redeem the wounded child,
so that every person who comes to me for help is my own hurt
childhood needing its wounds bound up by good parental
care. Or the reverse: I may be still the wonderful son who
would lead his father or mother out of the mistaken ways of
their night-wood, bringing them light and renewal. This
same parent-child archetype may also affect us, for instance,
in the need to correct, even punish, parents, extending as far
as the need to correct and punish an entire older generation,
its ideals and values.

My needs are never absent. I could not do this work did I
not need to do this work. But my needs are not mine alone;
at a deeper level they belong to, reflect, and speak from a
situation which corresponds as well with the other’s needs.
Just as the person who comes to me needs me for help, I need
him to express my ability to give help. The helper and the
needy, the social worker and the social case, the lost and the
found, always go together.

However, we have been brought up to deny our needs. The
ideal man of western protestantism shows his “strong ego” in
independence. To need is to be dependent, weak; needing
implies submission to another. Discussion of what this atti-
tude does to the weaker and more feminine side of the per-
son we shall have to reserve to the last chapter. But here it is
necessary to note that needs and calls hardly differ. The call
tends to be experienced as coming more from without the
personality, whereas needs seem “mine,” coming from
within. To deny a call is indeed dangerous, for it is a denial
of one’s essence which is transpersonal. But is not the denial of
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a need equally dangerous? Needs are not only personal.
There is a level to them which is objective, so that, for in-
stance, the need I feel to be with you is not only my personal
need but the objective requirement of the relationship we
have, the voice which asks that it be kept alive. Need makes
us human; if we did not need one another, if we could meet
and satisfy our own needs, there would be no human society.
Although I cannot meet my own needs, I may be able to meet
yours. Although I cannot understand myself, I can help un-
derstand you, as you can me. This reciprocity is part of the
mutual using and giving of love.

Needs in themselves are not harmful, but when they are
denied they join the shadows of counseling and work from
behind as demands. A counselor may need to instruct and
educate, to teach what he knows, because it fulfills an essen-
tial part of himself. It evokes his specific call into action. Yet
he can hardly demand that each person coming to him each
visit come only for instruction. His need to teach may have to
find other fulfillment, else it may become an unconscious de-
mand on each person who comes to him. If I admit my need
for analytical work, I may demand less from those who come.
Because demands build up when needs are not admitted,
acknowledgment of my needs subjectively, as a fact of my
humanity, my dependent creatureliness, will help to prevent
these same needs from degenerating into demands for actual
fulfillment upon the objective world. Demands ask for fulfill-
ment, needs require only expression.

Besides the need for trouble, another main call to this kind
of work is the need for intimacy. Not everyone has a pre-
dilection for close personal revealing conversation. If I am
unaware of this need for intimacy, and I am not tending to it
within the other contexts of my life, it may turn into a de-
mand upon the other person, even into a demand upon my-
self, so that I become over-revealing and over-personal about
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myself, turning the therapeutic hour into a mutual confes-
sion.

The dominant figures of our culture may influence our
work, so that any of us engaged in teaching and healing,
whether in the church or not, Christian or not, may be identi-
fied with aspects of the archetypal image of Christ. This iden-
tification may show, for instance, with those who prefer to
work especially with outcasts, with the most difficult delin-
quents of the slums, the oppressed lepers of society. But it
shows as well in those with a mission, those who oppose ma-
terialism and corruption, the anti-pharisees, reformers, suf-
fering servants, betrayed martyrs, teachers of love—in short,
in almost anyone in our work who is identified with his
youthful spirit, because the image of Christ provides perfect
example of the divine young man. '

But other images and aspects of my psyche can affect my
work: the need for fame and power, so that I tend to see
mainly the important people in the community and I become
what was once called a “society doctor”’; or the need for scien-
tific pursuit, so that I become fascinated with the case, the
dreams and the symptoms, forgetting the person who is the
case, these dreams and symptoms.

The other person in a therapeutic encounter can serve any
of these needs. His therapy therefore begins with my therapy,
my becoming conscious of the various archetypal images
which play through me and force the other into a role he may
not be meant to play. For if I am a father, he must become a
child; if I am a healer, he must be ill; and if I am enlight-
ened, he must be benighted and astray. These images are
part of the set, the scenic background into which, as on to a
stage, the other person makes his entry. Clearly, it is not an
open situation; nor can it be open in the sense of a vacuum,
an absence of archetypal influences. My needs and the style in
which I work cannot be purified out by means of a pseudo-
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openness and impersonal detachment. The less I am aware of
my personal needs and how they filter the forces playing
through me, the more the archetypal aspects appear directly
and impersonally. Counseling is then suddenly plunged into
subhuman depths and the demands become inhuman from
both parties. Ne-ene can control the psyche and keep these
forces out, but one can know something of them beforehand
and hold to the human side of the line by admitting from the
beginning the needs of one’s own personal equation. This
may mean at times admitting these needs to the other person,
which helps to keep to the human side.

Besides influences coming mainly from the background,
from the unconscious scene or set, there is another influence
coming directly through consciousness. I want to make some-
thing of this encounter. I want to help, to do what I can, to
get to know, to try to understand. I want to have the other
open as best he can. I want to give him something. Yet want-
ing, getting, doing, trying and giving are all forcefully ac-
tive. Consciousness, as centered in the ego, as an instrument
of will, is a highly active power. Ego-consciousness would ex-
tend its realm. It intends to bring under its subjugation what-
ever free-flowing libido is not bound by the rules of its rea-
son. Owing to its expansiveness and its hunger to subdue and
dominate the irrational, it has been classically imaged as a
lion and as the sun or a king. The very act of consciousness is
as the phenomenologists say an intentional act. We are organ-
izing the field before us, giving it structure, making meanings.
We intend something. Even at our best and noblest we want
to achieve something, not lose the hour and waste the day.
There is somewhere to get—to improvement, to clarity, to
health, or to God, no matter what the path. Yet just this get-
ting is the first paradoxical block in the work. As we try, we
prevent. The parable from Zen archery says: the more one
aims, the farther from the target. It is as if the first step in the
encounter were the overcoming of my ego-consciousness, an
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eclipse of the sun, even if it is for this same sun that I have
been consulted.

A solution which keeps the intentionality of consciousness
yet foregoes its active thrust has been called the art of listen-
ing. This art has perhaps fallen into decline along with that of
conversation. Probably conversation as an art depends first
upon the art of listening. How to listen? To what to listen?
When not to listen? Listening to oneself while listening to the
other. Hearing but not listening. Speaking only when the
other is listening.

Listening is perhaps less a problem for theologians and
ministers since it is akin to meditation and prayer. Prayer has
been described as an active silence in which one listens acutely
for the still small voice, as if prayer were not asking and
getting through to God, but becoming so composed that He
might come through to me.

Long before there was psychology or counseling in the
modern sense, before we were instructed to “listen with the
third ear,” there was contemplative listening, a passive aware-
ness of what is before one. The natural scientist or the painter
is devoted to the object before him. He gives himself to it,
letting it enter into him. He listens, losing his intense sub-
jectivity in the object, becoming himself an object among
objects without the willed intention of ego-consciousness,
objectively, registering what is going on. In order to feel the
nature of listening we must make a difference between the
ego and consciousness. As long as the ego is identified with
consciousness, as long as all the light of the psyche is gathered
together and aimed, it will be experienced by anyone on
whom it is turned as an active, even perhaps aggressive,
force. He will then turn on his own light. The two lights will
search each other out, brightness against brightness, a dazzle
of power. This sort of encounter is familiar enough. But the
ego can be separated from consciousness, as the eye and hand
are organs different from the ear, each having its own func-
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tion and adding its own contribution to consciousness. The
ear discriminates among the given. A receptive consciousness
can grow by means of the organ of hearing just as an active
consciousness develops through the hand. The ear can get no-
where, make nothing, do no one harm. We receive the other
as if he were music, listening to the rhythm and cadence of his
tale, its thematic repetitions, and the disharmonies. Here we
become mythologists of the psyche, that is, students of the
tales of the soul, as mythology originally means “storytell-
ing.” If the soul is a chord only the ear can reveal it. The ear
is the feminine part of the head; it is consciousness offering
maximum attention with a minimum of intention. We re-
ceive another through the ear, through the feminine part of
ourselves, conceiving and gestating a new solution to his prob-
lem only after we have been fully penetrated by it, felt its im-
pact, and let it settle in silence.

Such listening, allowing the other to come through in his
own way, this letting rather than trying, can lead to what is
called in Jungian analysis psychic infection. This is another
of the risks in an encounter. Where there is real connection
and the gates are open, two psyches flow together. One speaks
of a “meeting of souls.” At this moment, by taking the other
one as oneself, one loses the sense of who is who, what is yours
and what is mine. It can become folie a deux. For a good rea-
son we hold to the ego; its directed intensity is the first de-
fense against such infection, for the ego keeps us independ-
ently intact, uncontaminated, our lenses clean. Yet the ego for
all its value as a guard is not the therapist. Healing comes
from our unguarded side, from where we are foolish and vul-
nerable. This is expressed by the idea of the wounded healer,
who heals through his own wounds—or needs or call. A
wound is an opening in the walls, a passage through which
we may become infected and also through which we affect oth-
ers. The arrows of love both wound and heal and are calls.
Compassion does not flow from the ego. Yet open wounds if
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they are not attended to daily can take on alien infections
and then disease a whole personality. Again, I will be forced
to pay attention to my own sufferings and needs, if I am to be
of service to anyone else.

Of all the obstacles which come in the way of any encoun-
ter, curiosity deserves special notice. I do not mean the mor-
bid or perverted curiosity of which we each have our share
as part of the evil or orlg/,al sin without which it is incon-
celvable - that we“X’st at all. Curlos1ty is not only y sublimated
scoptophiha or voyeurism, the lubricity of vicarious living
through another’s dirt and thrills. Anyone engaged in work
involving privacy has to come to terms with this side of his
nature. Curiosity can indeed be nothing more than a nose for
gossip arising from unlived life and life lived through oth-
ers.

But curiosity is also a deeper failing. To St. Bernard of
Clairvaux, whose Nosce Te ipsum describes the spiritual dis-
cipline of self-knowledge, the primary step off the path in the
wrong direction was not pride, not sloth, not lust—but
curiositas. St. Bernard speaks mainly of its destructiveness
in regard to oneself, of the harm the curious mind can have
upon peace of soul and spiritual enlightenment. The ego,
with its light, attempts to ferret out causes in hidden recesses
of the personality, searches for detailed childhood memories,
promotes sweet sessions of silent introspection. We are curious
to know who we are and how we got this way, whereas the
religious attitude would recognize from the first that we are
God’s creatures and we are what we are owing to His pur-
pose working in the soul rather than to accidents of upbring-
ing and circumstance. Interpreted in terms of depth psychol-
ogy, St. Bernard’s caution means allowing the unconscious to
come in its own way at its own time without trying to piece
together in a curious fashion a case history as an explana-
tion in answer to the question “why.”

So, too, vis-d-vis the person in the other chair, curiosity
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awakens curiosity in the other. He then begins to look at
himself as an object, to judge himself good or bad, to find
faults and place blame for these faults, to develop more super-
ego and ego at the expense of simple awareness, to see himself
as a case with a label from the textbook, to consider himself
as a problem rather than to feel himself as a soul.

In practical work, curiosity manifests itself in questions. I
am asked: “Do other people have dreams like this?” Or a
person reads Klein, Horney, Fromm, in order to find out how
“other schools”” would treat the same problem. This is often
called “intellectualization,” but it is rather a problem of feel-
ing. Curiosity springs from feelings of doubt and uncertainty;
one needs to find others to confirm experience rather than
having faith in oneself. Curiosity destroys trust in the analyst
or counselor by continual comparisons, by attempts to get
outside the situation and judge it, decide about it, from a so-
called objective point of view. The objective point of view is a
place on the hillside where one is out of the feeling-mael-
strom. But there is as much objectivity plunged into the cen-
ter of the turning wheel as there is far and high above looking
down.

Curiosity not only hounds and ferrets; it badgers and hangs
on like a bulldog. Once some secrets have come out and been
confessed they do not need to be referred to again and again,
built into cornerstones for a psychopathology. The aim of
confession is lustration; what is washed away is gone, carried
off by the river to a far sea. The unconscious can absorb our
sins. It lets them rest, giving the feeling of self-forgiveness.
Curiosity wants to find out what the sins are doing now: are
they really gone? isn’t there something else? In this manner
curiosity does not let a complex wither. Instead, it feeds the
complex, bringing to it new possibilities, increasing guilt.
Nothing can lead an encounter more astray—and under the
illusion of progressive therapeutic discoveries—than when a
person gripped by the urge scrupulously to confess falls into
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the hands of a counselor of insatiable curiosity. Curiosity is
negative introversion, narrowly introspective rather than
openly contemplative. Thus The Cloud of Unknowing con-
siders curiosity a part of activity and not fitting to the con-
templative life—that is, the listener’s attitude. Also that great
director of souls, Fenelon (1651-1715), in his Spiritual Let-
ters, declares that curiosity is overactivity. He describes how
the conversation between two people in two chairs takes place.
In brief, he finds it necessary that one turn to someone from
time to time (a confessor, a counselor, an analyst) . And he
says,

It is not necessary that such a person has arrived, or has
better behaviour than you. It suffices that you converse in
all simplicity with some persons well removed from all in-
tellectualization and all curiosity. (Letters § 156.)

bR

That “some person,” the counselor, according to Fenelon,
need not have specially good behavior, need not be a moral
paragon or the exemplary man, but he would have stilled his
curious and inquiring mind.

Modern forms of curiosity show themselves very well in
analysis, especially where much attention is paid to psycho-
dynamics. Analysis of this sort, whether concerned with early
childhood, or with transference reactions, goes by way of
prying and inquiring, as if the depths of the soul could only
be penetrated through curiosity about them. Then we find
the endless tracing of associations, the figurings-out of mech-
anisms, and diagnoses which lead to the amateur use of clin-
ical language as a popular pastime (the epithets “neurotic,”
“paranoid,” “manic”). Who can figure out another person?
Who can figure out himself? Who can add one cubit to his
stature with worrying introspection? God alone may know us,
but this knowledge surely is not the result of His having fig-
ured us out, solved us like a puzzle. Especially misleading
is the notion that if we assiduously gather the details of a case
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we can piece together the mystery of a person. Details of life’s
accidents, unless they be representatively symbolic, are never
essential to the soul. They form only its collective clutter and
peripheral trivia and not its individual substance. The person
who comes to counseling comes to be freed from the oppres-
sion with accidents, to find truth by stepping clean out of
banalities which he himself recognizes as such but is obses-
sively trapped within. The task at this point is to leap quali-
tatively into the unknown, rather than to find out more by
inquiring into the bits and pieces for the sake of finding a
pattern. How much time old people give to their reflections
and memoirs and how little pattern they can discover after all '
their long lives! The longer and better one knows another, |
as in a deep analysis extending through the years, the less one
can say for sure about the true root of the trouble, since the
true root is always the person himself and the person is neither
a disease nor a problem, but a fundamentally insoluble mys-
tery.

Curiosity in psychology today shows itself also in psycho-

logical testing. There are now thousands of standardized and
copyrighted psychological tests, and there are professional
people who make their living by the use of these tests. Curi-
osity for them has become a refined technique and a good
source of income. Testing is a respected professional work;
there are Ph.D.’s in curiosity. Tests attempt to treat the psyche
or soul as a puzzle that can be solved, taken apart, put to- |
gether, counted, labeled, known. Tests make us curious about |
ourselves, our traits and tendencies. Besides making us com- |
petitive, they take us outside ourselves as experiencing sub-
jects, splitting us apart into an observer and an object. A
question calls for an answer; the subject demands an object.
Curiosity does not unite. It raises doubts and gnaws at self-
confidence, my faith in myself. Where I am being tested by
someone else, that table and pad and questions are between
us. There is no connection, no encounter.
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Pastoral counseling is not necessarily spared the effects of
test psychology, for when a minister interviews someone with
an attitude borrowed from this sort of psychology, when he
asks for school and work and sexual data, when he attempts to
tabulate results or score another for achievements, his little
psychological knowledge has become a dangerous thing.

Psychodynamic analysis and test psychology are only two
of the ways curiosity has affected our work today. There is
another: behavior analysis or the microanalysis of commu-
nication. This method records, and even films or views
through one-way mirrors, a meeting between two people in
order to analyze it, to find out what goes on and what goes
wrong. Every gesture, posture, inflection, pause, interruption,
is studied for the clues it reveals. A great deal of the uncon-
scious can be made conscious in this manner. Someone watch-
ing me for my foibles and listening to the way I speak rather
than to what I am saying will pick up much evidence for
habits that are unconscious to me and be able to tell me
much about the way in which I express anxiety and com-
municate uncertainty to another person. We do not always
know that we tend to hold our thumbs clenched inside our
fists, or frown worriedly, or sit slumped disinterestedly.

All these current methods of getting to know the other
person, of using curiosity through psychodynamic analyses,
projective tests, or tape recordings, have recently been pushed
on us who are engaged in human problems as aids to our
work. But does knowledge obtained at the expense of split-
ting observer and observed even further apart, and splitting
the individual within himself from himself, aid in the care or
cure of souls? And what of this knowledge can be realized and
integrated by the developing personality whose suffering is
part of his growth? We might ask why these methods have
appeared and whether they are not rather substitutions for
the immediate and vulnerable human connection. It is as if
we had become so isolated and<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>