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ABSTRACT 

THE THEOLOGICAL METHODOLOGY OF 

BERNARD LONERGAN 

EDWARD FRANCIS MORAN 

The purpose of the present work Is to state and 

examine the theological methodology of Bernard Lonergan. 

In seeking to achieve this objective, both his theo¬ 

logical and philosophical writings are made use of. 

The first chapter deals with the analysis and 

understanding of Lonergan's concept of horizon. This 

phenomenological notion becomes an essential condition 

for understanding both cognition and method. 

In the second chapter there is an examination of 

the influential and historical background that led 

Lonergan to method and insight. 

The third and fourth chapters deal with both the 

philosophical and theological methods. Chapter III sets 

out the cognitional, epistemological, and metaphysical 

factors of the transcendental methodology. The following 

chapter is concerned with the theological aspect as it 

arises from the unification of both the transcendental 
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method and a religious principle (conversion). 

The fifth chapter concludes with a critical analysis 

of Lonergan's essential ideas. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

INTRODUCTION  1 

Career '   1 
Transcendental Method    2 
Historical Consciousness  3 
Cognition   5 
Relationship to Different Sciences  6 
Theology and Religion   8 
Language    10 
Human Nature    12 
Myth. . .  12 
Being   13 
Theology    14 
Doctrinal Development   16 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION TO HORIZON  18 

Subject   19 
Limit  19 
Movabillty  21 
Relative to Scientific Knowledge . 21 
Infinite    24 
Anthropology    24 
Philosophical Horizon  25 
Subjective Possibilities   30 
Integration  32 
Vertical Level   35 
Theological Horizon  36 
Methodological Perspective .... 37 
Modern Outlooks  39 

II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND   42 

Joseph Maréchal  42 
Immanuel Kant  48 
Intellectualism   54 
Thomas Aquinas    37 
Secondary Sources  74 



iii 

CHAPTER Page 

III. PHILOSOPHICAL METHOD . 81 

Methodology.    81 
Transcendental Method and 

Its Functions  90 
Process of Intelligibility .... 97 
Noetic Desire  104 
Insight   109 
Heuristic Structures   112 
The Process of Human 

Knowledge. . .     118 
Conclusion  128 

IV. THEOLOGICAL METHODOLOGY   131 

Theological Understanding  131 
Higher Viewpoint in Theology: 

Theological Principle  140 
Religious Experience   145 
Faith     150 
Three Basic Specializations. ... 153 
Functional Specialties 157 

V. CONCLUSION  177 

Religion    177 
Ultimacy and Authenticity  178 
Aristotle and Aquinas.   182 
Ecumenism  183 
Theory and Human Experience. . . . 184 
Neutral Method   185 
Cultural Differences   . 186 
God   187 
Metaphysics   189 
Criticism: Philosophical 

Forms  191 
Cognition    192 
Traditional Model   194 
Truth  196 
Theological Methodology  197 
Inconsistencies   199 
Criticism: Conversion   201 



iv 

CHAPTER Page 

History  202 
Historicity    203 
Knowing and Feeling  205 
Classical Model   206 
Subject  207 
Criticism: Methodology. ..... 210 
Self-Knowledge   . 212 
Decision  213 
Conversion  215 
The Christian Experience   216 
Religious Immediacy . 217 
Lonergan's God .....   218 
Objectification   220 
Presuppositions  223 
Schleiermacher  223 
Innovator   224 

FOOTNOTES  225 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 243 



LIST OF DIAGRAMS 

DIAGRAM Page 

I.   69 

II.    80 



INTRODUCTION 

Career 

Bernard Joseph Francis Lonergan was born in Quebec, 

Canada on December 4, 1904. He attended Loyola College, 

Montreal, and in 1922 entered the Jesuit Novitiate at 

Guelph, Ontario. In 1926, Lonergan moved from the Novitiate 

in Ontario to Heythrop College, England. Here, at the 

Jesuit College and at London University, he completed his 

studies in scholastic philosophy, classics, and mathematics. 

In this particular period of Lonergan's life he began a 

life-long commitment to philosophical and theological 

problems. From England, he went to the Gregorian University 

in Rome to complete his graduate studies in theology. 

World War II brought about many radical and in¬ 

tellectual transformations in theology. These changes had 

a major impact on Lonergan’s thinking and opened up new 

areas of research and interest for him. Theologians like 

Yves Congar and Karl Rahner were creatively reformulating 

theological structures in Catholic thinking. At this same 

time Lonergan had assimilated and integrated the theological 

works of his teachers at the Gregorian University."*" This 

assimilation of old and new theological structures allowed 

him to contribute fresh conceptual modes to both philosophy 
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and theology. Influenced by Thomas Aquinas, he still 

recognized the cultural changes and historicity of man's 

existence. He believed this historicity of ideas must 

affect both the theologian and the philosopher if they are 

to have an impact on contemporary thought in the twentieth 

century. 

Transcendental Method 

Lonergan's work is of a high quality, but it lends 

itself to ambiguity in particular areas. He is one of the 

most ambitious and uncompromising religious thinkers of 

the twentieth century, and exhibits a powerful, logical, 

and metaphysical ability. As philosopher and theologian, 

he possesses a clear perspective on the range and scope of 

his subject. Philosophically, Lonergan hopes to make the 

universe intelligible by understanding the structures of 

the human intellect. He states that 

Philosophy finds its proper data in 
intentional consciousness. Its primary 
function is to promote the self¬ 
appropriation that cuts to the roots of 
philosophic differences and incompre¬ 
hensions.. It has further secondary 
functions in distinguishing, relating, 
grounding the several realms of meaning 
and, no less, in grounding the methods 
of the sciences and so promoting their 
unification.^ 

Theologically, he seeks an understanding of the foundations 

of cognition which will allow him to reflect upon God. 

Richard M. Liddy states that Lonergan's aim is 
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...in line with these great theologians 
of the heart and his analysis of the 
levels and states of the human spirit 
are unequalled in contemporary theology. 
But the success of his achievement rests 
on uniting this tradition of the heart 
with the intellectualism of Aquinas and 
the contemporary scientific ideal. For 
both traditions express essential aspects 
of the human spirit in its concrete 
historical unfolding.^ 

Lonergan makes demanding claims on both philosophy and 

reason in substantiation of religious beliefs. He is com¬ 

mitted to the search for basic structures and dynamic 

patterns of human understanding. He joins the traditions 

of classical theology to the difficult modern problems of 

hermeneutics, history, doctrine, and method. 

Historical Consciousness 

From the beginning of his theological studies in 

1933, Lonergan has attempted to join the achievements of 

previous traditions with contemporary theologies. Early 

in his career he gave special attention to the.works of 

Aquinas (Grace and Freedom, Verbum-Word and Idea in Aquinas)»^ 

and found in return "a personal theological development." 

He believed that the thought of Aquinas allowed him to 

understand the process of historical consciousness. 

Scientific methodologies in modern science also influenced 

his understanding of theological method. Turning his 

interest away from pre-war scholasticism, he worked in the 



area of Thomistic transcendentalism that emphasized the 

exigencies of an inquiring intellect. Lonergan contends 

that this intellectual orientation resulted in his 

philosophical independence. Such independence is evident 

in Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, and Method in 

Theology.^ Lonergan finds this movement to be important 

because it is rooted in the transcendental method of 

Immanuel Kant as reinterpreted by Joseph Maréchal. The 

critical appropriation of human knowing and cognitional 

structures is necessary to methodology in both philosophy 

and theology. Ultimately, he has a concern for being in 

its totality. Various periods may stress different pro¬ 

files of this being; the totality of being is to be ob¬ 

served under the impact of many différent horizons. Con¬ 

temporary objects of interest are unlike those from past 

ages; the world is continuously being transformed by 

human and divine meaning. 

Lonergan includes the concept of meaning in his 

later works because meaning develops in history, and 
6 

speaks-’of man in terms of "historical consciousness." 

Classical reflection on this theme is replaced by contem¬ 

porary forms of meaning which try to interpret man’s 

dreams, fantasies, and symbols. Lonergan seeks to analyze 

man’s mental activity and takes the totality of human 

history as his field of study. 

Lonergan attempts to understand activity and human 
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performance which causes mental productivity. For him, 

method is a question of the operations of the subject; it 

is what Kant called "transcendental philosophy." Lonergan 

finds an internal norm in the subject's intellectual 

operations—an awareness of the standards intrinsic to 

their nature. Cognition is mirrored in the person's 

operations—in his "way" of studying and thinking. This 

claim bears on Lonergan's own work, in his search for 

self-consistency, and in the agreement between doing and 

knowing► 

Cognition 

Aristotle began his metaphysics with the words "all 

men by nature have a desire to know."^ In this statement 

Lonergan sees man's first intellectual grasp of knowing. 

Biological experience is not adequate on its own; thére 

is also a dynamism and spirit o.f inquiry in man. The sub¬ 

ject discovers forms in materials, ideals in imagestand 

explanation in the given of experiences. Understanding 

does not stop here—it moves from subjective to objective 

statements. A correspondence is evident between the 

accepted conviction of understanding and one's conduct and 

action. In knowing one understands more. This under¬ 

standing leads man to "do more," which in turn allows him 

to "be more." Lonergan finds that decision-making requires 

the type of understanding which includes inquiry, 
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formulation, reflection, and judgment. Aquinas' question 

in the Quodlibet on the distinction between knowing the 

facts of Sacra Doctrine and their understanding is a guide¬ 

line for Lonergan's inquiry. Cognitional structure is a 

transcendental arrangement of the "way" man knows and seeks 

to know some object. Lonergan makes such a transcendental 

outlook the basis for his Method in Theology. He strives 

to construct a methodology analogous to that in scientific 

fields, using it to settle disputed questions in both 

philosophy and theology. This is evident in his treatment 

of cognitional structures in both Insight and Method in 

Theology. 

Relationship to Different 
Sciences 

Different sciences are not independent fields of 

study, but depend on each other. Lonergan draws heavily 

on the achievements of the scientific disciplines. 

Insight uses both mathematics and scientific data in its 

first eleven chapters. His two studies, Method and 

Insight must be taken together and cannot be separated. 

They have a similar basic principle, and call man to 

greater self-appropriation of himself by intellectual con¬ 

version. In the Introduction to Insight, Lonergan writes 

that one must 

...thoroughly understand what it is to 
understand, and not only will you understand 
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the broad line of all there Is to be 
understood but also you will possess 
a fixed base, an Invariant pattern 
opening upon all further developments 
of understanding.® 

In the contemporary situation, Lonergan believes that man 
Q 

must recognize the Greek idea of "knowing thyself." 

Method can be understood as a creative extension of this 

Greek precept in contemporary thinking. Lonergan's con¬ 

cern in theological areas is not just with questions of 

God's existence, but rather with Aristotle's question of 

"knowing." He seeks to identify the intellectual 

operations of the theologian as he reflects and thinks 

about God. Thinking about God as a mental operation may 

be viewed as a "way" one achieves a greater understanding 

of man. Like Rahner, Lonergan sees no contradiction 

between the concept of theocentrism and anthropocentrism. 

Both concepts, he believes, can be united in a historical 

theology. He advocates that theology must have a scientific 

grounding in order to survive in the modern period. None¬ 

theless, Lonergan's own theology remains Thomistic in 

tradition and style. He is convinced that theology can 

advance and evolve methodologically as any other science. 

In this process, it opens up an ecumenical platform with 

other scientific disciplines. This platform allows har¬ 

monious cooperation between scientific achievements and 

theology. 
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Theology and Religion 

Theology as a science Is distinguished from 

religion because it is a practice—it is the concrete 

lived experience of man’s encounter with God, Richard 

Liddy finds that 

...Lonergan is insistent on the distinction 
between theology and religious experience. 
Theology is reflection on religious ex¬ 
perience, not religious experience itself. 
Nevertheless, it is the means by which 
religious persons come to know their own 
religious experience and how it is 
situated among the streams of contemporary 
life. (St. Theresa of Avila, when given 
the choice of spiritual direction between 
a holy man with no theology and a theologian 
of moderate holiness, said she would choose 
the theologian.) This is particularly 
necessary in a differentiated scientific 
culture where many can have genuine ques¬ 
tions about the nature and direction of 
contemporary religious experience.^® 

Religion, as a reservoir of human experience, is 

the source of theological science. Theology as a science 

helps individuals achieve openness to divine influence; 

it adds a new dimension to religious experience. Theo¬ 

logical openness is a form of sensitivity to the latest 

cultural and religious experiential developments. The 

crisis in religious institutions today, Lonergan believes, 

is not a crisis of faith but rather a cultural conflict. 

For example, the contemporary church situation is a micro- 

cosmic reflection of what is occurring in the macrocosmic 

totality of Western history. Theological thinking is the 

articulation of man's microcosmic experience. At the same 
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time, there is a cultural variable, and transcendental 

constant operating within the knower as he experiences him¬ 

self and the world. Theological thinking emerges when he 

strives to deduce rational meaning from his lived faith. 

To be sure, Aquinas constructed his monumental deductions 

into a systematic corpus of philosophical and theological 

knowledge. Today, however, Lonergan believes the tra¬ 

ditional structures of scholastic theology must be trans¬ 

formed in order to meet the needs of twentieth century 

thinking. He does not see the theological task as the 

generalization of particular motifs from past history. 

Instead, he seeks to go beyond the modern crisis while pre¬ 

serving traditional goals and ideals. At the same time, 

he hopes to formulate an approach relevant to modern 

problems and cris&s. Lonergan seeks to unite experience 

and beliefs within the area of reason. Theology as a con¬ 

frontation with all experiences, must remain an on-going 

process in the world. Lonergan finds a close unity between 

theology and philosophy: certain questions are as important 

in appraising human knowledge as they are in understanding 

the notion of the Trinity. In the question of "God's love," 

one is not merely involved in an inner dynamic relationship 

with God, but must also express this love in the objectified 

Word. God's Verbum penetrates the intrinsic nature of man's 

word and fills it with a new meaning. The word is social 

and communal. As Christian experience is mediated in history 
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through the words of man, it may result in conflicting 

interpretations and movements. History reveals contra¬ 

dictions such as differing interpretations and conflicting 

accounts. Movement is concrete, dynamic and contradictory. 

Lonergan attempts to make use of Hegel's dialectical pro¬ 

cess in understanding these contradictions 

Language 

Lonergan reports that religious knowledge must al¬ 

ways be related to the Verbum. To be sure, Aquinas was 

aware of this distinction between the outer and the inner 

12 word in language. Human language today is recognized 

as having a representative function which is the question 

of human meaning* Human knowledge is not grounded on 

consciousness solely, but rather on self-consciousness. 

The representative value of man's knowledge arises from 

the fact that self-consciousness understands itself in its 

own pure act. Thomists, such as Maritaln and Gilson, 

accept knowledge as primarily intuition; it is a perfect 

replica of the universal. For Lonergan, language is a 

process by which consciousness alienates its acts from it¬ 

self and actualizes them in discourse. Communication and 

understanding are to be discovered on the level of these 

particular acts. Lonergan believes that if such a level is 

not achieved, one may have training but not knowledge. 

Correct knowing is not found in books alone, but in the 
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human mind that knows. Lonergan begins with a subject who 

is concerned dynamically with the world; he is not aware 

of how much subjectivity is included in this involvement. 

The presence of the self is still undifferentiated. 

The progress of rational reflection guides consciousness 

in an effort to become detached from mental acts and to 

define itself, from a universal stance. 

Lonergan believes that at the end of this procedure 

reason possesses liberty as it grasps the essence of ob¬ 

jects. Reason can grasp the symbolizing function because 

it is the source of all consciousness. In his Verbum 

Mental, Lonergan interprets the philosophical notion of 

man's cognitive activity in terms of human meaning. 

Insight psychologizes this activity within the context of 

contemporary scientific and philosophical structures. 

Thought is not simply an instrument for action, but rather 

a representative function of language. At this point an 

entirely new orientation of the mind appears—the theoretic. 

Henri Niel finds that 

...the theoretic attitude, which grounds 
representative language«depends precisely 
on the fact that (to use the words of St. 
Thomas) the soul contemplates itself. 
Theoria is both the key which allows us to 
penetrate by analogy into the secrets of 
the Trinity, and the foundations of 
representative language. 
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Human Nature 

The essence of man Is defined in Lonergan's terms as 

nature shaped and formed by personal "historical processes." 

Cosmology must include the personal universe of a lived 

and experienced knowledge growing within a dynamic 

rapport with nature and other people. Consciousness is a 

quality of a concrete human being in an existential world, 

historically grounded in time. It is also an awareness of 

one's limits as they pertain to man's total personality. 

Myth 

Lonergan believes that Kant was wrong in stating 

that the things "for man" (phenomena) are satisfactory. 

Man must reach into deeper levels to achieve the things 

as they are "in-them-selvès." Lonergan makes this clear 

in discussing the infinite expansion of one's horizon. 

Ernst Cassirer's influence is evident in the distinction 

between mythic consciousness and rational consciousness. 

Lonergan believes th^tmythic consciousness is to be found 

not only in pre-literate peoples, but also in our contem¬ 

porary civilization. It is an elementary and natural type 

of self-consciousness. Myths, according to Lonergan, 

should not be taken on their own, but must be separated 

from one's mythic consciousness. 

Lonergan finds an opposition between the rational 



13 

consciousness and mythic consciousness. The genesis of 

philosophy, he believes, is In a critique of the mythic 

level of consciousness. Philosophy Is not demystification 

but a definite orientation towards whatever describes the 

totality of experience. When one accepts the theoretic 

attitude, rational consciousness appears. This conscious¬ 

ness is sul generis, and can be compared to a universal 

observer in the realm of reflective thought. Lonergan 

also makes use of a further category—self-consciousness. 

Being 

A doctrine of man necessarily includes a doctrine 

of being. The question of being is one of ultimate open¬ 

ness to oneself and others. Human intelligence continuously 

attempts to understand itself in its own pure act of 

cognition. Thought, experience and language become ful¬ 

filled in a simple act. The verbum is an intellectual 

symbol of activity discovered in the pure act of knowing. 

When such mental activity is assimilated and expressed ob¬ 

jectively, a metaphysics appears. 

Theologically, Lonergan does not seek truth as much 

as understanding: Christ founded a religion not a theology. 

Within this "faith context" the theologian possesses the 

truth revealed through Christ. His task is to explicate 

experienced faith into rational categories. According to 

Lonergan, theological thinking can no longer possess a 
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classical air of certainty nor can It be a method for the 

refutation of ideas. Thomas Aquinas can be a starting 

point for the theologian* but we can never repeat or re¬ 

turn to the classical thinking of the Middle Ages. 

Lonergan is a leading theological figure in the recent 

interest in Thomistic thought. He has written scholarly 

and penetrating studies on Thomas Aquinas. He believes 

that in understanding the content of Christian faith one 

must protect oneself against misleading interpretations 

which come, for example, from the author's personal tem¬ 

perament and milieu. Lonergan contends that theology must 

never become a mere fad of prevailing theological currents. 

Theologians need to avoid reductionism, prejudice and 

bias. Theology as a science not only implies a notion of 

man but it seeks unity from the manifold of human ex¬ 

perience and develops itself into a systematic form. It 

is a system of propositions that follows corresponding acts 

of understanding in the human mind. 

Theology 

Theology as a science is the nexus of encounter 

between speculative and historical theology. Speculative 

theology concerns itself with rational explication and 

analysis of one's religious experience. On the other hand, 

historical theology reflects upon the historical process. 

In order to understand historical documents the theologian 
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must ask essential questions. A changed understanding of 

man brings a transformation of his interpretation of the 

past. Knowledge as a possession of being involves re¬ 

flection upon one's own mental act. In grasping an in¬ 

sight, one realizes the intelligibility and cognition of 

this act. 

Lonergan designates theology as a hypothetico- 

deductive system which proceeds from established principles 

and is capable of answering questions for contemporary man. 

In man's temporality, old questions give way to new answers 

Insights from these new questions are assimilated into 

man's self-appropriation. Man acts dogmatically if he 

tries to freeze past experiences and apply them to 

twentieth century problems. It is necessary for us to re¬ 

cast older notions and ideas into new shapes and forms. 

Lonergan speaks of a crisis which arises because it is 

difficult to decide when classical ideas are no longer 

relevant. He contends that religion can never express 

and articulate itself completely in linguistic forms. 

Emotions and feelings arise in consciousness. Faith takes 

us into mystery where rationality is inadequate for its 

expression. Dynamic images are negotiable in their 

suggestiveness because they open up an "ineffable totality" 

for man. 
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Doctrinal Development 

Lonergan finds that the theologian's task can only 

be understood within the context of the community and the 

church. Strongly influenced by Cardinal Newman, Lonergan 

accepts the idea of doctrinal development and this theme 

runs throughout his theological system. He describes 

doctrinal development as moving in a spiral process through 

three stages. Lonergan identifies them as the transcen¬ 

dental, theological, and dogmatic levels of development. 

The transcultural stage of development is man's ordinary 

human experience. Each generation conceives particular 

Christian explanations which are an effort to understand 

the meaning of that period. As knowledge accumulates, old 

concepts of the universe, society, logic, space, and time 

change. New horizons emerge through the new questions that 

are asked. Lonergan states that the church should not deny 

traditional ideas, but rather reformulate church doctrine 

so that man can understand the Christian message in his 

time. In this changing horizon one can witness the trans- 

cultural development of human thought. 

The second stage of conceptualization in doctrinal 

development is the reformulation of the historical reasons. 

In this, theologians express the shared experience accord¬ 

ing to certain mental operations. Lonergan's most important 

work bears on this particular area of study: Insight and 
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Method In Theology. 

Thirdly, there la the dogmatic development that must 

remain conservative by nature. One can witness a multitude 

of data in human experience, but the official teaching must 

be looked to in order to achieve theological order. 

Lonergan acknowledges that dogmatic development must lag 

behind transcultural and other theological changes. 

Judgment comes only after the theologian has discussed 

this problem. Developments function only when there is 

experience, reflection, discussion, and judgment. Lonergan, 

like Rahner and Newman, believes that growth in communal 

and individual experience must include conflict. Con¬ 

flict, though painful and necessary, is not destructive. 

It must be assimilated and sublated into a greater syn¬ 

thesis . 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO HORIZON 

Lonergan seeks to open up creative viewpoints on 

the question of man's horizon and reality. The use of the 

term "horizon" by both Kant and Husserl shows the depth and 

meaning that become observable within a definite frame¬ 

work. Horizon is not a definition or a coherent system; 

it is a moving viewpoint that changes both its location 

and background. Methodologically, it signifies the inter¬ 

connection of meanings not grasped in language and 

science; it is a framework.that absorbs both man and the 

world. The word "horizon" is a Greek term which means 

^to circumscribe." It is a line that divides the limit 

of one's field of vision and sets out the contours of 

one's boundary-markers. No matter what one observes, 

whether as philosopher or theologian, it is still part of 

one's horizon. Individual horizons are possessed by in¬ 

dividual persons. One may speak of many different 

horizons, such as geocentric horizons which are a fixed 

line of vision, and cultural horizons that distinguish 

historical periods from each other. 

18 
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Sub j ect 

Lonergan's horizon is rooted in the subject and is 

the basis of perceived reality. He divides horizon into 

a subjective and objective pole. Objective horizon con¬ 

tains an unknown element which recedes for the subject as 

he develops his answers. A subject perceives an object as 

it reveals itself through the disclosure of one's senses. 

Objective horizon lies outside the subject, but not in the 

same way as trees and tables. The line of one's horizon 

recedes and moves in a different manner from the objects 

of reality. Horizon is implicit in one's immediate ex¬ 

perience, and is not placed as an object outside the 

theologian. Without the framework of a horizon the knower 

would no longer be a knower. Knowing would then be un¬ 

imaginable because it would possess no point of reference 

for the knower. The human world of meaning would be im¬ 

possible for Lonergan without the structure of horizon. 

It adds nothing to man's world, but without it he could not 

conceive of a world. 

Limit 

Horizon has an unapproachable element because the 

subject removes its limits and strives beyond the line of 

limit. It reveals itself as something which does not lie 

entirely outside oneself. What lies in the objective pole 
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can be approached in such a way that these objects in the 

world can be overcome by man. Man cannot deny his horizon; 

this would be a denial of the self as perceiver. Horizon 

is existentially based in the human body. It is shaped 

by man's optical structure of perception, his posture and 

height. These characteristics structure man's vision of 

reality and himself• This vision reflects the different 

aspects of man's material form. Man expresses his in¬ 

tellectual capacity through his horizon. On the other 

hand, horizon draws a boundary line where the subject can¬ 

not go because of his human limitation. Man can lay out 

boundaries to his way of. life by understanding his goals 

and projecting his "self." There are dual modes in 

Lonergan's concept of horizon, an unattainable boundary, 

and the potentiality for progress. These- structures are 

essential to man's actualization and understanding. 

Horizon sets out a profile of objective worlds which 

appear to be opposite and distant from the knower. 

Lonergan wants to explicate in this point the fact that 

exteriority merges into interiority; man merges with the 

world. Horizon is a mode of translating man into the ex¬ 

ternal world. It presents to the theologian a-world 

mirrored in one's experience, a world reflected upon by 

man. In lower animals the structure of horizon, is optical. 

When the animal moves, his objective line also moves. Man, 



21 

however, is able to reflect on his horizon and discover 

something about himself. Man lives within a horizon of 

the world and himself. Horizon reflects for man a human 

world visible within his field of understanding. It 

translates man into reality and is an opportunity for his 

meaningful reflection. 

Movability 

Without the element of "movability" man would not 

have a horizon. Horizon not only possesses a biological 

and psychological aspect but also a human dimension. The 

human aspect is not merely man's looking at the world, but 

his self-awareness of it. Horizon reflects man's aware¬ 

ness of the world and of himself. The world, Lonergan be¬ 

lieves, lies within man's horizon because it shares in his 

being. This reality is open in its relationship because 

it both reveals and gives meaning to man within horizon. 

Relation to Scientific 
Knowledge 

Advancement in science brings about changes in one's 

subjective and objective horizons. The horizon of both 

man's vision and mind interpenetrate meaning. Interaction 

between both structures does not allow for a static line 

of horizon. Instead, it remains a giving of meaning to a 

human world. Horizon possesses a referential aspect because 
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it points to transcendence. Transcendence, Lonergan states, 

is understood as a "going beyond" what is given in the 

present situation. Lonergan's notion of horizon is re¬ 

lated to reference, direction, meaning, historicity and 

to the "opening up" of reality itself. Man's concept of 

horizon is always positioned within the contours of time. 

He is a historical being. The theologian's investigation 

of an object may perceive many aspects of being itself. 

To inquire into an object, such as a book lying on the 

table, one can anticipate and heuristically find unseen 

aspects of perception through his cognitive processes. 

The book is grasped through the investigator's references 

and anticipations of temporal structures. If the grasp of 

an object is similar to a photbgraphic snapshot then there 

is no heuristic structure in knowing. Without the an¬ 

ticipatory structure the theologian would not be able to 

recognize relations, interconnections, and objects. 

Temporal structures, Lonergan believes, make man's world 

a knowable and interpretable horizon. Horizon postulates 

that temporality is potentially capable of escaping the 

enclosement of spatiality. Lonergan's horizon is anthro¬ 

pologically grounded within his world. It makes the im¬ 

movable movable and opens up the dynamic structure of man's 

intentionality. Horizon is that which surrounds our con¬ 

scious world of reflection because it is part of our 
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structure of anticipation and meaning. In the movement of 

man’s horizon, Lonergan invites his reader, to go forward 

and to transcend himself. The unknown-known is an essen¬ 

tial factor in man's dynamic cognition. The temporal 

structure of one's unknown aspect comes to light in the 

philosopher's "insight as activity." Inquiry reveals 

cognitive structures because they are present heuristically 

in man and the world. Horizon discloses the reality of 

man and the world. It permits objective nature to enter 

human history through a space-time cultural framework. 

Unification lies in the heuristic and dynamic 

nature of human cognition. This position can be under¬ 

stood when we take an adventurer who observes from a 

mountain peak a continuous chain of islands. This series 

of islands may be vaguely perceivable against one's 

horizon. Beyond the adventurer however, is a horizon 

which may be an unseen and unknown island. He believes 

that an island lies beyond the line of his vision, and he 

will seek to discover it. In the process of inquiry, the 

seeker moves his horizon back. The intellectual process 

of "moving back" one's horizon is not the same as finding 

an island fixed by worldly coordinates. One's horizon 

continues to exist even as he shifts and changes his line 

through questions and answers. Continuity in man's cog¬ 

nitive movement is symbolic of his self-transcendence. 



24 

Infinite 

Lonergan's concept of horizon reveals the Infinite 

structure of man and his world. The infinite, he believes, 

manifests itself in man’s receding horizon"of art, culture, 

work, technology, religion and theology. Transcendence 

is disclosed by man's investigation of what is immanently 

given within one's horizon. 

Anthropology 

Anthropologically, Lonergan's horizon is related to 

man's shape, vision, posture, perception and human frame¬ 

work. Perception becomes united with the interpretation 

we give to objects. The two poles of man's horizon become 

connected and unified in metaphysics. Man's finiteness, 

perception, thinking, transcending, and historical con¬ 

sciousness are related to "being" and objective reality. 

Both poles achieve dynamic integration within the human 

horizon. It is this horizon that drives man to know, 

transforming nature into history. 

Through the methodological use of horizon, Lonergan 

allows man to rise above animal-like existence to a world 

of meaning and human cognition. It is a search for the 

meaning of man's existence which ultimately drives theo¬ 

logians to perform the functional specialties and tasks of 

the theological methodologists. 
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Philosophical Horizon 

Essential moments in the history of any particular 

field of knowledge are not the answers given hut rather 

the questions that are asked. Horizon is an important 

Lonerganian category which associates him with contemporary 
1 

thinkers. It is a technical category which modern 

phenomenologists use today. Lonergan -uses this term as an 

essential theoretical tool in philosophical methodology. 

The philosophical quest, for Lonergan, is a science of 

self-knowledge. The consequences of his philosophical in¬ 

quiry are determined by his philosophical starting place. 

Philosophical answers are controlled by the philosophical 

method one uses. Fruitful inquiry in philosophy is not 

merely concerned with conclusions but rather with the sub¬ 

ject. Theology is not founded on ahistorical or acultural 

concepts; it is rooted in the human subject and his 

differentiated environment. Dynamic operations emerge 

from new questions which in turn keep individuals open to 

creative possibilities. Intentional attitudes are res¬ 

ponsible for creating the horizons within which man lives. 

Lonergan's post-insight period is influenced by such in¬ 

tellectual structures as horizon, conversion, and horizon 

shift. Horizon is man's limitation of what he can observe 
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from a particular perspective; it contains two poles—a 

subjective and an objective pole. Lonergan states that 

In its literal sense the word, horizon, 
denotes the bounding circle, the line at 
which earth and sky appear to meet. 
This line is the limit of one's field of 
vision. As one moves about it recedes in 
front and closes in behind so that, for 
different stand points, there are different 
horizons.2 

Horizon allows the subject a particular scope from 

which to investigate his particular viewpoint. Michael 

Novak states that a philosopher may 

...rise or fall by how critical he is of 
his own starting place, and how broad 
his knowledge is of alternative points of 
view.^ 

The essential factor in horizon, Novak states, is not 

solely the working out of a particular view, but that the 

thinker should be capable of sharing other horizons. He 

should be able to justify the choice by which he es¬ 

tablishes his concrete individual horizon. 

The religious philosopher must reflect on his par¬ 

ticular horizons» purposes, as well as the tools used in 

other disciplines. Fulfillment of tb-is task allows man 

to understand himself in the Socratic terms.of "know thy¬ 

self." Philosophy begins with this personal decision of 

who one is; then one can decide what knowing is. My 

decision about what -I believe "knowing is, is to deter¬ 

mine the content and limits of what I will know."^ An 

understanding of oneself comes with this decision about 
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one's intellectual knowing. Lonergan's notion of authentic 

life is actualized in an understanding of man himself. 

Horizon is a complex vision beyond which there is 

nothing to see. Outside man's horizon there may be other 

horizons and further limits. However, to raise questions 

about these limits is meaningless for the subject. 

Lonergan's subject of intentionality is the subjective pole 

of horizon; the objective pole is constituted by meanings 

mediated (creates reality) by the subject. Analysis of 

man's horizon necessitates an understanding of the subject; 

operations, and structures from which it arises. The self 

is transformed into an understanding of the subject's 

self-consciousness and act of conversion. Lonergan lists 

four conversions which the theologian must achieve: in¬ 

tellectual, moral, religious, and Christian. 

Process 

Knowledge is a dynamic process of revising and 

answering questions of why? what? and how? Methodological 

procedures must explicate divisions in this question- 

logic process. First, there is the level of the known 

where questions are raised and answered. Secondly, a 

level of the known-unknown on which questions are raised 

that cannot be answered at this particular period. Thirdly, 

there are the unknown-unknown questions, which are not 

raised because such questions are supposed to be 



meaningless to man. Horizon lies between the first and 

third levels of man's questioning; between the questions 

raised, answered,and those that cannot be raised (meaning¬ 

less) .^ As an example, one may consider the existential 

experience of Angst, which is a threat upon a person's 

horizon/--the person's being is questioned. This point 

leads Lonergan to stress the subject. The subject is a 

concrete reality—he lives, hates, loves, suffers, wonders, 

and asks questions. Han is not found in some particular 

theory of consciousness; he is an a^ priori condition to 

human consciousness. Consciousness itself is a quality of 

man's intellectual act. It is a special kind of cognitive 

act; it is appetitive, sensitive and intellective. Mental 

operations allow the subject a unique awareness of himself 

and his intellectual patterns. The individual receives 

an understanding of the object from these operations as 

acts of intentionality. David Tracy In his treatment of 

horizon emphasizes that the "object is present as intended; 

subject as intending."^ To understand the notion of 

awareness one must relate it to Lonergan's concept of 

horizon. 

Horizon is that view which man possesses from a 

determinate stance. Han's subjective pole of horizon refers 

to Intentionality. It is the possibilities that are in¬ 

herent in man's understanding at the present stage of the 

subject's development. The objective pole relates to the 
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worlds of meaning which are open to the subject at this 

stage of development» A person's horizon is the totality 

of the object by which the subject operates. Lonergan 

states that 

Literally, a horizon is a maximum field of 
vision from a determinate standpoint. In 
a generalized sense, a horizon is specified 
by two poles conditioning the other. Hence, 
the objective pole is taken, not materially, 
but like the formal object sub-ratione sub 
qua attingitur (under the aspect which the 
activity specifically regards); similarly, 
the subjective pole is considered, not 
materially, but in its relation to the ob- 
j ective pole.^ 

The subjective pole is a special field of knowledge 

made up of scientific operations. On the other hand, the 

objective pole is the fleld(s) that these intellectual 

operations reach. In Lonergan's subjective pole the 

transcendental method is used. The objective pole is in— 
g 

tended by and rooted in method Itself. Horizon, then, 

is the line that one draws for his subjective field of 

vision. Different standpoints have different horizons 

depending on the division of the visible objects. Outside 

the subject's horizon are possible objects we do not see; 

within our horizon lie objects we do see. The contours 

of our vision determine the contingencies of our knowledge. 

As the field of horizon changes, so also the depth of our 

understanding. 

Horizons transform themselves because they depend 

on various periods, milieu, education, social background, 
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and personal growth.. Lonergan goes on to say that 

...what lies beyond one's horizon is simply 
outside the range of one's knowledge and 
interest; one neither knows nor cares. 
But what lies within one's horizon is in 
some measure great or small, an object of 
interest and of knowledge.9 

Different professions and disciplines have different 

horizons. They are reciprocally acquainted with each 

other's worlds. Lonergan points out that one needs other 

horizons to complement an individual stance. Individually 

they may not be self-sufficient; but to a society they 

become the motivation necessary for the proper function 

of a communal world.. Within this developmental process 

later stages presuppose earlier stages,which in turn be¬ 

come transformed by this activity. 

Subjective Possibilities 

Lonergan describes the essential expansions of the 

horizon as the "meaning-seeking-constituting animal. 

Han's subjective possibilities give different horizons. 

Lonergan lists six such worlds deriving from the possi¬ 

bilities of our human consciousness. 

Maurice B. Schepers states that 

...the antitheses are the sacred world and 
the profane, the interior world and the 
exterior, the visible world and the in¬ 
telligible.11 

First, within the dynamic element of human con¬ 

sciousness a contingency for transcendence is revealed. 
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Secondly, there Is a grounding in the human world. Eliade 

points out that these worlds are undifferentiated and some¬ 

times tend to merge with one another; otherwise the reality 

of one world is called into question. Dynamic conscious¬ 

ness achieves definite differentiations between the world 

of the profane, sacred, interior and exterior. From 

human consciousness comes the world of common sense and a 

theoretical world. The common sense horizon is the ob¬ 

jectification of the intellect in concrete and particular 

form. The objectification of the theoretical world is 

the logos-specialization of intellectual understanding. 

It is man's effort to define his understanding in the 

light of scientific reason. Theoretical objects are 

comprehended as relationships between objects. The 

common sense world of objects is related to the individual. 

These objects are relevant to man's desires, anxieties, 

needs, and capacities. The world of common sense is man's 

intelligent specialization in particular and concrete 

situations. 

On the other hand, the world of theory is that which 

is fully explanatory; it is the drive toward complete 

understanding. Differentiation reveals an interior and an 

exterior dimension to human consciousness. Interior 

horizon is the world of history and existence. This world 

the philosopher enters by a shift of horizon (conversion). 

Distinction of this duality depends on the immediate 
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awareness of the self and the Individual's operations. 

Fundamentals of human consciousness are divided dynamically 

into the worlds of the sacred and the profane. This is 

the specialization of common sense and theory; it is the 

differentiation of awareness of both the interior and 

exterior horizons. Schepers states that 

...finally as each of these worlds mediates 
the other, so all of them mediates the 
sacred, the ultimate God—in the same sense 
as that in which all desire is ultimately 
desire of God.^ 

Integration 

Lonergan gives five integrative possibilities for 

previous differentiations, starting with elimination. It 

is a universal fact that man can eliminate worlds which 

cause him doubt and trouble. One can eliminate the sacred 

horizon and the interior world if it displeases him. 

Thinkers like Freud and Skinner assume too much from 

their "primitive fact" and eliminate that which they cannot 

13 cope with. They utilize their insight as a sufficient 

reason for any possible question that may arise. Syn¬ 

thesis as a methodological goal for Lonergan is an effort 

to seek a unifying factor that negates opposition within 

pairs of worlds and operates as Hegel's dialectical pro¬ 

cess. Its movement oscillates back and forth between 

different worlds. 
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Persons may refuse to settle permanently in any 

one of these worlds. Transposition is a radical change— 

it is a transformation of man's context. Whether it be a 

person or a culture, they both reach particular levels of 

development and higher dimensions in reality. In turn, 

each development mediates an ensuing development. 

Philosophy must mediate religion. Further distinctions of 

horizon are made between basic and relative dimensions. 

Relative horizon is the present context as it is related 

to the individual's psychological, social, and cultural 

development. This horizon depends on the different 

sciences for its proper expression. The basic horizon of 

man is in his relationship to the absence and the presence 

of the transcendent. It is the conversion of man's in¬ 

tellect to moral, religious, intellectual and Christian 

meaning. Transcendental conversion refers to a theo¬ 

logical horizon. Theologians who experience, understand 

and affirm the thematizatlon of the intellect experience 

conversion. It is a transformation from one state of being 

to another—from judgment to decision. 

Moral conversion is concerned with a level of human 

value. On a different level religious change is the trans¬ 

formation of the subject who possesses an openness to faith. 

Christian conversion is the transformation of faith into 

the life of the spirit. The personal horizon-shift that is 

experienced is a change in which the subject differentiates 
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elements relative to his world from those that are basic. 

Horizon can be seen publicly in the move from the 

Palestinian to the Hellenistic context; it is also evident 

in the shift from Aristotelean to the Newtonian world. To be 

contemporary requires one to identify with modern 

thinkers in asking questions about population control, 

abortion, etc. Man is capable of moving from one horizon 

to another, from the things that were immediate for the 

early church fathers to the things that are immediate for 

us today (relative priorities). This is .a transcultural 

movement which Lonergan calls a spirit-inspired process 

happening in both the church and world today. 

In "doing" theology the theologian must be in con¬ 

trol of his mental operation and understanding. In under¬ 

standing the horizon of the self one needs to grasp the 

context of different periods. An individual's horizon is 

a method by which he can interpret past events and persons. 

Authentic subjectivity is understanding as a demand for 

rational self-consciousness. Rational self-consciousness 

controls man's choosing and acting in moral conversion. 

Man's inherent desire to know is oriented towards 

being. When the notion of being is thematized man comes 

to understand God as the transcendent ground of being 

itself. The theologian thematizes the roots, development 

and extensions of conversions. This basic horizon is an 

a priori mode of existence which defines the "humanity" 
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of man. Conversions are conditions which make possible 

authentic life for man. Structural elements of the sub¬ 

jective pole of man's horizon are transformed into 

different worlds of the objective pole. Cognitional struc¬ 

tures of the subject determine the general nature of 

science» its basic methodological procedures and operations. 

Cognitional structures of experience» understanding» 

judgment and decision make possible an eightfold division 

within the field of theological method. 

Vertical Level 

Theological understanding unfolds not merely on 

the horizontal plane but also on the vertical level. In 

the historical horizon there is a succession of distinct 

cultural viewpoints. The world view of medieval man must 

give way to the Newtonian and Einsteinian world view. 

Vertical levels allow individuals a deeper understanding 

of history so that conflicts may be faced analytically and 

synthetically.^ 
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Theological Horizon 

Ideals of Science 

Aristotle's concept of science formulated in his 

Posterior Analytics deals with the true and certain in•know¬ 

ledge. Modern science» on the other hand» is not certain 

but probable and workable. Lonergan writes that 

...for each of the five elements constitutive 
of the Greek ideal of science, for truth, 
certainty, knowledge, necessity, and causality, 
the modern ideal substitutes something 
arduous, something more accessible, something 
dynamic, something effective. Modern science 
works.15 

The intellectual shift in man's understanding of science 

must be reflected in the science of theology itself. 

Theology changes with the parallel transformations in 

cultural Ideals and worlds. Contemporary theology must 

come to terms with modern developments. There is a move¬ 

ment then away from deductive sciences which once proved 

its conclusions from scriptural and traditional premises. 

A new framework on the model of empirical science seeks to 

make use of the data received from scipture and tradition. 

This data, however, must be examined in its historical con¬ 

text. Man needs to be reeducated within theological terms. 

A newly developed scientific understanding of man's histori¬ 

cal consciousness is now embedded in our understanding of 
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his different horizons. Man is no longer represented as a 

rational animal but rather in phenomenological terms as 

animal symbolicum. 

Following this stance man must interpret himself in 

the light of modern procedures. Empirical frameworks 

accumulate information, develop understanding, and master 

materials. Cultural changes have affected theology to the 

extent that new foundations are required to mediate the 

meaning of God. Foundations in modern theological method 

generate conclusions, laws and principles, but they are not 

these things in themselves. Lonergan locates the foun¬ 

dations of modern science in method and the performing 

scientist. A formal expression of its method is to be 

found in the activities involved in scientific procedures. 

Foundation is not a set of rules or principles, 

but a particular, concrete and dynamic reality. It is the 

activity of putting method into theology and understanding 

it as a set of related and recurrent operations cumulative¬ 

ly moving forward to a goal. Modern theology, however, 

is specialized and must be understood as a group of inter¬ 

dependent studies rather than a single study. 

Methodological Perspectives 

Method in theology is to be examined from three 

perspectives: first the field specialization in which that 

field of data is divided and subdivided, e.g., the Bible 
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is divided into the Old and New Testaments. In the sub- 
* 

division the Old Testament is divided into law, prophets, 

and the writings. The second perspective is that of the 

subject in which the results of one's investigations are 

classified, e.g., the Old Testament is classified into 

Semitic languages, Hebrew history and comparative religions. 

Thirdly, functional specialization emerges when separate 

stages from data to results are distinguished and 

separated, e.g., critical scholars determine what has been 

written and seek historical meaning. 

Lonergan proposes eight functional specialties for 

the science of theology: 1) research, 2) interpretation, 

3) history, 4) dialectic, 5) foundations, 6) doctrines, 

7) systematic, and 8) communication. He believes that 

their function in theological methodology will enable men 

to know and understand the Word of God. This procedure 

operates on the level of presentations, and brings about 

the specialization of communication. The message com¬ 

municated contains an internal conceptual coherence which 

results in system. Systematics concerns itself with unify?- 

ing man's understanding of what he possesses in dogmatic, 

pastoral and moral theology. Judgments passed on this ac¬ 

tivity are called doctrines. The acceptance of these doc¬ 

trines will depend on man's conversion and on the acceptance 

of horizon. To understand Christian doctrine it is 

necessary to accept this particular horizon because this is 
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the foundation of theology. 

The functional specialties are distinct and separate 

stages in man's process from data to ultimate results. 

They need not he performed successively and in a serial 

order by theologians. Particular interaction is not merely 

logical hut* as Lonergan states, it must be attentive, in¬ 

telligent, reasonable, responsible and religious. Lonergan's 

method envisages theological teamwork and intellectual co¬ 

operation. Foundations, doctrines, systems and communication 

supply content to the specialties of dialectics, research 

and interpretation. The intentionality of the subject is 

essential to his science, method and horizon. Lonergan 

confesses that theologians who achieve subjective authen¬ 

ticity must share and understand the scientific worlds. 

Karl Rahner states that man's thinking is rooted in the 

"turn of the subjective." When man experiences conversion 

of the Christian message, he must articulate it in contem¬ 

porary structures.^ 

> Modern Outlooks 

Lonergan advocates a balance between classical 

and contemporary thinking. Theology must thematlze Scripture 

as the Word of God. It asks questions that arise out of 

its own context and transposes them into theological terms. 

The relationship between the psychoanalyst and patient is an 

example of this methodological model. The patient 
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experiences pain from his Illness» Felt experiences 

are related to the psychoanalyst who considers the 

patient's condition experimentally. The psychoanalyst then 

thematizes the patient's experience systematically. The 

client's experiences are transformed into the psychoanalytic 

categories of a developed science. What is known is what 

the patient articulates and manifests in analysis. The 

psychoanalyst reconstructs the patient's symptoms and 

analyzes them from a new viewpoint (psychoanalysis). The 

use of this methodology allows the psychoanalyst to know 

more accurately the patient's problem. On the other hand, the 

theologian takes hold of religious experiences and recon¬ 

struct them into theological categories (science of 

theology). 

A theologian possesses a fundamental set of syste¬ 

matic concepts that characterize his science. Thomas 

Aquinas depended on Aristotelean categories; Bultmann de¬ 

pended on Heideggerian constructs. To think theologically 

it is necessary to use—consciously or unconsciously—a 

set of concepts which determine the question and answer. 

Lonergan speaks of a positive theology because of this 

determination. A theological framework explicates his¬ 

torical development from its source in revelation to modern 

theological contexts. The methodological pivot lies in 

intellectual operations of the concrete subject. This 

subject must work itself out within the Christian tradition. 
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It seeks a relationship to philosophy in order that human , 

knowledge may be accumulated. It is to be noted that both 

Rahner and Lonergan start from a theory of knowledge within 

the framework of transcendental methodology. They seek to 

understand man's effort to know knowing and the.active in¬ 

tellect. Being reaches out beyond itself to what is not 

contained within it. Each question lèads to new questions. 

The active intellect, striving to go beyond itself, 

develops the Imaginative and theoretical constructs. 

Lonergan's reaching has parallels with Rahner's 

"spirit in the world"; God is not the object of knowledge 

but rather the motivating power of self-transcendence. 

The transcendental method thus becomes the basis for theo¬ 

logical method. This theological method commits one to a 

unique mode of striving for verity; he must be self- 

transcending . 

Lonergan writes that 

...there is bound to be formed a solid right 
that is determined to live in a world that 
no longer exists. There is bound to be 
formed a scattered left, captivated by now 
this, now that, exploring now this and now 
that new possibility. But what will count 
is a perhaps not numerous center, big 
enough to be at home in both old and the 
new, painstaking enough to work out one by 
one the transitions to be made strong 
enough to refuse half measures and insist 
on complete solutions even though it has 
to wait.1^ 



CHAPTER II 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

Joseph Maréchal 

Lonergan's philosophical theology is dependent upon 

'the structures of transcendental Thomism.^ This contem¬ 

porary school of philosophy relies on the thought of 

Joseph Maréchal, who attempted to unite the achievements of 

Aristotle, Aquinas, Kant, and the post-Kantians. Maréchal 

gave transcendental philosophy the unique horizon which 

distinguishes it from neo-Thomistic schools. Transcendental 

philosophy, Father Coreth points out, was rooted in 

philosophy long before Kant; it is found in the works of 

Plato. There is a knowledge of fundamental principles 

which Plato believes in: logic and metaphysics are not 

deduced from sense experience but make such experiences 

possible. Augustine presented a similar doctrine in his 

divine illumination; he believed eternal verities to be 

present in the human mind. Aquinas combined the Aristotelean 

and Augustinian traditions with the a priori conditions of 

human knowledge. In Descartes* philosophy we recognize a_ 

priori structures in his "innate ideas." It was Kant, how¬ 

ever, who named his method”transcendental"and worked out 

42 
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its principles. Kant did not develop as far as Maréchal; 

he stopped with the finite subject and never reached the 

2 
absolute horizon of validity. Not achieving this 

positionne eliminated all possibility of metaphysical know¬ 

ledge. Lonergan's ji priori reference opens up a meta¬ 

physical knowledge and absolute horizon of being. This 

tradition was aided by such thinkers as Blondel, Roussel, 

and Scheuer. They initiated open dialogue between con¬ 

temporary currents of thought and medieval thinking. Such 

thinkers developed the thought of both Kant and Hegel to 

meet the needs of contemporary philosophical problems. 

This movement associates Lonergan with Muck, Rahner, and 

Coreth. He does not use existential idioms, but he 

accepts the Maréchallian inspiration to construct a trans¬ 

cendental Thomism. 

Maréchal’s influence is evident in Lonergan's under¬ 

standing of man as an eternal decree from God’s creation. 

It is a structure of reflective knowledge that exists in 

our mental operations. In man's desiring "to know" and 

affirm absolute being, he discovers that "the proof for 

God's existence is somehow pre-contained in the orientation 

of the human intellect toward being." Maréchallian 

epistemology claims to be a methodological emergent: it 

is a totally new result concerning our knowledge of a 

transcendental being. Maréchal believed that if transcen¬ 

dental method was applied correctly, we could uncover the 
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mind in acts of knowing and in affirming being. 

In the development of this movement modern philoso¬ 

phical structures such as Heidegger’s interpretation of 

Kant's critical analysis is assimilated. On the other 

hand, David Tracy points out that 

Lonergan's infrequent reference to the 
dangers of 'subjectivism' in 
phenomenology and 'existentialism' is 
fully inadequate to an interpretation of 
Heidegger.® 

Lonergan does not make frequent use of Heidegger's terms 

such as one finds in Karl Rahner's theological structures. 

Kant and Maréchal 

Lonergan agrees with Father Coreth in his Meta¬ 

physics » when he states that we have received from 

Maréchal a philosophical "movement" and not a school.^ 

There are no principles and laws as might be found in a 

creed. It is a path, direction, or line of thought that 

developed in multifarious modes and will continue to do so 

in the future.** The inspiration of this movement demanded 

from Lonergan a rediscovery of Thomas Aquinas. Kant's 

question on the possibility of metaphysics is taken up by 

Lonergan; he seeks to answer Kant by pointing out his 

essential flaws. Kant was not critical of the possibility of 

knowledge. Maréchal believes that Kant did not recognize 

the dynamic nature of the human intellect, but he 

formulated instead static ideas of our intellectual 
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capacity in its creation of mental categories. Maréchal's 

position is accepted by Lonergan, yet he deviates on the 

question of "objectivity." Whereas Maréchal initiated his 

transcendental critique with the "relation to the object," 

Lonergan begins with the activity of "affirmation." 

Maréchal's objective was to set out a psychological stance, 

for the transcendental way of proof. This was to be 

realized by a comparative philosophico-historical method. 

In mental acts of knowledge Maréchal's "object" appears 

as an "internal" one. It is a determination which dis¬ 

tinguishes the act irrespective of any relation to a 

transcendental and ontological object. Completion of know¬ 

ledge connects it to a field. For Maréchal, partial goals 

represent our striving towards Absolute Being. Maréchal 

seeks to complete the conditions of Kant's transcendental 

method by eliminating deficiencies and opening up the 

possibility for further development. Otto Muck finds that 

the weaknesses of Kant's methodology are corrected in 

Lonergan’s work* Kant's failure to solve the problem in 

relating the a_ priori of sense knowledge and of understand¬ 

ing is overcome by Lonergan. Not all the questions of 

reason's relation to understanding and of the theoretical 

to practical reason are answered by Kant. Maréchal finds 

that Kant was held back from going any further in his 

investigation by an inconsistency. Kant accepted the 
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dynamic element in transcendental analysis, but at the 

same time he did "not take this dynamic aspect into account 

in what follows.Maréchal, as did Aquinas, insisted on 

the dynamic element of knowledge; it is not a pressure of 

the object on the knower as found in the effects of 

physical objects on one another. There is, however, 

assimilation of the object to knower and the knower in 

turn becomes the object from the point of view of in- 

tentionality. Otto Muck states that this 

...noetic activity could not have the 
structure which necessarily belongs 
to it if it were not orientated towards 
absolute being in such a way that this 
absolute is co-posited or co-apprehended 
in every mode of knowledge, even though 
it is not explicitly in awareness. 

What Maréchal and Lonergan seek to correct in the 

Kantian view is that absolute being is constitutive and 

9 
not a regulative principle. 

Both Maréchal and Lonergan believe that the history 

of philosophy can be solved by an Aristotelean-Thomistic 

metaphysics of knowledge. At the same time, it is to be 

vindicated by Kant's transcendental methodology. The 

turning point of man's factual knowledge is in his judgment 

of affirmation. Affirmation includes an element of being 

or Absolute. The judgment implicitly affirms God's Being. 

It is the inherent desire to know the intellect as it 

moves toward absolute Being (God). Maréchal and Blondel 
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saw that being exists "in the medium of consciousness. 

But they added the proviso that any ontological analysis 

must be open to include God."^ Elements of this nature 

are taken up by Lonergan and developed in his treatment 

of theological method. 

The Ground of Knowledge 
in Maréchal 

Maréchallian knowledge grounds being in the onto¬ 

logical unity of the knower and known as a single act. 

There is no necessity in asserting that both the Absolute 

Being and divine acts are to be known in the process 

of order. Being functions as an infinite intelligi¬ 

bility whose causal influence is required for an infinite 

process of knowledge; human experience demands that God 

is not in the process. Lonergan's notion of "God" ex¬ 

presses itself as an intelligible Being. Reason can tell 

us of God because of this ja priori in the human intellect. 

Lonergan has learned to assimilate an "openness" to 

modern philosophies. He develops a metaphysics grounded on 

transcendental reflection. It established an investigation 

of being and at the same time allowed us to affirm being in 

the knowing subject. Lonergan thus attempts both to re¬ 

form classical realism and to set up an alternative system 

to modern philosophies. 
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Immanuel Kant 

From Kant's transcendental philosophy, we are able 

to see Lonergan's philosophical development. To under¬ 

stand Kant's claim that all knowledge begins with ex¬ 

perience is not the same as the belief that all knowledge is 

dependent on experience.^ Lonergan's approach is similar 

to Kant's in that the understanding of relations give 

12 meaning to various experiences. The manifold ex¬ 

perience which Kant speaks about is analyzed in order to 

understand the structures in our thinking. In our ex¬ 

perience there is an immediate relationship to the object 

13 given in knowing. The unity of our experiences expresses 

itself in the phrase, "I think." Kant's insight allows us 

to ask questions in such a way that we can understand the 

transcendental unity of understanding. Transcendental 

knowledge derives from the a. priori structures and possi- 

14 bilities contained in the act of knowing. The conditions 

of space and time are necessary for the experience of 

knowing. Spatial concepts are present in heuristic struc¬ 

tures of the transcendental method, and they underlie all 

our other intuitions. It is impossible for man to represent 

15 to himself the absence of space. Space is an a_ priori 

intuition which makes experiences possible for man. In 

Kant's system there is a "regulative" principle of ob¬ 

jective appearances. Appearances of the inner condition 
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belong to space as well as to time: these are priori 

16 
conditions of appearance to the self. Transcendental 

method upholds that the appearances fill the empty con¬ 

ditions of time and space. What an object is, prior to its 

appearance through these heuristic structures, is im¬ 

possible.^ Heuristic patterns are necessary for the uni¬ 

fication of experiences into a judgment. Intuition is not 

the sole form of knowledge; Kant points out that there is a 

18 knowledge of concepts. Understanding complements our 

sense experience by producing representatives from it- 

19 self. Kant's approach, Lonergan•believes, leaves no 

possibility to intellectually penetrate foundational 

reality. Kant's actual object of perception is the product 

of the act in which it is perceived; we cannot know 

things are they are in-them-selves (Ding An Sich). We can 

know the phenomenon which the mind constructs in the act 

of perceiving. Kant's noumenon is a "regulative" principle 

of thought and not a "constitutive" element such as 

Lonergan accepts from Maréchal. Lonergan, however, accepts 

the Kantian position that places the starting point in the 

mind of man. 

Knowing and Being in Kant 

The Aristotelean-Thomistic tradition understands 

knowing as an act: it is a realization of identity rather 

20 than a confrontation with external realities. Episte¬ 

mologically, it emphasizes the dynamic character of an act 
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Ÿf knowing as well as the content of the known. Basic 

comparisons between Kant and Lonergan appear in the ques¬ 

tion of an & priori condition which grounds the dynamic 

act of knowing as well as the conditions which shape the 

content of knowing. He criticizes Kant for the separation 

of theoretical order from the practical order. In doing 

this Kant sacrificed the possibility of a dynamic element 

which Lonergan discovers and develops. Lonergan unites 

knowing and being. By accepting the intellectual struc¬ 

tures of experience he stresses affirmation rather than 

any aesthetic or mystical experience. Lonergan stresses 

the affirmation of being which works itself out in man's 

21 judgment. He seeks the ontological ground which he be¬ 

lieves to be fundamental as compared with the separation 

between knowing and being. This ground is rooted, he be¬ 

lieves, in our experiences of a premordial noetic desire 

22 actualized in insight and judgment. In insights and 

judgments of reflective understanding the affirmation of 

being takes place. Lonergan finds that judgments involve 

transformations from conditioned proposition to an un¬ 

conditioned affirmation. This, in turn, appears as an 

opening up and fulfillment of conditions associated with 

23 
original propositions. Being is the goal of man's de¬ 

sire to know. Such a desire is a noetic striving which 

moves the cognitional process from sensation to affirmation 
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24 of Insight. The desire to know has a transcendent 

structure capable of exceeding the scope of the known. 

Being is known through intelligence and judgment. The 

unifying ground for this definition of being is Lonergan's 

notion of intelligibility. He develops it in terms of the 

heuristic structures of the transcendental method. 

Father Coreth states that Kant "has demonstrated 

once and for all that metaphysics is impossible without a 

25 turn to being." Lonergan develops a wide base from 

which to inquire into being, but it is not an ontological 

approach. He points out that 

...while Fr. Coreth*s metaphysics is 
a sound and brilliant achievement, I 
should not equate metaphysics with the 
total and basic horizon. Metaphysics 
as about being, equates with the ob¬ 
jective pole of that horizon; but meta¬ 
physics, as science^^oes not equate with 
the objective pole. 

Lonergan wants to retain the possibilities of a subjective 

part of man's intellectual life and to resist the onto¬ 

logical approach of Rahner and Coreth as reductionistic. 

However, it is most important that Lonergan, in the neo- 

Kantian tradition, has been led to the question of being 

2 7 and to an ontology of knowing. 

Lonergan distinguishes methodologically between 

cognitional and epistemological questions. He understands 

his divergence from Kant to be on the basis of this 

distinction. Kant's essential question, Lonergan believes, 
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is epistemological and not cognitional. Kant seeks the 

conditions necessary in knowing the object, whereas Lonergan 

is concerned with the conditions necessary for knowing 

prescinding from the object known and prescinding from 

the objectivity of the knowing itself. 

The Thing-in-Itself 

Knowledge, for Lonergan, is affirmed in the 

judgment. What is grasped as intelligible is proportionate 

being. It is a reality accommodated to the human condition 

of experience. Lonergan notes that 

...my actual procedure also is trans¬ 
cendental in the Kantian sense, in¬ 
asmuch as it brings to light the con¬ 
ditions of the possibility, of knowing 
an object inggfar as that knowledge 
is a^ priori. 

This view is similar to Kant's interpretation of knowledge 

of the phenomenal world. What is grasped in insight is 

not mere Kantian appearance but the reality as it appears 

to the subject. 

J. B. Lotz, in describing Kant's meaning for Maré- 

challian methodologists, restates that: 

...the transcendental method can be 
carried through in a way that goes for 
the possibility of human knowledge, 
and even of human action. This basic 
idea has far-reaching consequences. 
The proof for God's existence is some¬ 
how precontained in the orientation 
of the intellect towards being; thus 
does theoretical metaphysics become 
possible? Being, too, enables a priori 
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knowledge to reveal rather than con¬ 
ceal, as It must do for Kant. Again 
the formal objects for the soul's 
faculties correspond to Kant's forms; 
thus knowledge through categories 
is not restricted to that which is 
'for man' but opens up to that which 
is 'in-itself', finally the absolute¬ 
ness of the moral imperative also 
receives its foundations in being, 
and thus theory and practice arg^ 
brought into harmony and unity. 

Kantian modes of thought open up a closer contact with 

Protestant thinking for Lonergan. Kant retains the same 

(unofficially) position in Protestantism as Aquinas in 

Roman Catholicism. If the direction of Transcendental- 

Thomism is to use Kantian categories, then the style and 

goal of this movement will remain Kantian. It brings 

the two traditions closer together and builds greater 

hope for the future of intellectual cooperation. 

Kant and the Scotist 

Lonergan argues that Aristotelean-Thomism was 

misunderstood during the Renaissance period. Scholastic 

philosophy which Kant inherited came from Christian Wolffe, 

a Scotist and not a Thomist. In the Scotistic tradition 

the cognitional object was understood to be a concept or 

proposition. Lonergan's extensive examination of Aquinas, 

however, points out that in cognitional theory the concept 

proceeds from understanding. Scotism, on the other hand, 

found understanding to proceed from the concept. One's 



54 

understanding lacks any personal experiences as it defines 

itself metaphysically. Lonergan discovered that both 

Aristotle and Aquinas examined the cognitional operations 

within a metaphysical context; they argued implicitly from 

a conscious metaphysical context and explicitly from con¬ 

scious psychological experiences in their research. 

Intellectual!sm 

There is a definite distinction between the con- 

ceptualist and Lonergan's intellectualist position. The 

latter is clarified in his Verbum articles where he de¬ 

fends an intellectualist stance. Father Dunceel points 

out that. 

...there are two currents of thought in 
the epistemology of St. Thomas: a 
stronger one visible at once, which 
holds that all our knowledge is ja 
posteriori, coming from the senses; 
a weaker one, not apparent at once, 
which emphasizes the a priori aspect 
of human knowledge, its dependence 
on the light of the agent intellect. 
Neo-Thomism has taken into account 
only the former, the empirical or 
empiricistic aspect of the doctrine. 
Transcendental Thomism insists so 
much on the latter, the transcendental 
aspect, because this aspect has been 
overlooked by the Neo-Thomists. It 
endeavors also to reconcile it with 
the empirical features of the system. 

The conceptualist concerns himself with concepts, 

judgments and syllogisms. Concepts are united so that 

they result in judgments. Judgments, in turn, are concerned 
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with syllogistic reasoning. Lonergan raises the question 

of the sources of concepts, judgments and reasoning in our 

understanding. For Lonergan, understanding is an essen¬ 

tial activity of the intellectualist. It gives insight 

into data and allows one to see intelligently— it is not 

a matter of definition. Lonergan points out in Verbum 

that 

...this intellectualist interpretation 
of Thomist thought runs counter through¬ 
out to the currently accepted conceptual- 
ist view, but the point of most apparent 
conflict lies in the issue to which 
conceptualists attend almost^^xclusively, 
the abstraction of concepts. 

Intellectualism is the acceptance of pre-conceptual and 

unformulated ji priori structures. It is operational in 

the cognitional processes of the philosopher-theologian. 

The intellectualist is linked with data, experience, and 

images; his "act of understanding leaps forth when the 

32 sensible data are in a suitable constellation." An im¬ 

portant mental characteristic of "emanatis intelligibilis" 

is a rationally conscious procession of the "inner word" 

from understanding. Lonergan shows that 

...the procession of an inner word is 
the pure case of intelligible law.... 

it is native and natural for 
the procession of the inner word to 
be intelligible, actively intelligible, 
and the genus of all intelligible 
process.... To introduce a term that 
will summarize this we may say that the 
'inner word’ is rational, not indeed 
with the derived rationality of 



56 

discourse, of reasoning from premises 
to conclusions, but with the basic 
and essential rationality of rational 
conscious...with the rationality that ^3 
now we have to observe in all concepts. 

Intelligible emanation and insight are important questions 

for the artist and scientist. The former may be moved 

towards images by an insight and the latter shifts to the 

conceptualization of insight. Their importance relates 

us to theological questions such as the understanding 

of Christ's vision of God and of Christ's natures. 

Lonergan as 
Intellectuallst 

Lonergan's own position as an intellectuallst lies 

over against conceptualism which he interprets to be a 

dead form of scholasticism. Yet his own works possess and 

accept laws of conceptualism. He makes use of definitions, 

reasoning, procedures, and verification methods. There is 

no question, however, of Lonergan returning to a position 

he denies; rather, he appreciates the function of con¬ 

ceptualization in an intellectual framework. Concepts, 

while remaining operative must never become a system of 

conceptualism. The dangers of this form of thinking is that it 

become a self-enclosed system; it is a field of study 

limited in itself by its own definitions, terms and 

syllogisms. Philosophical thinking is not enclosed 

mathematical thinking. Lonergan recognizes that man goes 
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deeper than his insight, that is, he enters into the 

field of formulation. Cognitional process has a personal 

internal normative which understands, conceptualizes, 

reflects, judges, and articulates. Each step is an in¬ 

telligent demand for new understanding, rationalities and 

responsibilities—decisions fulfill our search for personal 

knowledge and authenticity. This "human knowing...puts 

itself together, one part summoning forth the next, till 

34 the whole is reached." 

The transcendental approach of Lonergan is an 

effort to seek "inner" conditions for the possibility of 

building a metaphysic. This metaphysic lies within the 

boundary lines of human knowledge. It is a knowledge not 

directed to knowing things themselves, but to understand¬ 

ing the unknown presuppositions underneath all knowledge. 

We ask questions that are concerned with man's internal 

conditions in order to understand knowing and being. This 

questioning is a starting point for Lonergan's transcen¬ 

dental methodology. 

Thomas Aquinas 

Like other transcendentalists, Lonergan establishes 

a metaphysics of man, world, and God. His metaphysical 

structure is built up by the transcendental conditions of 

knowing and being. Aquinas, in seeking to know truth, 
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attaches a metaphysical identity of knower and known in 

the act of knowledge. Unification of both known and 

knower establishes a relation of truth. Truth is the 

correspondence between subject and object. The conse¬ 

quences of this identity is man's conscious awareness of 

the known and knower--it is an immaterial pure act. 

Aquinas states in his Summa Theologica that the 

human soul understands itself through its own act of 

35 understanding which is appropriate to its nature. There 

is a unifying function which Aquinas assigns to the active 

intellect. This dynamic finality of the intellect allows 

him to take into account knowledge as a single act. 

Aquinas begins his epistemology with the operation of the 

external senses. His process moves from the abstraction 

of intelligible species to phantasms and the objective 

word. Whether Lonergan is trying to apply the "Copernican 

revolution" to Aquinas father than to Kant, is not clear 

in this context. Prevalent in Aquinas' writings is an îi 

priori structure of knowledge. Lonergan states that 

...since the phantasms cannot of them¬ 
selves immute the possible intellect, 
but require to be made actually in¬ 
telligible by the agent intellect, it 
cannot be said that sensible knowledge 
is the total and perfect cause of 
intellectual knowledge, but rather ig^ 
is in a way the matter of the cause. 
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The Problem Between 
Banez and Molina 

Aquinas' influence is evident in Lonergan's doc¬ 

trinal dissertation which treats of "operative grace" in 

theological thought. This question was long debated 

between the disciples of Banez and Molina. Lonergan's 

training was in the Jesuit-Molinist tradition; he found 

both positions to be false. Lonergan believed their 

answers to be too simplified in so.lution. The Banezians 

emphasized the "Praedeterminatio Physica," which Lonergan 

found to be a solvent of the problem at the cost of human 

freedom. On the other hand, Molinists accepted the 

"Scientia Media," which for Lonergan does not reach the 

real problem. He pointed out that the 

...Molinist equally fails to understand 
divine transcendence but instead of 
conferring it on a creature he takes the 
opposite route to find refuge in divine 
knowledge of the futuribllia. And as 
the Banezian failure to understand trans¬ 
cendence was employed to defend the 
praedeterminatio physica, so the Molinist's 
failure was employed to generate through 
the scientia media an excess of categories 
for handling the surd of sin.37 

As an influential force, Aquinas gave Lonergan a wealth of 

new experiences: God is pure act, an infinite mover whose 

causal influence grounds the human spirit. God is con¬ 

nected with the world; he participates in history as creator 

and preserver. Alongside this, God is eternal and he is 

outside time and space. His attributes are rooted in being 
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gather than in any form of Whiteheadian process. 

Lonergan's God is Ipsum Intelligere, Ipsum Esse, Summum 

Bonum, Efficient Cause, First Cause, First Agent, and the 

3 8 Teleology of Creation. Ideas on the question of God 

developed in his thought, giving a positive direction for 

more than two decades. The most important feature of 

Lonergan's dissertation was not a doctrinal question, but 

rather a concern about the embryonic stage of Aquinas' 

• 39 methodology. In Lonergan's works many of the questions 

provoked by Aquinas become the motivating and directing 

force in his later initial labours. The way St. Thomas 

worked, questioned, thought, understood, judged, and wrote 

are the basic interests of Lonergan. Aquinas' "universal 

viewpoint," "intellectual conversions," and "world of 

theory" help Lonergan in formulating a theological 

methodology. Lonergan points out that 

...there is a disinterestedness and ob¬ 
jectivity that comes only from aiming 
excessively high and far, that leaves 
one free to take each issue on its 
merits, to proceed by intrinsic analysis 
instead of piling up debators' points, to 
seek no greater achievement than the 
inspiration of the moment warrants, to 
wait with serenity for the coherence of 
truth itself to bring to light the under¬ 
lying harmony of the manifold whose 
parts successively engage one's attention. 
Spontaneously such thought moves toward 
synthesis, not so much by any single 
master stroke as by an unnumbered 
succession of the adaptations that spring 
continuously from intellectual vitality 
...such was the stamp of Aquinas. ® 
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Insight in Aquinas 

Insight is the apex between the human concept and 

image. On this point we move from particular to universal 

formulas, which are removed from particular instances. 

Whereas mental acts were expressed psychologically in both 

Aquinas and Aristotle, Lonergan judged that they had been 

forgotten in scholastic thinking. Discovery of Insight 

becomes a pivotal act in the structure of cognition. In 

Aquinas, insight does not give understanding, but moves 

on to conceptualization. He moves further than Aristotle 

in this mental operation because he was influenced by 

Augustine's doctrine of the "inner word" in the Trinity. 

Aquinas' and Aristotle's influence upon Lonergan 

is evident in his scientific ideal for theology and 

philosophy. First, the "universal viewpoint" is an 

orientation. It is a mode of thought which a person 

achieves by personal conversion and by enlarging his 

horizon. Secondly, there is a process from insight to 

the formulation of Verbum. This stance does not lie on 

the surface of consciousness but rather in the normative 

level of activity. The empirical sciences shaped Lonergan's 

understanding of methodology and of the exigence of 

verification. There is something inherent in man's nature, 

Lonergan believes, which guides performance before it is 

explicated into objective categories. He does not dispute 
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Aquinas' explanation of reality, instead he sees in it 

an effort to provide a critical method and foundation for 

reflective questions. To understand both method and 

formulation allows us to achieve a correct horizon. 

Method in Aquinas 

Methodology, Lonergan believes is implicit in 

Aquinas' works. Awareness of it was an explicit im¬ 

possibility in the Middle Ages. Aquinas' methodology was 

at a stage in which reason by performance preceded re¬ 

flection, and he was satisfied with the activity of this 

performance. The medieval thinkers did not reflect and 

thematize a theological method, but at the same time it 

was implicit in their writings. This thematization, 

Lonergan maintains, is an. outcome of the twentieth century's 

historical thinking. Performance comes first and must be 

followed by human reflection. Lonergan states that 

...when the classicist notion of culture 
prevails, theology is conceived as a 
permanent achievement, and then one 
discourses on its nature. When culture 
is conceived empirically, theology is 
known to be an on-going process, and 
then one writes on its method. 

It was Aquinas who opened up this viewpoint for Lonergan 

which became for him the basic motif of theological 

methodology. By contrast, modern conceptual structures are 

more subjective and concerned with the "interior" world. 

David Tracy points out that contemporary theologians 
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have two tasks: first is the role of interpretation. 

The interpretational category constructs an a^ priori 

method which in turn synthesizes historical data. Such a 

methodology is a speculative thrust in the field of 

theological thinking. Lonergan believes that it is possible 

because man possesses a mind that contains inherent struc¬ 

tures, norms, and procedures. The development of this 

schema of our cognitive processes and structures gives us 

an interpretative methodology. Lonergan's schema can be 

applied to any data of a given period in the history of 

theology. Lonergan points out that 

The content of speculative theology is 
the content of a pure form. It is not 
something by itself but the intelligible 
arrangement of something else. It is 
not systematic theology,^ut the system 
in systematic theology. 

Secondly, for the theologian the process of systematization 

explicates and orders the methodical procedures viz., it 

sets up techniques, dialectical positions, terms and 

theorems. Interpretation and thematization allow 

theologians to approve the different phases of theological 

speculation in history. Such a methodological approach 

Lonergan applies in his studies on Aquinas. His Verbum 

articles are an attempt to move beyond the Weltanschauung 

of Thomas Aquinas. In doing this, Lonergan strives to 

explicate the world of "interiority" which is still 

grounded in Aquinas' position. 
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The World of Theory 
■u   

Lonergan recognizes In Aquinas a shift of horizon 

from the world of community to a world of theory. Western 

culture, he believes, can understand and transcend itself 

in the "horizon shift." Prior to the world of theory, the 

religious community expressed itself in symbolic form. 

The symbolic spirit, Lonergan believes, is the "Geist" of 

attachment and concomitance. In our self-conscious symbolism 

we judge the ultimate significance of events by their 

relationship to themselves. At this point Lonergan be¬ 

lieves that the genius of Aquinas is relevant: Aquinas 

moves out of the imaginative world view by discovering 

the Greek world of theoria. This new insight does not create 

a world of different symbols, but moves outside the world 

of mythos to a world of logos. The ideal categories of 

detachment, disinterestedness, and the pure abstractive 

structures of philosophy appear in the history of Western 

thinking. 

Lonergan writes that 

...there are then a realm of common 
sense and a realm of theory. We use 
different languages to speak of them. 
The difference in the languages involves 
social differences; specialists can 
speak to their wives about many things 
but not about their specialties. 
Finally, what gives rise to these 
quite different standpoints, methods 
of coming to know, language 
is the systematic exigence. 1% 

c o in in UQ x L I 6 s y 
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In his many writings, Aquinas adheres to a structural 

coherent sense of logical objectivity.^ He accepts the 

belief that thinking is an experience, as our religious 

sensibility is. Scientific structures are not lesser forms 

of mental thinking, but make possible our capacity to 

order understanding. Thus we become more conscious of 

ourselves and of our environment. The intellectual shift, 

Lonergan believes, allows us to express the emotive, 

the "knowing" of our lived experience, and attitudes which 

define who we are. In the théorie attitude we find that 

"language is technical, simply objective in reference and 

so refers to the subject and his operations only as ob¬ 

ject.Achievement of this shift allows intellectual 

freedom in its full activity and a greater awareness of 

his desire to know. In applying this insight to religious 

faith he disengages himself from religious images and 

understands its expression in scientific terms. This 

position allows Lonergan, in turn, to understand the 

structures of theology. His task becomes a critical en¬ 

deavor to understand Aquinas' cognitional operation— 

Lonergan searches for psychological and epistemological 

implication in his knowing processes. Aquinas' discovery 

of individual minds becomes for Lonergan the basis of our 

Insights into a universal mind of man. 

Aquinas' horizon uncovered two historical facets— 

the Aristotelean world (theoria), and the Augustinian 
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world of "inferiority." Theorla, which Lonergan accepts 

from both Aristotle and Aquinas, now becomes the foundation 

for his metaphysics; it is a science of being. An "object" 

of a science is revealed by, grounded in, and constituted 

by, our intentional process. This object is the field of 

the scientist. In Lonergan's system it is the world of 

our objective pole and horizon. Thematization of "objects" 

in Aquinas' works are accomplished through metaphysical 

structures of Aristotle. The science of theology, Lonergan 

believes, has neglected the subject and did not distinguish 

between soul and subject. He proposes that 

through the objects we know the acts, 
through the acts we know the habits, 
through the habits we know the 
potencies, and through the potencies 
we know the essence of the soul, the 
study of the soul then is totally ob¬ 
jective . ^ 

Within such a system the soul can exist objectively and 

in itself even if there is no subject. This method, 

Lonergan believes, is misleading because it does not take 

into account the meaning and reality of the subject. 

Metaphysical essence is to be differentiated by potencies; 

potencies are revealed by acts and acts are specified by 

objects. Such a methodology as this is explicit in both 

Aquinas' and Aristotle's works. 

The Augustinian world of "inferiority" is an added 

factor in the horizon of Aquinas. The discovery of this 

element as the essential insight of Augustine was the great 
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achievement of Aquinas* mind. The structure of "inferiority" 

stood over against the Stoic's idea of verbum prolatum 

(spoken word itself), and the verbum insitum (rationality). 

Augustine transcended both notions in his verbum intus 

prolatum, the "inner word" of the intellect; here the self 

expresses itself in the concept and judgment.^ This 

thought has an influential effect on Lonergan because he 

realizes that this "inner word" is a capacity for the 

spirit to speak to spirit. Augustine's idea was modified 

by Aquinas in terms of his application of the Aristotelean 

methodology. Lonergan points out that the implications 

of a neo-Platonic theory of illumination confronted by 

an Aristotelean approach must be necessarily transformed.^® 

Human knowledge in the Aristotelean-Thomistic horizon is 

not a mere "seeing" from some higher form of spiritually 

illuminated wisdom. Knowledge is identity, the adequation 

of knower and known. The human mind of its very nature 

participates in the divine mind—that is in absolute being. 

Understanding in Aquinas 

The Aristotelean-Thomistic understanding of 

phantasms is-essential to Lonergan. There is a generic 

human experience which is an often overlooked psychological 

fact. Man, Lonergan states, does not merely look at 

objects, but he also has the power to understand by and in 

them. In understanding our human consciousness we identify 
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the capacity to wonder and question. Man as an incarnate 

consciousness wonders* formulates* questions* chooses 

data, seeks to understand* and grasps the intelligibility 

of images. The methodological view grows directly out of 

Lonergan's understanding of Aquinas. Formulation does 

not merely occur when we understand. Man is not satisfied 

with "looking" and observing. Our understanding may be 

vague, but at the same time we can say it is understanding. 

Lonergan points out in his treatment of cognitional facts 

that the experience of understanding is just as real as an 

experience of seeing or touching in one’s empirical cog¬ 

nition. There are two modes of human knowing, first what 

one senses and imagines; secondly, there is human knowing 

49 and understanding. Lonergan finds this distinction use¬ 

ful and from it he criticizes empiticism for accepting 

the real before understanding itself. Empiricists deny 

cognitional insights in phantasm as they differentiate two 

worlds of knowing present in their experience. Realism 

is an unconscious refusal to leave the security of the 

world of sense and imaginable. Men must reason in order 

to understand.^ The mind in its effort to comprehend de- 

depends on sense experiencé-and images. Dependence on sense 

experience coerces the understanding to reason and to 

know. Cognition is a process of mental growth accumu¬ 

lating insights. It allows us to control complex and 

difficult situations We can now say what is required in 
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pituations without being able to say why it is so. 

Lonergan admits that this "why" lies in the horizon of the 

theoretician. 

Insight into phantasms constitutes our understanding 

of the universal in particulars. Science detaches itself 

from the images which liberate the ideas in concepts, 

theorems and definitions. It is in the theoria attitude 

that we grasp the universality of intelligibility. This 

"inner word," which is an emanation of the concept from 

the insight, is not merely intelligible but is an active 

intelligence. Lonergan emphasizes that the concept is not 

the effect of insight alone but rather it is the structure 

of insight.The actus purus of understanding provides 

a relationship between the original image and concept. 

Such a movement is an active process from insight to concept. 

At this stage there is no possibility of returning to a 

level of image-thinking. We cannot make a deduction from 

theorems until there is certainty that it is a theorem we 

have and not an insight. A transposition to the level of 

concept from insight is a preparation in the understanding 

of scientific categories. 

The Aristotelean-Thomistic orexis of knowing forces 

the inquirer to formulate questions about his experiences. 

Questions are answered by man's insight into phantasms. 

They are the unlversals of our particular experiences; they 
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çoerce scientific minds to free themselves from the origi¬ 

nating image of common sense. Lonergan âs inquirer reasons 

in order to know, which in turn allows him to possess in¬ 

telligible emanations of a definition-concept-theorem. 

The intellect of Aquinas does not solely sense, imagine, 

etc., but it is also understanding. The intentionality of 

the subject is infinite in the possible questions it raises, 

but not in answers it discovers. The intellect is con¬ 

tinuously in a process of reasoning so that it may know. 

Such reasoning, according to Lonergan, includes the dia¬ 

lectical use of question, sense, image, memory, insight, 

definition, critical grasp and judgment. Aquinas' view 

is unified into Lonergan's "higher viewpoint." Lonergan's 

understanding of St. Thomas requires the use of all these 

psychological elements operating in the structuring of 

a Thomistic horizon. He admits that 

...after spending years reaching up to 
the mind of Aquinas, I came to a twofold 
conclusion. On the one hand, that 
reading had changed me profoundly. On 
the other hand, that change was the 
essential benefit. For not only did it 
make me capable of grasping what, in 
the light of my conclusions, the vetera 
really were, but also it opened 
challengin 
could be.^ 

Rational Psychology 

Drawing on the Thomistic philosophy of knowledge, 

Lonergan stresses the importance of the conscious process 

vistas on wnat tne nova 
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in which acts of knowledge proceed from the subject. In 

this way he opens up and develops a dialogue with Kant 

and post-Kantian philosophy. Metaphysics can now be built 

on the structure of the human subject: cognition of the 

self as spirit in the world. Man actualizes the self- 

awareness which represents him as an incarnate spirit. 

The concrete terms of the spirit's orexis are expressed in 

the unconditional identity of being, love and knowledge 

of God. Lonergan allows a transcendental condition of 

possibility for every unified act of human knowledge. 

Aquinas moved outside the Greek cosmocentric horizon with 

its preoccupation on objective nature. The Deity of 

Aquinas is no longer pure form that moves Aristotle's 

world of nature. God is now manifested as an infinite 

subject to whom man's relationship is free and intelligent. 

It is a historical process through which we actualize the 

self as subject. 

The cosmological "ways" of Aquinas proceed from an 

ontological relationship existing among objective beings. 

The unifying force between the natural world and the first 

cause of the universe is the structure of intelligibility. 

Aquinas' development toward God, Lonergan Interprets as a 

dynamic core of his metaphysics. This is not achieved merely 

by ontological arguments of contingency nor cosmological 

arguments of nature. Rather man relies on the inseparability 

of God from true understanding, which is conscious. This is 
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our intelligible operation of insight, conceptualization 

and affirmation. 

In this context Lonergan interprets himself as 

a disciple of Aquinas. Here he discovers interest and 

directives for self-knowledge and self-appropriation. 

For the medieval mind, self-knowledge was realized in the 

framework of the soul's knowledge of itself: ratibnal 

scholastic psychology. Aquinas argued that Absolute 

Being along with angelic being could know itself directly. 

Man, on the other hand, is an incarnate being—he knows 

himself indirectly. He achieves indirect knowledge by 

reflecting on such mental acts as universal concepts. 

The Method of Aristotle 
and Aquinas 

Lonergan believes the approach in our contemporary 

world is impersonal and objective. Since Descartes 

philosophical orientation has been interested in personal 

experience. The impersonal approach to man's soul is due 

to the methodology which Aquinas applied. Aristotle used 

this method to analyze not just the human soul but also 

lower forms of life. His methodology allowed for dis¬ 

tinction between different souls, but it did not make it 

possible to specify the precise essence and nature of these 

differences. Acts were specified according to their ob¬ 

jects and the nature of these objects became basic in 
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understanding. On the other hand, modern thinking under¬ 

stands the word "object" as referring to intentional acts 

performed by an intending subject. For example, a 

mathematician thinking about square roots is concerned 

with intentional objects. Particular objects are generated 

by mathematical thinking. 

Objects, for both Aristotle and Aquinas, are not 

intentional but causal. An example of this appears in 

Aristotle's view that plants grow because of nutrients. 

In the Lonerganian context nutrients are not an object. 

It is no longer a product of a plant soul as Aristotle 

believed it to be, but rather it is the opposite—the 

plants are produced by nutrients. Aristotelean 

methodology seeks to specify acts by their objects which 

are not identifiable with modern intentional objects. 

Use of this method is explicit in both Aristotle and 

Aquinas—it proceeds from object to act, potency, and 

essence. There is the implicit use of a "self-appropriated" 

method. Lonergan is aided in his understanding by cog- 

nitional epistemological and ontological knowing. Lonergan 

proposes to reverse the method of Aquinas—instead of 

arguing from objects to acts, potencies, and souls, 

he reverses the process and explicates a self- 

appropriational method. Although his method is different 

from Aquinas' explicit methodology, Lonergan still regards 
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it as explication of Aquinas' thought. 

Lonergan states that 

...only by the slow, repetitious, 
circular labour of going over and 
over that data, by catching here a 
little insight and there another, 
by follow-through false leads and 
profiting from many mistakes, by 
continuous adjustments and cumulative 
changes of one's initial suppositions 
and perspectives and concepts, can one 
hope to understand what Aquinas 

Lonergan's studies of both Aquinas and Aristotle became 

the essential basis for his Intellectual horizon. On 

these terms it is possible to appreciate Lonergan's 

development of methodology both philosophically and theo¬ 

logically. Lonergan's understanding of Aquinas is a deep 

awareness that 

...merely to quote and then argue: 
to forget that there does exist an 
initial and enormous problem of 
developing one's understanding; to 
overlook that fact, if he is content 
with the content, with the under¬ 
standing he has and the concepts he 
utters, then all he can do is express 
his own incomprehension in words 

There are many figures outside the Maréchallian 

tradition to which Lonergan admits his debt. One of the 

understood and meant.^3 

Secondary Sources 

most important was Cardinal Newman's Grammar of Assent 



75 

Hewman ' s emphasis on judgment is an important theme which 

Lonergan assimilated into his own system. There is also 

a similarity in the structural relation of natural 

theology to a supernatural theology. Newman held that the 

knowledge of God is rooted in the human conscience. God's 

sense of holiness is universal. There is also a universal 

sinfulness in man which is the reason for our need for 

salvation. Salvation can only be given by God. The human 

intellect in Newman's argument can know something about 

God. This is possible through the experience of conscience. 

He believes then that Newman's Grammar of Assent is a 

classic of epistemology. In a positive reference of in¬ 

fluence upon him, Newman's name arises. He states that 

...finally there is the question whether 
my prior allegiance to Thomism did not 
predetermine the results I reached. Now 
it is true that I spend a great deal of 
time in the study of St. Thomas and that 
I know I owe a great deal to him. I just 
add, however, that my interest in Aquinas 
came late. As a student in the 
philosophy course at Heythrop College 
in the twenties I shared the common view 
that held the manuals in little esteem, 
though I read J. B. W. Joseph's Intro¬ 
duction to Logic with great care and went 
through the main parts of Newman's 
Grammar of Assent six times. In the 
early thirties I began to delight in 
Plato, especially the early dialogues and 
went on to the early writings of 
Augustine. Only later in the decade, 
when studying theology, did I discover 
the point to the real distinction by 
concluding the unicum esse from the 
incarnation and by relations to Aquinas' 
notion of esse to Augustine's veritas. 



76 

Finally, it was in the forties that 
t began to study Aquinas on cognition 
theory and as soon as the Verbum 
articles were completed (Theological 
Studies 1946-49), I began to write 
Insight.^ 

This is Lonergan's clearest and most definite statement 

on his historical background, and the important role 

that Cardinal Newman played for him. 

Piaget and Lonergan 

Lonergan depends on modern thinkers in his analysis 

and synthesis; the French psychologist Jean Piaget is one 

of them. The focal point of Lonergan's method lies in the 

human subject; questions of method are concerned not only 

with the object but also the subject. Piaget's studies on 

the spontaneous operation of the subject and the adap¬ 

tations resulting from the differentiations are essential 

to his thinking. In this there is a combination of differen 

tiated operations which leads one to discover new insights 

from the old idea of habit. Operations as patterns of the 

subject are highly relevant to Lonergan's theological 

methodology. Piaget's ideas relate to the subject's horizon 

the necessary conditions for conversion, authenticity and 

inauthenticity. 

Piaget's cumulative grouping of operations runs into 

stoppages before particular antitheses because there are 

limits to the integration of a person's mental acts. The 

discovery of limits identifies the possibilities in a given 
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field and in so doing supplies the tools for further ad¬ 

vance. Whereas antithesis in Lonergan allows for a logical 

division in the fields of development, the logical theory 

of growth provides a clue for distinguishing developments 

generally.^7 Piaget's theory of child development identi¬ 

fies activization and growth of the knower. The child 

develops beyond the horizon of immediacy (five senses) to 

a world mediated by means of language and story; he moves 

outside this world to a horizon mediated by technical 

language (science, theology). A person moves to the world 

of abstraction where he explicates the analysis of being 

itself * ^ ^ 

Lonergan refers to Piaget's publication of 

Structuralism, in which he elaborates on three essential 

characteristics: wholeness, transformation, and self- 

regulation?^ Piaget's method is achieved by reflective 

abstraction which skillfully intersects his theory of 

development of intelligence into the understanding of their 

structures. The achievement of both men is not merely 

one of building a metaphysics but of a metascience. 

Existentialism and 
Michael Polyani 

Due to Lonergan's historical background, it is 

difficult to categorize him within the limits of any one 

system He is not a parochial thinker. His Kantian 



78 

studies pave a path for intellectual cooperation in 

different traditions. There is a similarity between his 

thought and other contemporary philosophies. He possesses 

a likeness to both Kierkegaard's philosophical methodology 

and subjectivism. The existential subject is 

...a doer...one that deliberates, 
evaluates, chooses, acts." In the 
same existential mood he stresses 
that man by his own acts  
makes himself what he is to be, and 
he does so freely and responsibly; 
indeed, he does so precisely because 
his acts are free and responsible 
expressions of himself.^0 

In short, Lonergan has the same existential interest in 

an authentic self as modern existentialists who adhere to 

Kierkegaard's tradition. 

One can make a comparison between Lonergan's work 

on the'subj ect" and Michael Polyani's Personal Knowledge. 

This relationship is also set out in Lonergan's reaction 

against conceptualism and Polyani's reaction against 

scientific objectivism. One discovers a movement from pre¬ 

knowledge and understanding to articulation in both men's 

works. Lonergan would agree with Polyani's statement 

that 

...into every act of knowing there 
enters a passionate contribution of 
the person knowing what is being 
known, ' and that this coefficient is 
no mere imperfection but a vital com¬ 
ponent of his knowledge. ^ 

Both philosophers seek to uncover dynamic structures in 
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man's mental operations. They possess the elements of 

continuity and Innovativeness which mark their works as 

creative. Lonergan, however, stands at an apex of two 

traditions in Western civilization; the neo-Platonic and 

Aristotelean. (Diagram I) 
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CHAPTER III 

PHILOSOPHICAL.METHOD 

Methodology 

Methodology, as understood by Lonergan, takes its 

model from the natural sciences. He views the scientific 

method as successful and workable. Accepting this 

methodological model, the theologian or philosopher may 

"proceed from these to cognitional theory.Attempting 

to discover the root structures underlying the procedures 

of natural sciences, Lonergan seeks to understand the human 

mind. In the study of these mental processes, he em¬ 

phasizes the use of the transcendental method. This is 

understood to be the root of the mental operation which is 

used in cognition. This chapter deals with the philosophical 

bases of methodology, cognition, epistemology and meta¬ 

physics. The transcendental method is an essential factor 

for the later development of Lonergan's theological method. 

His transcendental approach, Lonergan points out, "supplies 

the basic anthropological component. It does not supply 

the specifically religious component." The theological 

methodology, outlined in the following chapter, possesses 

both the philosophical element and religious "conversion." 

Lonergan defines methodology as "a normative pattern of 

81 
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recurrent and related operations yielding accumulative and 

progressive results,"^ We use this method when we perform 

distinct operations and when these operations are connect¬ 

ed to one another. Sets of relations are built up into 

unique patterns and are referred to as the correct or 

proper mode of doing, acting, etc. The mental operation 

of an individual's activity should be in accord with his 

repeated performances. The individual can gain from this 

repetitious activity by his accumulation of experiences 

and progressive results. Natural science requires par¬ 

ticular methodological operations such as inquiry, obser¬ 

vation, description, discovery, hypothesis, deduction and 

experiment. The performance of these operations is re¬ 

lated to the inquiry which brings about the observation 

and examination of experimentation. Whatever is discover¬ 

ed in experiment is explicated in hypothesis; from this 

hypothesis we derive implications from the experiments 

that are to be carried out. According to Lonergan, 

operations are connected to one another in particular modes. 

They are formulated into a set pattern, and this unique 

pattern organizes the activity of the scientific experi¬ 

menter. The scientist and philosopher can be both pro¬ 

gressive and accumulative only as they have a continuous 

series of discoveries which result in syntheses of each 

insight which they uncover, 

Lonergan's method is not a set of rules, such as 
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might be found In a mathematical science. Rather, It Is 

an ji priori structure, a normative pattern from which 

rules derive. Methodological observations are not solely 

limited to logical activity (prepositions, terms, relations), 

but they are also included in describing, formulating, 

hypothesizing, inquiring, observing, discovering, experi¬ 

menting and synthesizing. A dynamic dialectic between 

logical and non-logical operations allows for an openness 

and methodological process which 

...contrasts sharply not only with the 
static fixity that resulted from 
Aristotle's concentration but also with 
Hegel's dialectic, which is a movement 
enclosed within a complete system.^ 

The word "methodology" comes from the Greek words 

which means way, and meaning along. Therefore, it 

may be understood as an uttering of the (right) going-along- 

the-way.^ Knowledge of the mode of procedure in any par¬ 

ticular field of interest is essential to an individual's 

understanding of that science. Method, according to 

Lonergan, is not logic but that from which logic derives. 

It is the right way of "doing something" or performing an 

activity. 

Transitive Operations 

Lonergan lists the transitive operations of method 

as seeing, hearing, weighing the evidence, formulating, 

inquiring, understanding, deliberating, writing, etc. 
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Such, a transitive context has a psychological meaning; 

through operations one becomes aware of the object. As 

one intends an object, as in seeing, the object seen then 

becomes present. The same is true in the operations of 

hearing, imagining, etc. The individual operations are 

always performed by a subject which "operates conscious¬ 

ly."^ In the unique acts of performance, every mental 

operation of the subject is a new consciousness and aware¬ 

ness of his self. Lonergan stresses the importance of 

the intending objects (objects present to the subject)»and 

the subject as present to itself. He believes that the 

act of introspection is present in these activities and 

cannot be understood as a form of ocular vision. Such a 

view is misleading. Introspection is understood as "not 

consciousness itself but the process of objectifying the 

contents of consciousness.There is a parallel movement 

in the data of our consciousness, and in the data of 

sense. We move through inquiry, insight, reflection, and 

judgment to statements about sensible objects. The 

operations, on Lonergan's four levels of consciousness, 

are intentional and conscious acts. On the empirical 

level, man senses, perceives, imagines, feels, speaks and 

moves. This is followed by the intellectual level of 

consciousness where one inquires, understands, expresses, 

and explicates. The third level is that of rationality, 

on which one reflects, collects the evidence, and makes 
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judgments. Lastly» Lonergan speaks of responsibility» 

where man is concerned with himself, his operations, goals, 

deliberations, personal commitments, decisions and acts. 

David Tracy stresses that 

... the questions for intelligence pre¬ 
suppose something to be understood—the 
first level of data. Then intelligence 
questions and, after sufficient labor, 
grasps in its given or imagined presen¬ 
tations an intelligible form that is 
emergent in the presentations them¬ 
selves. Conceptualization next formulates 
this insight. Finally, the question for 
reflection asks whether or not the under¬ 
standing and formulation are correct. 
Judgment answers that they are or are not," 

Consciousness and intentionality are found on each 

level, but at the same time they are different from one 

level to the other in the operations contained on each 

level . In the effort to understand the levels of human 

experience, a new dimension emerges. This dimension opens 

up when the content of one's act of understanding is 

understood as "in-it-self" and seeks to settle what "is." 

The last level of consciousness brings about a new 

dimension where a judgment of a particular fact is follow¬ 

ed by deliberation on what ought to be done. Each level 

gives a heightened awareness of the self. The movement 

from stage to stage uncovers a more complete awareness of 

the ego. In the "given" of one's sense experience, in¬ 

quiry is provoked; this inquiry uncovers understanding 

which expresses itself in language. As for Aquinas, sense 
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data was essential to understanding; otherwise man could 

neither inquire nor understand. Such mental operations, 

in Lonergan's terms, are a seeking of insights; insights 

accumulate and reveal the behavior of an inquirer. What 

is grasped in insight, he emphasizes, is not an actually 

'-given datum" nor is it a creation of our imagination; 

rather it is an intelligible organization that may or may 

not be important to data. 

Catégorial and Trans 
cendental Forms 

Lonergan draws a distinction between the ways of 

our intending—for example, those of a catégorial form and 

those of a transcendental type. He observes that 

...the principal division of sources is 
into transcendental and catégorial. The 
transcendental forms are the very 
dynamism of intentional consciousness, a 
capacity that consciously and unceasingly 
both heads for and recognizes data, in¬ 
telligibility, truth, reality, and value. 
The catégorial are the determinations 
reached through experiencing, understand¬ 
ing, judging, and deciding. The transcen¬ 
dental notions ground questioning. Answers 
develop catégorial determinations. 

The categories understood as determination have a limited 

denotation. Such categories of intentionality differ as 

they depend on different cultures and societies. 

Categories can be variously classified, for 

example.? Aristotelean categories, logical distinctions, a 

chemist's periodic table, and the use of the evolutionary 



87 

tree by the biologist. On the other hand, transcendental 

intentionallty is complete in its connotation and un¬ 

restricted in its denotation. The transcendental structure 

is contained in questions prior to our answers. They are 

a. Priori structures which delve beyond what one knows and 

seek to discover what one does not know at present. Un¬ 

restriction, for Lonergan, means that the answers one finds 

are never complete but give rise to further questioning. 

Completeness derives from intending the unknown iji toto, 

even when the answer is partial. Intelligence allows the 

inquirer to transcend experience by asking questions such 

as—what?, why?, how?, and what for?. Reason seeks more 

than the various intellectual answers in questioning, 

namely, validity and truth. On the third level of con¬ 

sciousness we move to the stage of responsibility—this is 

beyond the level of fact and desire. Here man seeks the 

good. Objectifying the content of his rational intention- 

ality, he constructs a transcendental concept of the "real” 

and "true." From this objectification of the content a 

transcendental concept of value, the truly good, results. 

The intentional movement of the subject is a dynamic pro¬ 

cess which is the very condition of its possibility. 

Primary objects (those intended in man's seeing, 

hearing, etc.) are constructed into more complex 

totalities; different cognitlonal operations are related 

in one single act of knowing. The various stages of 
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consciousness are understood as successive dimensions in 

the "opening-up" of man's desire to know. Lonergan 

stresses that 

...to know the good, it must know the 
real; to know the real, it must know 
the true, it must know the intelligible; 
to know the intelligible, it must attend 
to the data. So from slumber, we awake 
to attend. 

The structures of consciousness and intentionality must 

be understood as dynamic forces. Its unity is similar 

to the way a song sounds. Dynamic processes organize 

and assemble correct operations at each particular stage 

of their development.lt is analogous to an organic pro¬ 

cess which develops its own unique organs in adaptation; 

the dynamic attempts to live by its proper functioning. 

This movement is not blind in its orientation, and 

Lonergan points out that 

...it is attentive, intelligent, 
reasonable, responsible; it is con¬ 
scious intending, ever going beyond 
what happens to be given or known, 
ever striving for a fuller and 
richer apprehension of the yet un¬ 
known or incompletely known totality, 
whole, universe.^ 

His transcendental method does not -contain any 

results that are limited categorically to some specific 

field or subject. Whereas other methods apply themselves 

to particular fields, transcendentalism applies itself 

to the conditions of the human mind. To be attentive, to 

be intelligent, to be reasonable, to be responsible—all 
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belong to it. The methodologist’s task is to heighten 

our consciousness by individually objectifying these 

operations. Lonergan argues that to 

...conceive method concretely, X conceive 
it not in terms of principles and rules, 
but as a normative pattern of operations 
with accumulative and progressive results. 
I distinguish the methods appropriate to 
particular fields and, on the other hand, 
their common core and ground, which I 
name transcendental method. Here, the 
word, transcendental, is employed in a 
sense analogous to scholastic usage, for 
it is opposed to the categorical (or 
predicamental). But my actual procedure 
also is transcendental in the Kantian 
sense, inasmuch as it brings to light the 
conditions of the possibility of knowing 
an object insofar as that knowledge is 
a priori.^ 

Objectification 

Objectification, Lonergan believes, is a process 

of applying operations as intentional to operations as 

conscious. Experiencing, understanding, judging, and 

deciding are both conscious and intentional activities. 

Existential experience is our experiencing, understand¬ 

ing, judging and deciding. We discover the concrete'in¬ 

tending subject by such unique experience. There is a 

conscious awareness not of what one intends, but rather, 

as Lonergan stresses of 

...the intending self...the definite 
realization in the subject of a con¬ 
scious happening such that, seeing, 
whenever an object is seen, or hearing, 
whenever an object is heard.^ 
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Our human operation is both singular and relational in 

experience; both are conscious operations and processes 

in Lonergan’s method. Process, he goes on to emphasize, 

is a "spontaneous activity," and is intelligible only in 

the sense that it is understood. It is within this con¬ 

text of inquiry that the intelligent subject arises and 

the process of knowledge can be understood. The operations 

of understanding stand, within a dynamic context that 

possesses its own unity and relatedness (in several 

operations)* Unity and relatedness exist before we become 

aware of them explicitly, in understanding and objectifi¬ 

cation. Both belong to our conscious process and can be 

described as Intelligent, reasonable, and responsible. 

By objectifying the subject and his conscious operations, 

the methodologist learns what these operations are. 

Transcendental Method and 

Its Functions 

Lonergan invites his reader to discover the essen¬ 

tial normative patterns of recurrent and related 

operations which give cumulative and progressive results. 

Methodology is a mode by which one can open up the conse¬ 

quences of the subject’s cumulative and progressive pro¬ 

cesses. What is the function which the transcendental 

methodology performs? Lonergan lists twelve functions of 

method 
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He begins with the normative patterns which make 

specific and transcendental precepts such as, be attentive, 

Intelligent', reasonable and responsible. He believes 

that even prior to the formulation of these precepts into 

concepts, they have an authentic "esse" in the structural 

dynamism of human consciousness. The essential factor of 

the transcendental is to be aware of the difference 

...between attention and inattention, 
intelligence and stupidity, reasonable¬ 
ness and unreasonableness, responsibility 
and irresponsibility.1^ 

No doubt vast disagreement exists on basic problems in 

philosophy and theology. Differences associate themselves 

around questions of epistemology, knowing, and reality. 

Lonergan believes that the issues must be reduced from 

questions of reality to those of knowledge. Questions of 

objective reality need to be understood within the struc¬ 

tures of cognitional theory. The contradictions in 

philosophical thinking can be treated at this level. 

Lonergan states that 

Hume thought the human mind to be a 
matter of impressions linked together 
by custom. But Hume’s own mind was 
quite original. Therefore, Hume's own 
mind was not what Hume considered the 
human mind to be.-^ 

Lonergan attempts to determine the dialectical 

notations of basic positions. In this way, differences 

can be basic counter-positions synthesized into higher 

viewpoints. A methodological framework, Lonergan believes, 



will bring out any mistaken cognitional theory whether 

in philosophy, history or theology. 
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The Function of 
Ob j ectivity 

Objectivity, as a transcendental function of method, 

has a collection of important terms and relations. Im¬ 

portant elements appear in the operations of our cog¬ 

nitional process and in the relations which unite them. 

Lonergan views terms and relations to be structurally 

isomorphic and argues that they relate the ontological 

pattern of reality proportionately to our cognitional 

process. Lonergan writes that 

...this isomorphism rests on the fact 
that one and the same process constructs 
both elementary acts of knowing into a 
compound knowing and elementary objects 
of knowing into compound objects.^-® 

The terms and relations make for continuity in our cog¬ 

nitional process. Although their systematic function 

possesses a degree of continuity, Lonergan does not be¬ 

lieve that it contains any rigidity. Lon&rgan upholds that 

The exclusion of rigidity is not a 
menace to continuity for, as we have 
seen, the conditions of the possibility 
of revision set limits to the possi¬ 
bility of revising cognitional theory, 
and the more elaborate the revision 
the stricter and more detailed these 
limits will be.^ 
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Heuristic Function 

A heuristic function Is evident in man's search for 

knowledge. He moves from the unknown into the realm of 

the known. Our quest lies between ignorance and knowledge» 

yet it is not knowledge, .otherwise there would be no need 

for inquiry . Lonergan urges that it is more than ig¬ 

norance ; "the intermediary between ignorance and 

knowing is an intending» and what is intended is an .unknown 

that is to be known." The heuristic structure is 

essential because it names the unknown which we intend. 

An example is the use of "x" in algebra to solve the 

problem of an unknown. Method exemplifies the intentional 

activity and correlations which are entailed in these 

operations. 

Accumulated experience brings out common norms and 

rules which serve as a common base in transcendental 

method. Lonergan finds that this gives a secure basis for 

dealing with interdisciplinary questions. Such a foun¬ 

dation allows the methodologist to move to a higher unity 

in terminology and orientation» which in turn contributes 

to the solution of fundamental problems. Theological 

methodology makes use of the unique classes» operations» 

and patterns of the human mind found in other sciences. 

Lonergan urges that the 

...transcendental method is a constituent 
part of the special methods proper to 
theology» just as it is a constituent 



part in the special methods proper to 
the natural and to the human science.^ 

The objects of theology do not exist outside the trans¬ 

cendental field; such a field would be unrestricted. In 

effect, the transcendental method is not merely a knowing 

but an intending. Lonergan stresses that one's transcen¬ 

dental field is defined by the questions asked — not by 

our knowing or possible knowing. Although one may ask 

questions and receive answers, it is not this particular 

process that defines the limits of knowledge. Rather, 

method is a concrete and dynamic opening up of man's 

"attentiveness, intelligence, reasonableness, and res- 

2 0 ponsibility." This in turn offers an opportunity to 

unify science. A process of self-appropriation results 

from the explication of the essential normative structure 

in human cognition. Lonergan foresees a stage of develop¬ 

ment in which co-workers will find basic norms, foundations 

and systematics, as well as dialectical and heuristic 

procedures in knowledge. He emphasizes that the trans¬ 

cendental method is a human operation; the theologian per¬ 

forms the same human operations as any other thinker. The 

use of this method, whether in physics or theology, brings 

a heightening of consciousness as it makes explicit basic 

and intentional operations. 
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The Authentic as Pre- 
Knowledge 

Transcendental reflection makes clear the con¬ 

ditions of an act of knowledge. It is, as Edward 

Mackinnon has pointed out, "a critique of knowing involving 

a reflective analysis' of the transcendental a priori con*? 

21 ditions of the possibility of the knowing being as being." 

Rather than dealing with the objects of knowledge, method 

treats our knowing processes. We must search to uncover 

and understand knowledge which is prior to and makes 

possible the knowledge of objects. There is a basic or 

pre-knowledge contained implicitly in all forms of empiri¬ 

cal knowledge. It is revealed explicitly through re¬ 

flection on the underlying conditions of empirical know¬ 

ledge. Lonergan would agree with Otto Muck in stressing 

that 

...the transcendental method satisfies 
the concern of philosophy, viz., to under¬ 
stand under the most universal point 
of view everything that man is and does 
and thus to arrive at an ultimate ex¬ 
planation of man and his world and to 
give ultimate grounds and meaning to his 
modes of relation. 

William E. Reiser also emphasizes that method con¬ 

tains an important dichotomy between acts of knowing and 

the objects of the acts. 

23 in our experience. 

It thematizes the unthematic 



Reduction and 
Deduction 

The transcendental method makes use of two 

essential movements: reduction and deduction. Lonergan 

would accept the position that 

Transcendental method is composed of a 
pendulum-like motion. The two extreme 
movements are reduction and deduction. 
The reductive moment consists of 
illuminating the data of consciousness 
out of what is presented immediately by 
indicating the transcendental a_ priori 
implications, and the presuppositions of 
performing knowledge. The deductive 
moment consists of the fact that out of 
the reductively obtained prius the ob¬ 
jective performance, in its essence and 
structure, its law and limits is 
deduced. Reduction is the movement from 
prius to posterius.^ 

Reduction,then,uncovers the immediate data of conscious¬ 

ness. Thematically, explicating the conditions and pre¬ 

suppositions implied in the data, Lonergan views it 

as a movement from the thematically known in the subject 

to the unthematically co-known in the act of consciousness. 

Whereas reduction moves from particular experiences to the 

conditions of its possibility, deduction proceeds from 

these conditions to the essential structure of ttie same 

experience. There is a constant interaction between both 

movements, and they in turn influence each other. Trans¬ 

cendental methodology widens the context in which one ex¬ 

plicates conscious experience and intentional operations. 

From it Lonergan answers three basic questions: What am 
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X doing when I am knowing? Why is doing that knowing? 

And what do X know when X do it? The first demands .that 

Lonergan set out a cognitional theory; the second an 

epistemological theory; and thirdly, a metaphysical answer. 

Lastly, Lonergan's use of transcendental method is 

as Otto Muck points out, "homogeneous with the philosophical 

2 5 tradition of scholasticism...." There is both unity 

and relationship in the problems it confronts. Moreover, 

it is an answer, Lonergan believes, to Socrates' "know 

thyself" as a process of self-appropriation. 

Process of Intelligibility 

In order to understand the basic structure of in¬ 

telligibility, Lonergan seeks to analyze the acts of 

understanding and their processes. Firstly, the human 

mind performs a dual operation: it finds out what some¬ 

thing is (quid sit), and secondly, whether something is, 

as in making a judgment (an sit). 

David Tracy comments that . this distinction in 

mental operations allows that 

...the inquirer seeks, in short, to know 
'the nature of* or the 'state of' the 
object under inquiry. Is it clear? Is 
it distinct? Is it coherent with the 
insights and theorems already known? 

And secondly, concerning an sit, which is a 

...second level question—ati sit? Is 
it true, can only be bracketed temporarily 
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for the very exigence of the pure desire 
to know demands that the intelligent 
inquirer asks of even the brightest of 
his bright ideas, of even the most 
coherent and logically satisfying of his 
best theorem, the inevitable question-— 
is it true? And that question elevates 
the level of questions to a new and 
different level; the level not merely 
of intelligence but, in Lonergan's 
phrase, of reflection.^7 

The Verbum Process 

The first mental operation begins with sense ex¬ 

perience and proceeds to the structure of phantasms in 

imagination. Such mental operations of "quid sit" are 

directed by a cognitive force; it is the active intellect 

illuminating the phantasms♦ The species which contains 

potential intelligibility comes to possess an actual in¬ 

telligibility. As impressed on the possible intellect— 

the species is now called the "species qua." It is the 

first act of apprehensive abstraction, "the insight into 

phantasm," whièh is "a matter of experience." The act of 

understanding proceeds from this possible intellect. A 

second act of understanding is based on a pre-conceptual 

object which is called the "species quae." According to 

Lonergan, the "species intelligibilis quae." is what we 

understand; it is identical with the essence of the material 

object that is known. A prenatural understanding of the 

essence of material objects is revealed in this way. What an 

individual understands is to be presented in the form of 

2 8 
"Verbum" (intentlo intellects). Lonergan describes this 
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dynamic process as an "intelligible emanation. 

William A. Stewart stresses that emanatio 

intelligibilis is an 

...active and intelligibility of the 
procession of an inner word as the 
very stuff of intellect. It is the 
genus of all intelligible process; it 
is the ground of the intelligibility 
of law, indeed it is constltütive 
of law, for intelligence stands to law 
as cause to effect. ^ 

This intelligible form may be understood as an actual and 

passive structure of the human mind, which can in turn con¬ 

form to the mind of God. As one participates in the Divine 

Mind, he is able to understand intelligibly in the world. 

Intelligible emanation is man's "inner word," expressing 

what we understand-. 

Lonergan argues further that it is the nature of 

intelligence itself to act. Insight into the phantasm is 

not merely caused by understanding; it is because of under¬ 

standing. Intelligible emanation is rational because of 

the metaphysical contingency of an effect in relation to 

its cause. The "inner word" is produced in and through 

conscious awareness which is the expression of what is 

understood. The sequence is as follows: Imagination 

represents a sensible data, a phantasm; illuminated by the 

active intellect, it receives the stamp of understanding. 

Lonergan emphasizes that what is understood is not in 

data, nor is it sense data»; it is the intellect which grasps 
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the nature of the "given" sense data. Such grasping is 

performed hy the phantasm which makes potential in¬ 

telligibility actual. Whatever is understood by the in¬ 

tellect takes the form of a concept. Conceptualization 

not only expresses what the intellect now understands; it 

is the ground for the production of verburn. Lonergan 

finds that this procession from the act of understanding 

has a creative analogue to the procession of the Son in 

the Trinity. 

The Judgment 

In attempting to answer the question of whether a 

thing 'is/ we discover that the consequences of our mental 

operation is a judgment. An example of such a statement 

is: A is, A is not,; A is B, A is not B. Initially, the 

definition of mental operations lies in grasping the 

essence uncovered in the phantasma. At the same time, the 

concept or definition is a conceptualization of what one 

knows in direct understanding. On the other hand, 

judgment is a synthesis. It is that which is grasped by 

the mind and expressed in concept. It is then, the 

affirmation or negation of a synthesis. Such a mental 

synthesis requires a knowledge of conformity between 

judgment and objective reality. Conformity and adequation 

need standards through which both may be compared. 

Lonergan seeks it through an examination of inner 

30 principles by which the intellect performs. 
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There is a hypothetical synthesis and an integration 

of coalescing insights even before a judgment is posited. 

The intellect is required to grasp the connection between 

the sources of knowledge and this hypothetical synthesis. 

Otherwise, the intellect may never realize the pro¬ 

portionality of its act to objective being. A reflective 

act of understanding is required. According to Lonergan, 

this reflective act enables a pers,on to know one's 

quiddity and potentiality to know truth. He regards the 

intellect as an intelligible act per se. Its reflective 

operation allows us to know that the universal nature 

manifested in verbum is also the nature of a particular 

31 object known in the phantasma. The reflective act 

makes it possible to postulate a judgment. For example, 

a judgment such as "This is a book," can be analyzed in 

such a way that "this" means the visualized particulars. 

"Book" represents the conceptualization of the essence 

and the universal quiddity of the particulars. Insight 

is evoked by the phantasms of particulars and singulars 

in sense experience. The copula "is" both affirms and 

links the sentence together. It joins the abstract - 

universal to concrete particulars and affirms the universal 

to be the essence of particulars. 
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The Active and Passive 
Intellect 

In Aquinas' early works there Is the frequent use 

of the terms "potentla activa" and "potentla passlva,". 

which In turn Lonergan uses in his cognitional theory. In 

the operation of intellection, the "potentla passiva" 

is the possible intellect, and the "potentla activa" is the 

species qua which informs it. There are two processions 

then in the "potentla activa." First, there is a pre- 

conceptual grasp of intelligibility in the phantasms, a 

grasp of essence sufficient to stimulate a judgment 

(processlo operationis).32 This procession proceeds in 

a conscious but partly automatic mode. Secondly, the 

emergence of an "inner word" is the concept. It is ex¬ 

pressed as a judgment and can be described as the pro¬ 

cession of an act (processlo operati). Such a procession 

does not follow automatically from mental operations but 

it depends on our grasp of content. Emanation of the 

"inner word" is the "processlo operati," as intelligible; 

it derives from an act of understanding, and conscious 

awareness. In these argumentations Lonergan claims to 

follow in the steps of Aquinas. 

Objective abstraction contains the illumination of 

the phantasms. The imagined object is thus constituted 

as something whose specific essence can be understood. In¬ 

sight into phantasms allows the apprehensive abstraction 
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to understand what objective abstraction presents for 

understanding. The phantasm as Illuminated by the active 

intellect instrumentally creates the "species qua" and 

materially the "species quae." that which is understood. 

The latter moves the intellect or the object of thought 

which is known. This is different from the terminal object 

which is the essence expressed in the definition, concept 

and hypothesis. Neither terms derive from, or even pre¬ 

cede, direct understanding. The latter, Lonergan believes, 

is the Scotist position and reduces understanding to an 

act from an act. 

According to Lonergan, another separate object of 

knowledge appears in the reflective understanding with 

the collection of evidence. This is a moving object only 

to the extent that the evidence understood is acceptable 

to settle an issue. Lonergan urges that 

...we know by what we are; we know we 
know by knowing what we are, and since 
even the knowing in 'knowing what we 
are' is by what we are, rational re¬ 
flection on ourselves is a duplication 
of ourselves.^ 

The terminal object of reflective understanding is truth 

expressed in judgment. We know that an object is produced 

by the mind in and through a judgment. Only in judgments 

are we able to distinguish formal truth from error. The 

transcendental object of reality is perceived in the mind, 

which is potentially complete being. The act of reflective 
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understanding grasps particular proportions of the 

universe and of being. According to Lonergan, the concept 

of being includes an idea of the complete reality of the 

universe and of what can be known. The correct object of 

the mind is known imperfectly in prior acts and perfectly 

in judgment. Being as a transcendental object corresponds 

to an a priori desire in the human intellect. 

Noetic Desire 

Lonergan's starting place is not a particular 

truth but performance. He writes that 

...no doubt the proper place to begin 
is at the beginning, since some say one 
issue and others say another is the 
proper beginning. So there is a question 
about the beginning and, indeed, no 

. matter where one starts,- one starts from 
some question.^ 

Noetic seeking is a pure unlimited drive to understand, 

to know, to answer why; it looks for the ground, cause, 

and explanation. Lonergan's proof that man is a knower 

runs as follows: man may say, 

I am a knower, if I am a concrete and 
intelligible unity - identity - whole, 
characterized by acts of sensing, per¬ 
ceiving, imagining, inquiring, under¬ 
standing, formulating, reflecting, 
grasping the unconditioned, and judging. 
But I am such a unity - identity - 
whole. Therefore I am a knower. ^ 

Knowing is an absolute first—it presupposes nothing but it is 

that from which all further knowledge can be discovered. 
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Lonergan states that 

It is that tension, that drive, that 
desire to understand, that constitutes 
the primordial 'Why?*. Name it what 
you please, alertness of mind, in¬ 
tellectual curiosity, the spirit of 
inquiry, active intelligence, the drive 
to know.... It is prior to any insight, 
any concept, any words, for insights, 
concepts, words have to do with answers; 
and before we look for answers, we want 
them; such wanting is the pure question. 

3 7 When a man wonders, he must "wonder about something." 

There is no mere empirical datum; such datum always pre¬ 

supposes the subject to whom it is a "given." The ques¬ 

tion is one of the conditions of the act of knowledge of 

the subject. Insight may be sudden and unexpectedly re¬ 

ceived. It is a function of internal conditions, moving 

between abstract and concrete relations of human thought. 

Here Lonergan differs from Maréchal on the starting point 

of the transcendental method. He believes that "The pri¬ 

mordial drive, then, is a pure question.lt is prior to any 

insights, any concepts, and words.Maréchal starts 

with the judgment. Lonergan sees the judgment to have a 

particular content, which cannot be taken for granted or 

presupposed. Lonergan's beginning is the question which 

itself assumes nothing. Interrogation may challenge our 

starting point, taking neither content nor- method for 

granted. Lonergan's man is a questioner, an inquirer, 

and a wonderer who discovers being in the act of question¬ 

ing rather than from any content of the mind. Seeking to 
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know absolutely everything we prove by the limits of 

questioning. This 'absolutely everything' which Lonergan 

speaks of is unthematically contained in the questions asked. 

He believes that the inquirer's field is shared by the 

unlimited horizon of being. Lonergan speaks of the 

...intellectual desire, an eros of the 
mind, without it there would arise no 
questioning, no inquiry, no wonder. As 
a man cannot divest himself of his 
animality, so he cannot put off the eros 
of his mind. To inquire and understand, 
to reflect and judge, to deliberate and 
choose are as much an exigence of human 
nature as walking or sleeping, eating 
and drinking, talking and loving.^9 

Three Levels of Cognltional 
Experience 

Methodology requires a universal pattern appropriate 

to the process of knowledge reflected in our human ex¬ 

perience. Lonergan distinguishes "three levels, a level 

of presentation, a level of intelligence, and a level of 

reflection.These are to be understood in the context 

of the questions raised. Before considering the 'question 

context' one must consider how these basic terms refer to 

the three levels of man's cognltional experiences. At the 

first level one must 

...become aware of data, in such a way 
that these data provoke questions and 
this experience hé calls empirical con¬ 
sciousness. 

When one reaches the second level he realizes 

...the point, hitting on the solution, 
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having insights into data, which issues 
in a concept unifying the data, i.e., 
offering an answer to the question 
posed by the data; and this experience 
of joyful discovery or rational ordering 
he calls intellectual consciousness.^ 

At the third level 

...the experience of reflection in 
which one questions whether the answer 
proposed by intelligent consciousness 
in fact meets the conditions posed by 
empirical consciousness; and this ex¬ 
perience of self-appropriation and 
verification is called rational con¬ 
sciousness. * 

What? How? Why? and How often? These are questions 

concerned with understanding. They function as the first 

level of presentation, but open up a second level in 

their answers. Lonergan speaks of another type of ques- 
i ^ 

tion and relates it to questions such as, "Is it so?" 

This is a question of reflection and belongs to the third 

level in this scheme. On this last level 

...there emerges the notions of truth 
and falsity, of certitude and the 
probability that is not a frequency 
but a quality of judgment. It is 
within this third level that there is 
involved the personal commitment 
that makes responsible for judgment. 
It is from this third level that come 
utterances to express one's affirming 
or denying, assenting or.dissenting, 
agreeing or disagreeing. 

The third level expresses a striving for knowledge, 

a dynamic attitude which expresses itself in the questions 

of understanding and reflection. The quest for knowledge 
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continuously leads beyond what is given on one level to a 

higher level of cognition. 

Lonergan continually moves beyond the stage of the 

"given" of sense and empirical experience. Within the 

framework of his methodology, every insight is both 

systematic and a priori. In addition to "the merely given ," 

he looks for "an explanatory unification and organization."4^ 

At this point Lonergan raises the question of heuristic 

structures--anticipatory structures of knowledge. They 

are constitutive patterns of a reality to be known. Our 

questioning leads us to seek a particular end of knowledge, 

an unknown implicit in our question. Lonergan believes 

that 

The answer to this puzzle is the 
heuristic structure. Name the unknown. 
Work out its properties.. Use the pro¬ 
perties to direct, order, guide the 
inquiry.46 

In this way heuristic structures function in the discovery 

of truth. It is the analytic reference that shows how we 

can seek the qualities and relations of objects. Heuris¬ 

tic structures plus the canons of method pose a priori 

questions about the activities and content of knowledge. 

At this point Lonergan uses the principle of isomorphism 

to differentiate 

...between the structure of knowing and 
the structure of the known. If the 
knowing consists of a related set of 
acts and the known is the related set 
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of contents of these acts» then the 
pattern of the relations between the 
acts Is similar In form to the 
pattern of the relations between the 
contents of the acts.47 

Isomorphism comes from the Greek words "isos" and "morphe" 

and means equal form. Lonergan finds this equal form or 

similarity of structure between the subject and object 

known. 

Insight 

Insight brings about an understanding of essences; 

they do riot change in their natures» but rather can be 

grasped in new intelligibility and unity. Reason is a 

deeper understanding of essence. It is» in Lonergan's 

terms» a dialectical use of sense» memory» insight» 

definition» critical reflection and judgment. It is a 

process of unification which looks toward the understand¬ 

ing of more things through fewer acts of the mind. 

The Process of Insight 

Lonergan's thinking is an effort to approve what 

it means to understand. Two points are essential in his 

view; first» understanding precedes conceptualization. 

It never begins with a catalogue of content but from re¬ 

current structures of the knowing activity. Beginning 

with simple insights» we can move to more complex cases. 

Lonergan explains that 
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...the precise nature of the act of 
understanding Is to he seen most 
clearly In mathematical examples. 
The dynamic context in which under¬ 
standing occurs can be studied to 
best advantage in an investigation 
of scientific methods.^® 

His second point is that formal truth lies in 

judgments. Judgment he regards as both a link and an 

affirmation of an intellectual synthesis. Lonergan starts 

from a "moving point of view" which has a minimum context, 

and then proceeds to raise further questions. New ques¬ 

tions and answers broaden man's horizon. In this way one 

may understand what human intelligibility is and what it 

contains. One gradually evolves a critically intensified 

awareness of man's activity through the process of under¬ 

standing. "Knowing" then, for Lonergan, "is to be appro¬ 

priated not simply as a theory or an idea but as a per¬ 

formance."^ By knowing, we perform particular acts of 

"experlencing-understanding-judging."^® Lonergan explains 

insight from the classical example of Archimedes' ex¬ 

clamation of "Eureka!" uttered after he discovered his law. 

Archimedes, for example, had a particular problem, and it 

in turn brought about a certain form of mental tension. 

He anticipated its form and structure. His problem dealt 

with the relationship between weight and volume. Observ¬ 

ing that a body in a bath displaces water, he inquired about 

the meaning of this fact in the light of his problem. A 

sudden insight gave the solution and there was in turn a 
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release from an Inner tension. 

As Joseph F. Flanagan points out, Insight emerges 

from the mutual Interaction of questioning and imagining. 

Various activities set conditions for man's intelligible 

insight.. Then a theologian may grasp 

...the latent meaning within the image 
and shout, 'I've done it!', 'I have 
understood!', 'I've got the point!' 
This grasping is a personal performance, 
and once it is done you can then pro¬ 
ceed to formulate or conceptualized 
your insight.51 

We must have definite questions in mind when approaching 

human experience. The answer which results is the felt 

need and heuristic anticipation of man's question. In¬ 

sight is sudden and may be unexpectedly received. As a 

function of one's inner condition, it must be distinguish¬ 

ed from sensations. After grasping the meaning of a 

singular experience, we realize that it is a truth belong¬ 

ing to all men. 

Lonergan emphasizes that 

...insight (1) comes as a release to 
the tension of inquiry, (2) comes 
suddenly and unexpectedly, (3) is a 
function not of outer circumstances 
but inner conditions, (4) pivots 
between the concrete and the abstract, 
and (5) passes the habitual structure 
of one's mind. 

Insight becomes part of the growth process of knowledge and 

in turn makes way for further knowledge. Lonergan's 

formulation is closer to the Platonic concept of intuition 
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than the Arlstotelean category of Intelligibility which 

he nonetheless Invokes. 

Heuristic Structures 

- -Lonergan uses three connecting notions: the higher 

viewpoints, inverse insights, and empirical residue. 

Higher viewpoints are realized as lower ones are integrat¬ 

ed in a unifying intelligibility. Inverse insight is a 

realization that there is nothing to be grasped; for 

example, a circle and its radius are not commensurable. 

Empirical residue is the positive data which lacks in¬ 

telligibility in itself but is connected with a 

higher intelligibility. Certain times and places, al¬ 

though unintelligible in themselves, are related to par¬ 

ticular frames of references which are intelligible. 

Lonergan develops this fact in his heuristic structure of 

empirical method (Insight, Chapter II). Heuristic struc¬ 

tures can be illustrated in the example that "x" is an 

unknown and then proceed as in algebraic argument. From 

the nature of this method, it is anticipated that the 

answer must be a number. This anticipation prescribes 

the particular method by which the answer is to be dis¬ 

covered. The relations which "x" the unknown must fulfill 

are used to anticipate what is to be. A heuristic struc¬ 

ture is an essential factor of mathematical reasoning in 

anticipating the answer Such a heuristic operation 
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results In unique questions* procedures and answers. Its 

structure then assumes a known context within which the 

object of the unknown can be determined. The constitution 

of such a heuristic context is man's desire to know. To 

understand Lonergan's method we must accept this essential 

premise. Reasoning about physical objects is both similar 

and yet different from mathematical reasoning. Similarity 

lies in the thinking process. It begins with insight about 

phantasms and moves to a complete understanding through 

systematic inquiry. The scientist seeks to know the 

physical laws of nature that determine his science. His 

inquiry is determined, Lonergan believes, by human heuris¬ 

tic structures. There is a general anticipation of the 

unknown by the scientist and this in turn determines the 

scientific answer. Due to the heuristic assumption, 

boundary values determine the end result, Lonergan is not 

interested in the end results but in the reasoning process, 

the heuristic structure itself. 

Scientific Relationships 

In scientific study the researcher removes himself 

from any personal relationship to objects, and develops 

them in terms of sets of measures and experiments. His 

scientific work deals with the relations of things to 

other things, rather than of things to persons. This con¬ 

sideration leads Lonergan to speak of â. "classical 
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53 heuristic structure," whose basic character is such 

that similars are understood and obey the same law. The 

statistical heuristic structure is evident in the fact 

that all sciences start from the given of experience. In 

selected facts or sets of numbers, experimental results 

reveal a mean in which the numbers converge. Lonergan 

states that "canons of empirical method" are self¬ 

generated rules of scientific categories. These rules 

attempt to grasp the laws immanent within scientific 

structures, such as operation, selecting, relevance, com¬ 

plete explanation, parsimony, and statistical residues.^ 

The scientist's insights are possible because he is able 

to deal with reality through particular questions. By 

contrast, questions which deal with the relation of data 

to us lead to non-scientific understanding. Although 

observation of sense data is included in scientific think¬ 

ing, this is not enough. Insight about data is required 

for knowledge. It is necessary to understand the sets of 

insights in a hypothesis and heuristic structure. In 

short, a scientist is concerned with explanatory rather 

than descriptive conjugates, with relations to other re¬ 

lations, rather than with relations to persons. His 

truth lies in its verification and methodology. Lonergan's 

verification embodies a formulation based on an insight 

or set of insights. 
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Common Sense 
Relationships 

Common sense knowledge deals with relationships of 

objects to persons.^ Such knowledge, Lonergan urges, is 

practical, concrete, situational and gives rules for the 

"lived" existent. It is intelligence In action, with the 

same characteristic human operations of experience, in¬ 

sight, inquiry and hypothesis. Man's desire to know 

arranges the sense data unconsciously so that new in¬ 

sights can emerge. Practical common sense may deny many 

of our insights as unacceptable even as it accumulates 

insights for development and growth. Lonergan urges that 

it must be directed by a higher normative of science 

based on a detached intelligence, and explicates cultural 

and historical growth involved. 

The scientist uses common sense knowledge in the 

verification of his experiments. Scientific experiments 

relate objects to the experimenter as the knowing being. 

Lonergan points out that a higher viewpoint of both forms 

of knowledge are to be integrated. The essential notion 

of this higher viewpoint is the Idea of a "thing." The 

notion of "thing" is rooted in an insight which grasps the 

essential unity, Identity, and totality of sense data. 

We can grasp it, Lonergan believes, through experience 

and direct knowledge. 
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Knowledge and Judgment 

Lonergan finds that different types of human know¬ 

ledge are connected with one another. He understands 

knowledge to he a progressive process which moves from 

narrow to wider points of view and to correct structures. 
A. 

It is a self-corrective process of human learning. Such 

a view leads Lonergan to ask about the function of con¬ 

cepts. He answers us with examples, or statements like 

"this is a dog," "what is meant by a dog?" These ex¬ 

pressions assume that the word "dog" has a definite mean¬ 

ing outside of the statements in which it occurs. What 

is meant by the word "dog" is what can be said with cer¬ 

tainty to be "dog" in any concrete situation.^6 A 

dictionary definition is merely an Inductive effort to 

list sentences in which different words occur in 

acceptable usage. It is not a Socratic method. Lonergan 

remarks that mental development cannot be compared to the 

construction of a house. We have insights before having 

a concept. The expression of an insight may require many 

concepts. This is essential to Lonergan's view as he 

moves beyond the "concepts and affirmations to the ground¬ 

ing acts direct and reflective understanding."^ Classical 

metaphysics understood itself as a root science compared 

with other sciences. It was the roots of the tree as 

compared with the branches (other sciences). 
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Lonergan Is not concerned about either roots or branches, 

but rather with the ground in which the roots take shape— 

that which is prior to the roots of the tree—the soil. 

The Process of 
Judgment 

The relationship between what is conditioned and 

its condition is an immanent law governing human knowledge. 

Insights are to be correct when they postulate no further 

questions. Judgments of their correctness assume a pre¬ 

acquisition of correct insights. These prior insights 

occur within a self-correcting process in which the im¬ 

perfections of each one give rise to further questions. 

Such a process tends toward a limit and in this case affects 

the familiarity with the existential situation. In novel 

occurrences we may possess enough knowledge to activate 

the process of self-correction until one has achieved its 

limit in familiarity.^® 

Lonergan gives attention to the role of judgment 

in the process of knowledge. Judgment as distinct from 

other elements is the result of the process of knowledge. 

Lonergan states that 

...the judgment is the last act in the 
series that begins from presentations 
and advances through understanding and 
formulation ultimately to reach re¬ 
flection and affirmation or denial. 
Thus, the proper content of judgment, 
the 'yes* or 'no* is the final partial 
increment in the process. But this 
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proper content Is meaningless apart 
from the question it answers. With, 
the question it forma an integrated 
whole. 

We may have true knowledge prior to our judgment, 

yet & priori elements are not complete forms of knowledge. 

In affirming that "A is not B" one has particular elements 

of knowledge which make possible such a judgment. Al¬ 

though the possession of these elements is important, the 

person must grasp them sufficiently to assent to its 

denial. It is in the act of judgment, Lonergan believes, 

that man posits the absolute aiid reaches the termination 

of knowledge. Whereas human knowing is a dynamic struc¬ 

ture, judgment is the totality of these structures. 

According to Lonergan, a second context exists in 

which human knowing is dynamic and, 

...it is irretrievably habitual. For 
we can make but one judgment at a time, 
and one judgment cannot bring all we 
know into full light of actual knowing. 
It cannot be both comprehensive and 
concrete. The business of the human 
mind in this life seems to be, not 
contemplation of what we know, but 
relentless devotion to the task of 
adding increments to a merely habitual 
knowledge. 

The Process of Human Knowledge 

For Lonergan, man's knowledge is progressive, 

cumulative and cyclic. The cognitional process moves from 

experience through inquiry, and from reflection to 
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Judgment. It continues by reverting to experience and 

ends in Judgment. Knowledge Is not merely stored up In 

our memory but cumulatively It Is "In the coalescence 

of Judgments Into the context named knowledge or men¬ 

tality."^ Although Lonergan Is at pains to describe the 

singular ways of knowing, he continually strives for a 

complete viewpoint which might well make clear the total 

context of knowledge. Noetic seeking in the special 

sciences has a subordinate context; however this striving 

nonetheless is the quiddity of understanding of a higher 

stance. Such a higher viewpoint is needed, Lonergan be¬ 

lieves, when man 

...comes to understand and affirm what 
understanding is and what affirming is, 
then it has reached an upper context 
that logically is independent of the 
sbaffoldlng of mathematics, science, 
and common sense. 

We cannot proceed simply from a moving viewpoint, 

he continues, but only from previous statements that are 

qualified by later ones. Statements may be constructed 

as scaffolding but they are open to endless revision, and 

at the same time they exist 

...without implying the necessity of 
any revision of one’s appropriation 
of one's own intellectual and rational 
self-consciousness. 
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Self-Affirmation of 
Knower 

Lonergan's next step is to inquire about the 

legitimacy and value of judgments. He believes that a 

judgment of cognition in which one states "I am a knower" 

does not mean that "I am of necessity a knower, but merely 

that in fact I am."^ One is a knower if there is a con¬ 

crete and "intelligible unity—identity—whole.This 

knower is expressed in mental operations such as sensing, 

imagining, understanding, reflecting and judging. In our 

judgment that one is a knower, we perform internally- 

related mental activities, and this is manifested in con¬ 

scious states of awareness. Inquiry, then, is guided from 

the object to insight and from the insight to formulation. 

By reflection, one moves from formulation to apprehension 

of the unconditioned; in such understanding man is 

directed to the affirmation or denial of judgments. The 

self-affirmation of the knower is necessary for the 

occurrence of factual judgments. Vindication of the self- 

affirmation in the knower appears in the self-negation 

or denial of the question asked. One must answer "yes" 

to the question of whether he is a knower. The answer 

"yes" is a coherent inference, because if one is a knower, 

they know so. In answering "no," however, one would be 

incoherent, for if one were to know that he does not know, 

then one is still a knower. Lonergan himself points out 
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that "if I do not know that I do not know, then I should 

not answer.... It is this conditional necessity, of con¬ 

tingent fact that involves that talking skeptic in a con¬ 

tradiction." 

Self-affirmation, then, is an immanent law in the 

dynamic process of human knowledge. The self affirmation 

of the knower is an a^ priori condition of each factual 

judgment which we make. It is a fundamental structure of 

human knowledge affirmed in the vindication of the self- 

affirmation of the knower. 

Lonergan writes that the 

...cognitional theory reaches its thing- 
in-itself by understanding itself and 
affirming itself as concrete unity in 
a process that is conscious 'empirically, 
intelligently, and rationally. More¬ 
over, since every other known becomes 
known through this process, no known 
could impugn the process without simul¬ 
taneously impugning its own status as 
a known. ' 

Being 

Lonergan defines metaphysics in terms of the 

68 detached and disinterested drive of our desire to know. 

It is an understanding of the desire itself and not of its 

products which the other sciences treat. Lonerganpoints out 

that 

...from the unfolding of that drive 
proceed all questions, all insights, 
all formulations, all judgments; and 
so metaphysics underlies logic and 
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mathematics, the various sciences 
and the mythical Instances of common 
-sense. 

The desire to know1 appears in the empirical, intellectual, 

and rational consciousness. We perform intellectually be¬ 

cause of this desire; yet we are not conscious that it is 

the cause of our mental activity. Man possesses a latent 

metaphysics, which is provoked by questions about human 

cognition. When stimulated by further query we strive to 

express the techniques and Implications contained in this 

metaphysic. 

Cognition and 
Metaphysics 

What does man know or seek to know? Lonergan asks. 

The answer he gives is being. He defines being as the ob¬ 

jective of our pure desire to know. It is whatever is 

known by an act of intelligibility in our reasonable 

affirmation. Being is whatever man can know as all- 

pervasive; it is unrestricted and penetrates all cog- 

nitional content. Lonergan believes that being is the 

essence of all meaning. He agrees with Aquinas that being 

is analogous. It is not an abstract notion but a purely 

concrete idea. 

Lonergan's position then is that "an explicit and 

adequate metaphysics is a corollary to explicit and ade¬ 

quate self-knowledge.Cognitional theory is at the 

core of his metaphysical system. He gives primacy to the 
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cognitional theory rather than metaphysics as in the case 

71 of classical Thomism. Re regards man's desire for 

critically grounded knowledge as . sought through in¬ 

telligence and reflection as a seeking for the real and for 

being. Inquiry then is our striving to discover being 

by answering the questions (which belong to) of intelli¬ 

gence and reflection. 

Lonergan believes that the variety of conflicting 

metaphysical views arises from confused cognitional 

theories. The history of Western thought confirms that 

the "cognitional theory exercises a fundamental influence 

7 2 in metaphysical pronouncements." Lonergan thus employs 

the pivotal role of cognitional theory and metaphysics. 

He believes that there must bè an isomorphism that obtains 

between the structure of knowing and the structure of the 

known.75 This isomorphic structure contains "the content 

of experience, a content of understanding, and a content 

of judgment."7* He views awareness of the operative 

structure of cognitional acts as a movement from a latent 

to an explicit metaphysics. Lonergan states that the 

...cognitional activity operates within 
heuristic structures towards goals that 
are isomorphic with the structures. If 
this basic fact is noted...if the 
principle of isomorphism is grasped, 
then the latent metaphysics, to which 
everyone subscribes without knowing he 
does so, ceases to be latent and be¬ 
comes explicit.75 
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Potency, Form and 
A ct 

Lonergan uses Thomistic elements in formulating his 

metaphysics. He believes that proportionate being can be 

known by experience, intelligence and affirmation of the 

intellect. He finds a parallel trilogy in the proportion¬ 

ate being that is known, namely, potency, form and act. 

Potency, Lonergan points out, is a factor known in ex¬ 

planatory knowledge by a material element of reality. It 

has no immanent intelligibility, individuality or struc¬ 

tures of space and time. Form, oh the other hand, is the 

structure that is known when one understands objects com¬ 

pletely in their relationship to one another. Act is 

known when we state the virtually unconditioned "yes" in 

our judgment. These three elements constitute a single 

being. To be able to experience is to allow one to under¬ 

stand and to affirm oneself. These three levels form a 

unity and together they constitute a proportionate being. 

They are such that each of the three forms are known by 

experience, understanding and judgment. They are not three 

proportionate beings but merely three components in a 

single being. Lonergan continues to distinguish the meta¬ 

physical elements in stating that "by central potency it 

is individual; by central form it is a unity, identity, 

whole; by central act it is existent. 

Potency, form and act belong to a general scheme 
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through which one can know proportionate being. Not only 

is being the intrinsically intelligible possibility of 

knowledge which one affirms, it is also the intelligibility 

which corresponds to an act of understanding. Acts of 

understanding presuppose something to be understood. A 

factual intelligibility results from the grasp of the 

virtually unconditioned. Lonergan is convinced that 

...the potentially intelligible is 
what can be understood, and the for¬ 
mally intelligible is what may or 
may not be understood, the actually 
intelligible is restricted to what in 
fact is.^ 

i ' 

To know proportionate being is to know by experience, 

intelligence and affirmation. Experience, understanding 

and rationality correspond to the potency, form and act, 

immanent in the reality of being. Lonergan also distinguish¬ 

es between the notion of being that falls within man's 

inner experience and being that lies outside human ex¬ 

perience, although not outside the unrestricted desire to 

know. The former is proportionate being, the latter 

transcendental being. Transcendental being is our going 

"beyond"; man moves outside the present limits of his 

knowledge,, and there are always further questions that 

might be raised. Being and the desire to know are un¬ 

restricted acts. In other words, human development 

necessarily requires achieving authentic subjectivity and 

self-transcendence. In transcendent knowledge man discovers 
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divine solutions for his problems. Beyond this meta¬ 

physical viewpoint is the higher viewpoint which one can 

achieve through religious conversion. 

Higher Viewpoint 
and Metaphysics 

Lonergan seeks to unite logically unrelated sciences 

by appealing to higher species and genus. For example, we 

recognize that chemicals react with one another in 

accordance with fixed laws—this is explanatory knowledge. 

In the case of plant life, there is not only chemistry 

but also nutrition and reproduction. An achieved higher 

viewpoint deals with new sets of activities which in turn 

give rise to a different genus. Metaphysics as a 

methodology is a form of self-appropriation and higher 

viewpoint. Reflecting on our knowing capacity, we 

realize that understanding is impossible without inquiry, 

insight, formulation, reflection, and judgment. Analyzing 

the cognitional activities we move into the realm of 

ontology. The theologian must test his metaphysical 

system against cognitional activity to discover its 

truth value. Metaphysics serves this need, because the 

...metaphysical structure of proportionate 
being as definitively explained, is an 
object of our knowledge, not through 
present scientific explanation of the 
universe, nor through any alleged in¬ 
spection of the essence of the universe, 
nor through any alleged inspection of 
the essence of the universe, but through 
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its Isomorphism with the utilized 
structure of our knowing. 

Intelligibility seeks ultimate and unconditioned 

ground in transcendent being» because it is capable of 

grounding the explanation of everything. Lonergan 

identifies the idea of being with the unrestricted act. 

Our unlimited desire to understand the world of pro¬ 

portionate being leads to the affirmation of an un¬ 

restricted act of cognition that knows everything. 

Lonergan premises that transcendent being is self- 

explanatory. In analyzing the unrestricted act of under¬ 

standing» we come to an awareness that it is the same 

thing to know being and God. Inquiry into the structure 

of the act allows one to discover that 

...the notion of God is the immanent» 
dynamic orientation (resourcefulness) 
of the restricted act of understand¬ 
ing. This notion is the totality to 
be known through all questions about 
the unrestricted act.™ 

Having realized the levels of experience, under¬ 

standing, and judgment one reaches the last level of 

consciousness—responsibility. The inquiry on this level 

seeks actualization in Complete understanding. The a 

priori structure is our pure desire to know being. 

Michael J. Lapierre, S.J. comments on Lonergan's 

conception of Absolute Being, by stating that 

...the final, full, and seemingly 
only convincing answer is that man's 
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desire to understand seeks the under¬ 
standing of all understanding. This 
search comes to rest only In the dis¬ 
covery and possession of God.^O 

Being is not a vague, void and formal dimension; rather 

it is the principle of all content, a material a^ priori. 

It is not given in finite cognition—rather it is given 

in the horizon which we encounter with our intellect. 

Infinite being is explicated through reflective grasping 

of the finite.83' ' Thus, Lonergan preserves the Thomistic 

idea of man's natural desire and power to find God through 

reason. This, however, is not his primary concern because 

his basic interest is not content but rather method by 

which one achieves subject-matter and knowledge. 

Conclusion 

The philosopher in seeking to know must attend to 

data, formulate hypotheses, make judgments, and describe 

objects. Knowing truth and deciding what to do re¬ 

quires that we exemplify the four transcendental precepts-- 

"be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable, and be 

responsible." In the process, of course, one leaves 

aside cognitional myths. We do not see'thoughts, feelings, 

or past events in the same way we see books that lie before 

us. Although mental objects cannot be seen, we can never¬ 

theless know about them. The theologian possesses knowledge 

because he attends to data, understands, judges and 
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decides. Cognition, then, Is achieved through a process 

of experience, understanding and judgments From this 

viewpoint, Lonergan argues that correct concepts of reality 

and metaphysics must correspond to experience, understand¬ 

ing and judgment. We come to know through attention, 

intelligence, reasonableness and responsibility. The 

world of reality is not Kant’s thing-in-itself, but rather 

it is our knowing in the experience of questioning the 

data given in sensation and consciousness. 

Three Levels of 
Meaning 

We can first identify a level of ordinary language 

which is concerned with ordinary things and interests. 

Secondly, there is a level of technical language found, 

for example, in the different sciences. The knowing sub¬ 

ject is the basis of both language forms. Lonergan dis¬ 

tinguishes three realms of meaning. The common sense 

realm is the world of everyday living at which a large pro¬ 

portion of mass man exists. At this second level of theory, 

we can undertake systematic reflection on ordinary things. 

These objects are objectified in a technical language, 

for example, as we find in classical theology. Lonergan’s 

Insight claims a third level of meaning, inferiority. On 

this level the theologian tries to understand the human 

subject through its mental performance. From this 

dimension of inferiority emerges the transcendental method 
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The subject merely Investigates his experience, understand¬ 

ing, Judgment and responsibility. The trans-imperatives 

are universal and they give Lonergan a trans-cultural base 

from which to understand different cultures and historical 

periods. 



CHAPTER IV 

THEOLOGICAL METHODOLOGY 

Theological Understanding 

Lonergan believes that the present crisis in 

theology is not a conflict of faith but the breakup of 

classical culture.^ There is an intellectual shift from the 

classical to the empirical culture of contemporary science. 

The scientific ideal of classical culture was laid down by 

Greek philosophers. Science was regarded as true and cer¬ 

tain; its knowledge was necessary and absolute. Greek 

structures of culture have been replaced by modern scien¬ 

tific ones. 

Empirical culture has substituted a less dogmatic 

and more accessible dynamic process of a "workable" 

2 
science. Lonergan argues that theology must change under 

the impact of cultural transformation both in its ideals 

and norms. It must confront the culture in which it 

exists and seek continuously new understanding. Theological 

data needs to be understood in a new historical perspective. 

The theologian must interpret his data using contemporary 

structures, techniques and procedures. Science no longer 

demonstrates its achievements categorically, but 

131 
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accumulates Information, develops understanding, controls 

materials, and opens up the possibility of further data. 

Lonergan believes that in "doing" contemporary theology, 

the theologian must understand the need for new theological 

foundations. Only in this way can theology function within 

an empirical culture. Theological tasks must be under¬ 

stood as "prograins." A theological "program" is pre¬ 

supposed by Lonergan in Insight, Verbum, and in his treat¬ 

ment of theological method (Method in Theology). 

The Science of Theology 

Classical theological categories fail to satisfy 

the theological needs of the twentieth century because 

they do not integrate the modern achievements of knowledge. 

There is an intellectual need for a new synthesis that will 

integrate and assimilate the different aspects' of man's 

knowledge. The discoveries of Einstein and Ereud are im¬ 

portant for the theologian because he is seeking to under¬ 

stand man. Lonergan is aware that his is not the systematic 

synthesis of Aquinas. It is naive, he believes, to hope 

for an encyclopaedic totality of knowledge today. Unifi¬ 

cation, however, is necessary in the monumental task 

which Lonergan has set for himself, namely,defining 

methodology. He premises a dynamic development in human 

understanding, both individually and collectively. 

Methodologically, he attempts to arrive at a better way of 
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recognizing, distinguishing,and unifying the pluralistic 

modes of knowledge. 

Scientific knowledge is human understanding, 

operating through the intellectual structures of experience. 

The knower "knows" descriptively, as he relates things to 

himself; his stance is also explanatory as he relates 

things to one another. Science, as an ideal, seeks to 

know all that it can in these modes of cognition. Although 

theological understanding may be patterned after this 

norm, yet there are differences in its formulation. Ques¬ 

tions on a second level of consciousness deal with man's 

understanding (quid sit?) ; questions at a third level are 

those of judgments (an sit?). Theology operates at the 

second level. 

William J. Hill writes that theology 

...concerns itself with the question quid 
sit? rather than the subsequent question 
an sit?; its basic act, in other words,is 
understanding,not assent. The importance 
of this is that the goal of theological 
thinking is not truth which is found only 
in the judgment, but rather the adequacy 
of the understanding and the concepts 
wherewith, it strives to grasp intelligi¬ 
bility.3 

The general process of human knowing moves from under¬ 

standing to judgment. However, theology,as a science among 

sciences, does not move in this direction from the unknown 

to the known. Instead, the theologian makes an assent of 

faith in his judgments; God is the subject of his theology. 
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Yet the problem still remains that man's understanding of 

God is imperfect, analogical, and incomplete. There is 

always a need to widen one's horizon and increase one's 

understanding, as wéll as heighten one's awareness of 

theological understanding. 

Analytic and Synthetic 
Movements   

There are two movements in Lonergan's theological 

thinking: the first is an analytic one which has its back¬ 

ground in the theology of the Early Fathers. It requires 

a close scholarly examination of theological texts. 

Secondly, dogmatic theologians seek to understand dogmas 

by their sources. This is a process of reduction in which 

the theologian understands the dogma in question through its 

historical development. Lonergan uses nineteenth century 

advances in hlstoriçal thinking (Wilhelm Dilthey) to ex¬ 

plicate the meaning of consciousness in dogmatic theology. 

He finds synthetic activity evident in medieval theologizing 

There is the constant building up of a comprehensive 

totality into a unified theological vision. Along with 

analytic activity it expresses the internal coherence and 

relation of truths to one another. There is a shift from 

what is priora quoad nos to what is priora quoad se. 

Lonergan believes that Christianity is a historical re¬ 

ligion which exists and grows in different cultures. All 

is not in flux,however, for there is a permanent element in 
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culture which enables the theologian to pass from one 

context to another. There is an inherent absolute in both 

history and religion. Scripture possesses a transcultural 

content and is not radically different from what has been 

said in the past, although there are various modes an<^ 

priorities. Statements of the primitive Palestinian Church 

are not completely different from Hellenistic, Medieval 

and modern church pronouncements. There is a similar be¬ 

lief in all ages even though its expression depends on 

different contexts. It is primarily the work of the 

methodologist to reflect on these problems. He must recog¬ 

nize that the theologian uses his mind as might any 

philosopher or scientist. The theologian needs to confront 

the basic questions which Lonérgan proposes in Insight— 

for example: What am I doing when I am knowing? (cognition). 

The question of epistemology is; why is that actionknowing? 

Lastly, there is the metaphysical question about known 

objects: What do I know in the act of knowing?” 

Theologians must confront these questions in such a 

way as to understand their cognitional processes and pre¬ 

suppositions. Theological methodology requires self¬ 

understanding and is a "personal appropriation of one's 

own rational self-consciousness."^ Self-appropriation of 

one's intellectual and rational self-consciousness requires 

a theory of cognition. From this base, Lonergan moves to 

metaphysics, ethics, and finally, to the affirmation of 
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deity.** Whether interpretation concerns Scriptural texts 

or the writings of a Church historian, it is still an ac- • 

tivity belonging to human consciousness. The cognitional 

process appears in the question—what am I doing when I am 

knowing?—it in turn reveals the subjective cognitive 

processes. Knowing activity is a dynamic self-assembling 

and unifying operation. 

In his process of self-appropriation the theologian 

begins with data, moves through various levels of conscious¬ 

ness from intelligence to reflection, and ends with 

judgment and decision. Self-transcendence is implicit in 

the cognitional processes. The theologian passes beyond 

cognition to a concern about "what is" (metaphysics). 

Metaphysics completes the process begun in cognition and 

epistemology. The object known is the answer to the ques¬ 

tion asked. 

Theological Areas 

Lonergan divides the theologian's tasks into three 

areas: field, subject, and functional specialties. Each 

of these is closely related to his analysis of mental 

activity. Thought is an organic unity. Lonergan states 

thought is "a way and something like a theory. Fundamentally 

it is a way. It is asking people to discover in themselves 

what they are."® Theological methodology aids thé 

theologian—as a personal appropriation of his self¬ 

understanding—to follow the "way," as in Christ's sense. 
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He possesses then "a fixed base, an Invariant pattern, 

opening upon all further developments of understanding. 

The theologian comes to a stage of understanding what it 

means to understand. 

Lonergan believes it is essential for the theologian 

to know consciously what he is "doing" in theology. The 

question about understanding must be answered before he 

decides on what constitutes his discipline. He must first 

understand his own "self." Lonergan's eight functional 

specializations are related to his four levels of ex¬ 

perience, understanding, judgment, and decision. These 

four levels of consciousness are all implicit as one "does" 

theology. Awareness of these levels results in a self- 

appropriational methodology. The preceding chapter ex¬ 

plained Lonergan's method of self-appropriation in terms 

of these four levels of consciousness; we must now seek 

to understand them in a theological context. Self¬ 

appropriation is a continuous process of intellectual, 

rational and religious growth. Such growth may be observed 

in the heightening of consciousness, as one becomes in¬ 

creasingly attentive, intelligent, reasonable, and 

responsible. These four transcendental precepts are to 

be found in the theologian as well as the philosopher or 

scientist. Lonnrgan emphasizes that his method of 

cognition "will be relevant to theology for theologians 

always have had minds and always have used them. It will 
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not be, however, the whole of theological method, for to 

it there must be added the specifically theological 

8 
principle that differentiates theology from other fields." 

The transcendental precepts express a human commonality 

found in all cognitive activity. Lonergan’s theological 

methodology understands the knowing subject in terms of 

an inclusive and invariant pattern of knowing. 

Lonergan describes the foundation of modern science 

in terms of his transcendental methodology. From this 

point of view, it does not inhere in a group of first or 

second principles, but is to be understood as a human, 

concrete, and dynamic movement of life. Science generates 

knowledge of concrete and existential realities. In short, 

Lonergan’s method is a set of normative patterns "of re¬ 

lated and recurrent operations with cumulative and pro¬ 

gressive results,Lonergan invokes a religious principle 

to differentiate his theological orientation from that of 

the philosopher or scientist. For him theology is a set 

of related and progressive operations which cumulatively 

build towards an ideal goal. Theology is not a simple or 

single act but rather a complex and specialized series of 

10 
interdependent sets. These in turn are related to the 

basic structures of the mind* understanding, judgment and 

11 choice, 

Lonergan emphasizes method rather than methods in 

theology, because of its relation to the basic structure 
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of human knowing. To be sure, theology cannot avoid in¬ 

quiring about the influence of religion on man, events 

and objects. It mediates man's encounter with the past by 

moving beyond texts and other materials. The theologian, 

informed by past events, must encounter problems in his 

own day and take a stand towards the future. 

Lonergan lists eight specializations or functions: 

research, interpretation, history, dialectic, foundations, 

doctrines, systematics and communications. Theologians 

performing these are viewed as operating on the four levels 

of consciousness. For example, in systematics one must 

experience, understand, judge, and choose, even as he seeks 

to comprehend church doctrines. Thus, Lonergan believes, 

theology as a science can advance only in terms of the 

structures basic to human knowing and choosing. 

The Foundational Question 

Lonergan's attention is directed to foundational 

questions. Theology has a root structure of recurrent 

and related patterns which must cumulatively and pro¬ 

gressively proceed towards a goal. It is no longer a 

field of study that can be understood by any one theologian, 

as in the great systematics of Aquinas and Calvin. In 

short, contemporary theology must orientate itself towards 

greater specialization. 

David Tracy points out that theological methodology 
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Is foundational, and that 

...foundational refers to the theological 
functional specialty dealing with the 
problem of the theologian on the level of 
Exlstenz (i.e., man's contemporary recog¬ 
nition of his time laden finitude, his 

. historicity) a problem which, In various 
ways, practically every major theologian 
since Schleiermacher (including, it seems, 
the neo-Orthodox and the neo-Thomists, in 
negative fashion, to be sure) has been 
attempting to resolve.^ 

Lonergan seeks to solve this problem by asking, "how should 

1 conceive philosophy of religious experience? I should 

say that it involves 1) a material component, viz., 're¬ 

ligious experience, ' and 2) a formal component, viz., 

'philosophy of'...."*'* 

Theological methodology, then, must possess both a 

philosophical and a religious factor. These two theo¬ 

logical elements are in turn linked to the historical 

revelation of the existential spirit. 

Higher Viewpoint in Theology; 

Theological Principle 

Belief 

In the previous chapter, Lonergan's treatment of a 

"higher viewpoint" was explicated in philosophical terms. 

His Insight uses the concept of belief as a higher view¬ 

point:- it becomes a methodological tool in transcendental 

philosophy. Belief is understood by Lonergan as a 

collaboration of mankind in progressive, accumulative, 
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Intellectual advancement and in the understanding of know- 

14 
ledge. True belief is to be discovered by understanding 

generic patterns and by setting forth a critique, of false 

beliefs. Five such levels are distinguished in the process 

of belief: 

1) Preliminary judgments or beliefs 

which deal with the nature and 

necessity of collaboration, such as 

the authenticity of the source of 

one's beliefs; 

2) an act of reflection, understanding; 

3) a consequent judgment of value; 

4) a consequent decision of man's will; 

5) an actual "yes" which is man's act 

of "believing in."^^ 

Collaboration, then, is an external act, a necessity in 

all cases. It is to be accompanied by an internal process 

of symbiosis, an "immanently generated knowledge and 

16 belief." To be sure, there may be many erroneous beliefs 

within this symbiosis of man, however the process' is self- 

correcting. 

Intellectual criticism of mistaken beliefs opens up 

new existential conditions. Lonergan notes, by qualifi¬ 

cation, that we are unable to solve the problem of evil 

completely; a higher solution is to be sought in faith. 

The higher viewpoints of faith and theology have a double 
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relevancy for the human sciences; Lonergan designates them 

as scientific because of an attitude of detachment and an 

unrestricted desire to understand. He believes that they 

can be applied to a multitude of Interferences such as 

bias, myths, counter-positions, and sin. These are to be 

changed and transformed by conversion to a higher viewpoint, 

which for the practitioner is theology. Lonergan em¬ 

phasizes that these higher viewpoints 

...take one beyond the fact to the 
reasons for conflict. Comparing them 
will bring to light just where 
differences are irreducible, where 
they are complementary and could be 
brought together within a larger whole, 
where finally they can be regarded 
as successive stages in a single pro¬ 
cess of development.^ 

Theology is a "workable" science and not a pseudo- or 

substitute empirical science. Its higher viewpoint opens 

up the complete existential contingencies of reasonable 

and intelligent answers to important questions. 

Conversion 

Conversion is an important methodological category 

for Lonergan and he invokes it in both philosophy and 

theology. He believes that its recognition is imperative 

for the correct and proper use of theological method. Our 

desire "to know" must overpower other desires that blind 

us to insights. Lonergan believes firmly that theologizing 

is a work of conversion, a turning-to-God who is grasped 

in faith. Conversion is to be understood as 
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...a transformation of the subject and 
his world. Normally it is a prolonged 
process though its explicit acknowledg¬ 
ment may be concentrated in a few 
momentous judgments and decisions. Still 
it is not just a development or even a 
series of developments. Rather it is a 
resultant change of course and direction. 
It is as if one's eyes were opened and 
one's former world faded and fell away. 
There emerges something new that 
fructifies in inter-locking, accumulative 
sequences of developments on all levels 
and in all departments of human living. 

Theology proceeds to work itself out on the second 

level of man's cognitional structures, as intellectual 

understanding seeking "probability." It operates through 

insight into data, intelligible understanding, noetic 

19 striving ,and intelligible verification. The theologian 

uses both genetic and dialectic methods to understand the 

formulations of the past. Historical consciousness and 

doctrinal development provide Lonergan with a fresh view¬ 

point. He proceeds from the medieval stance of "reason 

illuminated by faith" to a modern position of "method 

illuminated by faith." This gives him a new focus from 

which to differentiate between the various functions of 

positive, systematic and dogmatic theology. 

Lonergan argues that conversion affects conscious 

and intentional activities by structuring imagination and 

opening up symbols that stimulate the mind. It helps to 

accumulate understanding and direct judgments toward in¬ 

formed decisions. Conversion itself possesses cultural, 



144 

institutional and doctrinal levels. Reflecting on them, 

the theologian can thematize its movement of transformation, 

20 its beginnings, its growth, goals, and failures. In this 

way Lonergan's higher viewpoint contains structures of ex¬ 

periencing, inquiring, reflecting and deciding. 

Conversion does not center on revealed truth,as in 

earlier theology,' but rather upon the authenticity of the 

subject. An authenticity develops from its intellectual, 

moral and religious bases. Conversion is radical, dynamic 

21 and permanent. Lonergan warns that it cannot be under¬ 

stood as merely 

...knowledge of religious conversion, 
awareness of religious conversion, or 
propositions concerning conversions. 
It is simply the reality of the trans¬ 
formation named conversion and it is 
that reality, whether or not its subject 
has the foggiest notion of what it is 
or whether it has occurred.22 

This new experience of conversion results in changes 

of a person's values. There is a new awakening to beliefs and 

a transformation of outlook on mankind and the world. 

Lonergan explicates the different possibilities of ex¬ 

pressing religious conversion in Tillichian terms, as being 

grasped by an ultimate concern. It is described as a 

falling in love, self-surrender without qualification and 

a dynamic state which is prior to acts. For different 

confessional beliefs conversion may be understood 

differently. Lonergan understands it as God's love 
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absorbing the heart through the power of the Holy Spirit. 

Such a conversion is the gift of God's grace; it is the 

...total being-in-love as the efficacious 
ground of all self-transcendence, whether 
in the pursuit of truth, or in the 
realization of human values, or in the 
orientation man adopts to the universe, its 
ground or its goal. ^ 

Religious Experience 

In his Method and Theology, Lonergan gives high 

priority to the question of religious meaning, relating it 

to theological methodology. He finds that "a theology 

mediates between a cultural matrix and the significance and 

role of a religion in that matrix."^5 Religion belongs 

intrinsically to the patterns of man's conscious operations. 

By understanding man's condition of loneliness, Lonergan 

believes we can open up a human orientation on the realm 

of transcendental mystery. A man realizes himself by 

falling in love with another person; such a love may be 

understood anthropologically, but at the same time,God's 

love transcends the human dimension. Lonergan relates 

transcendental mystery to the classical concept of 

sanctifying grace. A "gift" of grace transforms one's 

horizon into a different form; there is a conversion in 

which man achieves a transvaluation of values. 
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Mystery 

Lonergan does not deny that it is possible to ex¬ 

perience the "love of God" without moving from the level 

of experience to religious knowledge. God is a known- 

unknown; the human-divine relationship remains to be 

clarified by theological structures. In its thematization* 

the element of mystery can never be exhausted or con¬ 

ceptualized away; this theological source is infinite. 

Mystery is always greater than the words we use in trying 

to express it. In agreement with existentialism, Lonergan 

does not seek answers to whether God exists or not. Rather, 

his questions are concerned with the individual's response 

to God's "gift" of love in experience. God-questions can 

be placed within whatever human context they may arise. 

But man must be understood as an "incarnate spirit" and 

constituted by his historicity. This means concretely that 

as a responsible human being, man is in control of his own 

life and the lives of those around him. 

Historical consciousness is not to be understood as 

a cognitional, epistemological and metaphysical idea, but 

rather as an anthropological one. Lonergan believes 

in a real ontological domain of reality constituted by 

common meaning. This domain is the subject matter of historical 

consciousness. The "incarnate spirit" of history unifies 

the many dimensions of human meaning carried by the various 

cultural advancements of mankind (inter-subjective, 
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artistic, symbolic and linguistic acts). Lonergan calls this 

unity, an "incarnate meaning," to show its personal sig¬ 

nificance for life, form, words, and behavior. In short, 

for him the. term "incarnate" has an existential and per¬ 

sonal sense. 

Divine and Human Love 

Lonergan defines religious experience in terms of 

being "in-love-with-God" in an unrestricted mode. Trans¬ 

formation dominates the existence of man's life compre¬ 

hensively and permanently. From his conversion man re¬ 

ceives newly transformed desires, fears, hopes, values, 

and decisions. Lonergan's "being-in-love-with-God" is not 

Spinoza's absolute love of wisdom, but rather a human ful¬ 

fillment of peace and joy. Such love seeks to bring about 

the divine kingdom on earth. Its absence, on the other 

hand, leads to despair and sin; the uniyerse is rendered 

meaningless and absurd.^6 

Divine love is a unique form of experience .without 

any conditions. A new consciousness at the level of 

faith transforms one's horizon, transvaluating life and 

knowing. One can now do good because of his state of 

"being-in-love-with-God." Lonergan speaks of a process 

2 7 
that "takes over the peak of the soul, the apex animae." 

Such "taking over" is evident in our changed attitudes and 

expressions of love, joy, peace, kindness, goodness and 
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self-control. Religious experience, inevitably, must be 

expressed objectively. Lonergan uses Mircea Eliade's 

structure of hiérophantes in his explication. In mankind's 

early history, distinct and isolated experiences objectify 

themselves in the gods of the moment. Other manifestations 

such as family resemblance, were expressed in polytheistic 

forms of religion. Religious experiences are associated 

with places and persons which in time result in holy places 

and gods. Lonergan finds common elements in later Western 

and Eastern religious expression. He both agrees with 

and accepts Friedrich Heller's conclusions concerning 

this field—the history of religions. Heiler lists seven 

areas of commonality in the expression of religion. 

Lonergan concludes that 

...there is a transcendent reality; that 
He is immanent in human hearts; that He 
is supreme beauty, truth, righteousness, 
goodness; that He is love, mercy, com¬ 
passion; that the way is love of one's 
neighbor, even of one's enemies; that 
the way is love of God, so that bliss 
is conceived as knowledge of God, union 
with Him or dissolution into Him.2** 

Lonergan maintains these common characteristics of re¬ 

ligious experience are implicit in "being-in-love-with- 

God." To be in love, is to be in love with somebody; it 

is to have love in one's heart as a gift, transcending one¬ 

self; in attention to the one loved, it allows a person to 

know what love is and so overflow into the neighbor's heart 

The final result, Lonergan believes, is a longing for union 
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with God. 

Transcendence and 
Immanence 

In religious growth there is a tension between the 

self as transcending and the self which is transcended. 

Lonergan acknowledges that in his structure'of "being-in¬ 

love" there is a dimension which can be repressed in 

asceticism. Such a repression may result in over-emphasis 

on transcendent mystery and lead to meaningless terminology 

in theology. In like manner, the immanent structure of 

religion may be over-stressed. In this case one may find 

an Aristotelean removed unmoved mover, remote and irrele¬ 

vant to any existential conversion. Lonergan advocates a 

religious "mean" similar to Aristotle’s golden mean, an 

authentic love, which will lead to man’s ultimate fulfill¬ 

ment through his capacity for self-transcendence. Other¬ 

wise, a misdirected love may lead to erotic, sexual, or¬ 

giastic, and demonic destruction of the self and society. 

In the dialectical process of religious development, there 

is a tension between authenticity and inauthenticity, as 

well as between the self as transcending and transcended. 

The objectification of religious experience through 

language is universal. According to Lonergan, religious 

language must be mediated by meaning and value. Prior to 

this there is only the unmediated experience of God’s 
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"love" and awe In man’s heart. Historically mediated 

meaning is conditioned by context, age,and person. The ex¬ 

pressed word is essential in religious experience. Two 

people in love that have not expressed their mental states 

objectively are not yet really in love! Silence means that 

both parties have not achieved the apex of self-surrender, 

which is essential to the experience of love. Revealed 

love stimulates and brings about a condition of "being" to 

both persons. 

The language of religious experience is personal, 

social, and historical. It is personal when there is an 

I-thou relationship between two persons; social, because 

there is a communal response to the same mystery of love; 

it is historical when its meaning is expressed objectively. 

Religious experience must be expressed clearly and speak 

in its own linguistic context. At the same time, the 

framework in which it is set must concretize meanings in a 

contemporary way.^ 

Faith 

Lonergan’s interpretation of religious experience 

emphasizes the essential role of religious love. It is in 

religious affection that a "knowledge of faith" emerges. 

This "faith-knowledge" arises from the experience of "being- 

in-love-with-God." Such knowledge has a unifying activity 

role on the first three levels of consciousness (experiencing, 
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understanding, and judging). Here we are dealing with the 

human responses which man makes to values. Faith is man's 

acting and performing as subject in concrete and existential 

modes of living. Faith is experienced as God's "gift" to 

the Individual. At this level of freedom the God-question 

is not whether He is or is not, but rather, will I accept 

Him or refuse Him? Will I respond to God's "gift" of love 

or not? Lonergan believes that after these questions have 

been answered by the "incarnate subject," other questions 

of God's existence and nature will follow in their own 

way. A transcendental value then transforms and changes 

man's whole existence in response to God's love. There is 

a new being in wTiich 

...men meet not only to be together and 
to settle human affairs but also to wor¬ 
ship. Human development is not only in 
skills and virtues but also in holiness. 
The power of God's love brings forth a 
new energy and efficacy in all goodness 
and the limit of human expectations ceases 
to be the grave.^0 

Decline and Decay in 
Culture 

In Augustinian terms, freedom is achieved through 

the faith which God grants to man. The faith-situation 

places the believer and his actions in a friendly world; 

faith aids in self-appropriation and understanding. Lonergan 

sees faith as a methodological tool capable of counter¬ 

acting both social and cultural decline. In a declining 
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culture the foundations may be eaten away by conflicting 

ideologies which have similarities to the classical 

movements of heresy. Disruption of this type cannot be 

overcome by propaganda or mere argumentation, but only by 

religious faith. It is the answer to our cultural ills 

because it frees human reason from bias and ideologies. 

Religious faith evinces hope and spiritual power which can 

stand up to the pressures of decadence in society. This act 

can be achieved only as man replaces his pride "by religious 

charity, by the charity of the suffering servant, by self- 

sacrificing love."^ Decline and decay in culture are due 

to the fact that man is weak and a sinner. Lonergan re¬ 

tains the structure of original sin in his theology. He 

finds sin to be a cause of social irrationality and ir¬ 

responsibility. There is a refusal to develop through the 

four levels of consciousness; thus a denial of self¬ 

appropriation and self-understanding. 

Lonergan distinguishes personal faith from re¬ 

ligious belief. In this way, he establishes a basis for 

an ecumenical meeting which allows for an encounter between 

different religions. Ecumenical foundations are present 

in the religions that possess the experience of mystery, 

love and awe. Even though religious beliefs may differ 

from one another, there is an area of "ecumenical union" 

beyond them. Beliefs result from value judgments based on 

religious commitments. One experiences what Rudolf Otto 
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designated as the Mysterlum Tremendum, an awfulness, over¬ 

poweringness, energy and love. Beliefs conflict and differ 

due to the many variants of culture and society. Theo¬ 

logical programs,Lonergan believes,must strive to 

thematize the ecumenical core of religious faith so that 

variants can be understood in different cultures. 

Three Basic Specializations 

The notion of "functional specialty" belongs to the 

essential structure of Lonergan's theological methodology. 

Traces of it are evident in both his early systematic 

theology and philosophy. It is possible that he came to 

emphasize their functions while working on specific theo¬ 

logical problems. Each of the many tasks outlined by 

Lonergan as "functional specialties" are actual operatives 

in contemporary theology. His goal is to establish a 

framework for collaborative theological work. Cooperation 

must avoid reductionism and compartmentalization. On the 

other hand, it must not replace the intellectual power of 

a charismatic theologian. 

Basic Areas of Theology 

Methodologically, Lonergan distinguishes three basic 

areas of specialization: 1) the field, 2) the subject, and 

3) the function. 

Field specialization operates by dividing and 
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subdividing data to be scrutinized. It is required by the 

multiplicity of knowledge and results in a division of 

labor. There are a variety of fields: Scripture, the 

Fathers, Councils, the Reformation, classical, and em¬ 

pirical periods. Similarly for Scripture, there is the Old 

Testament and New Testament, with Old Testament studies 

divided into history, prophets, laws, etc. The specialist, 

then, as Lonergan comments, is one who knows more and more 

about less and less.-^ 

The second division of specialization is by subject, 

as "it divides and studies the results to be taught in the 

3 3 different departments, subjects and courses." This special¬ 

ization stands in contrast with the first material classi¬ 

fication. Subject classification distinguishes the sub¬ 

jects taught in college departments. It draws divisions be¬ 

tween semantic languages, Hebrew history, and different re¬ 

ligions . 

The third stage of specialization is functional,; and 

derives from the two previous stages. Separate stages from 

data to results are identified: for example, when textual 

scholars discover a critical text they try to find out 

what was definitely written. The text is then turned 

over to an interpreter who seeks to learn its meaning. 

The historian begins to work on a third level, collating 

the interpreted texts and articulating a unified view of 

their meanings. These different levels of specialization 

are "intrinsically related" even though they are 
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"interdependent." The first parts of this process are in¬ 

complete apart from later achievements. In the total 

development they complement each other as they move closer 

to particular goals. Interdependence is essential to 

achieve results without bias. There is a connection 

between the fields of specialization and the classification 

of results. But, on the other hand, there must be a 

counter-force of unity as against the divisions of field 
A # 

specialization. Lonergan relates the field and subject 

specializations to two corresponding phases In theology- 

mediating and mediated. 

Mediating and Mediated 
Theology 

The first phase traces how the theologian encounters 

the Christian's past; phase two seeks to understand the 

present from a Christian's horizon. Each of these two 

phases evolves through Lonergan's four levels of conscious¬ 

ness: experience, understanding, judgment, and deliberation. 

They correspond to "the four functional and invariant levels 

of consciousness uncovered and thematized by transcendental 

method." Each level of consciousness, moreover, seeks 

its own particular but Interrelated goals. The theologian 

certifies his data in experience, seeks to understand them, 

and in understanding them tries to establish the facts in 

judgments. He must decide what is to be done with the 

knowledge he has accumulated. The movement of inquiry 
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(theologian) allows each level to function in the 

operation appropriate to its level of consciousness. The 

search, for knowledge requires one to consciously perform 

on each level of consciousness. Discovering the objects 

of the first level of consciousness (where are the data?), 

the theologian then proceeds to the level of decision 

and affirms what this data "is." 

Mediating and mediated means that the theologian 

first listens to God's Word and then gives witness to it. 

The theologian both in accepting tradition and passing it 

on, is performing an intentional activity. Lonergan's 

first phase of theology gives rise to the functional 

specialty of research, and in phase two, to communication. 

After the theologian achieves insight into his data, the 

specialty of interpretation emerges. In phase two (the 

second level of consciousness), the functional specialty 

of systematics arises. On the third level of conscious¬ 

ness, judgment accepts or denies hypotheses constructed to 

account for data. Phase one in theology treats of history, 

and phase two, theological doctrines. The theologian's 

decision and commitment comes at the last level, but he 

must have already acknowledged the values and means by 

which decisions can be realized. Hence, for theology, 

phase one contains the specialty of dialectics, and 

phase two that of foundations. (Diagram II, p.41 ) 
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Functional Specialties 

Research 

Research, the first functional specialty, supplies 

Important data to the theologian. Lonergan draws a dis¬ 

tinction between general research and special research. 

The first is concerned with the data obtained from 

archaeological artifacts, such as sites and manuscripts. 

On the other hand, special research treats of the doctrines, 

teachings of an individual, and/or particular questions in 

history. Lonergan's claim is that 

...doing research, whether general or 
special, is always a concrete task that 
is guided not by abstract generalities 
but by the practical intelligence generated 
by the self-correcting process of learning 
by which also we acquire what we call 
common sense.^6 

Interpretation 

In the second specialty, interpretation, one seeks 

the meaning of written texts. The historical context is 

fundamental as a level of thought conditioned by circum¬ 

stances, intentions, temperament and the personality of the 

writer. The results of this functional specialty appear in 

the form of commentaries and monographs. Here Lonergan 

enters the contemporary debate on hermeneutics. He points 

out that the function iof interpretation 

...is an enterprise replete with pitfails 
and today it is further complicated by the 
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Importation of the problems of cog- 
nitional theory, epistemology and meta¬ 
physics. 37 

Interpretation has the definite goal of understanding 

the text; the first phase of theology. The exegete must 

judge how correct his understanding is and propose a 

"correct" meaning. A comprehensive hermeneutical program 

demands that we understand the object to which this text 

applies, the use of words contained in it, and the in¬ 

tention of the one who made use of them. More than this, he 

must understand himself before he sets out to interpret the 

meaning of objects, words, author, and correctness of in¬ 

sight. At this point Lonergan articulates his principle 

of the "empty head." The exegete must leave aside per¬ 

sonal views, observe the object only, and interpret him¬ 

self authentically. The theologian, in the performance of 

this functional specialty, cannot impose his own. personal 

experiences on the author of the text as he strives to 

understand it. Lonergan does not mean that the exegete 

must possess a narrow horizon from which to work, instead 

he must have a deep and wide sense of experience. Depth 

and width in experience allow him to make an informed 

judgment with clarity of meaning. 

History 

The third functional specialty is that of history 

which assumes the previously established meaning of the 
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Interpreter. Research seeks to discover what really 

happened in a particular historical event. While the 

exegete argues about the meaning and motives behind 

Columbus' discovery of America, the historian interprets 

the event as a historical factuality. Without a 

differentiation between meanings and facts, the theologian 

would be left with hundreds of different meanings for one 

3 8 historical event (the divisions of Christianity). 

The historian's first concern is the person, place, 

event, and period. Secondly, it is with the questions 

of where, who, and what. "It makes as specific and precise 

as possible the more easily recognized and acknowledged 

features of human activities in their geographical distri- 

bution and temporal succession." Alongside such basic 

history, Lonergan identifies special and general histories. 

Special history studies the problems of culture, religious 

institutions, mores and doctrines. On the other hand, 

general history is an ideal type because it endeavors to 

present a total world conception in the Hegelian sense. 

However, unlike Hegel's system, Lonergan possesses a "con¬ 

crete setting" and is concerned only with approximations to 

an ideal type. Theology presupposes basic history, but its 

essential emphasis is on the doctrinal element. Doctrinal 

history, however, has antecedents and consequences in the 

cultural, institutional, and in aspects of Christian experience, 

chruches and sects. General history is important, Lonergan 
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believes, because Christians must understand experience 

within a total view. 

Human behavior reflects particular and concrete ex¬ 

perience. On the other hand, meaning must include the 

general and the universal. Different elements of meaning 

can be united, distinguished and developed. They can also 

emerge, resist and decline. Structural and material in¬ 

variants affect the carriers of meaning (art, language, 

inter-subjectivity, religion). Meaning is the task of the 

exegete, whereas the historian's objective is to understand 

"what was going forward in particular groups at particular 

places and times.Lonergan contends that this "going 

forward" must imply development, growth, decline, and des¬ 

truction. The historian at work must be 

...concerned with the drama of life, with 
what results through the characters, their 
decisions, their actions and not only be¬ 
cause of them but also because of their 
defects, their oversights, their failures 
to act.41 

. Dialectics 

Lonergan's fourth function is that of dialectics. 

After establishing the data of research and interpretation 

of historical facts, the theologian must come to terms with 

the dialectic process itself. He realizes that there are 

many different interpretations, both implicit and explicit. 

These appear, for example, in the Christian understanding 

of both Old and New Testament data. Dialectic concerns 
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Itself with, both the Internal and external conflicts of 

historical thought. Conflict must be valued differently 

than in the apologetics of the classical theologian. As 

David Tracy points out, it is "an authentically ecumenical 

theological enterprise.Theological dialectic treats 

of significant similarities, differences, and. agreements 

in the various topics under discussion. By such a process, 

the specialist can find a scientific mode to deal with 

religious and historical events. Lonergan designates this 

act "conversion" and urges that it mediates through the 

dialectical process. Conversion upholds the possibility of 

understanding the religious moment in the present and 

the past. It is by dialectic that the inquirer evaluates, 

decides, and opens up his mind to God's gift (conversion). 

He has heard the Word of God as it was revealed to man in 

the past. Understanding the dialectical conflict 

through religious dimension the theologian proceeds to 

personal faith decisions in conversion. 

Lonergan insists that to debate on particular topics 

one must first sort them out intellectually. In this way 

he discovers the underlying reasons for the dialectical 

structures in theological arguments. The dialectical 

method strives to realize 

...a comprehensive viewpoint. It seeks 
some single base or some simple set of 
related basis from which it can proceed 
to an understanding of the character, 
the oppositions and the relations of the 
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many viewpoints exhibited in conflicting 
Christian movements, their conflicting 
histories and their conflicting interpre¬ 
tations . ^ 

Horizons that derive from dialectics are formulated 

in terms of past achievements. Frameworks identify the 

conditioning and limiting factors in our future develop¬ 

ments. Horizons are complementary because each man can 

live in his own world. Yet interdependence is required for 

accumulation of knowledge in a working community. 

Genetically, horizons are related in successive levels of 

growth and development. Dialectically, however, they con¬ 

flict with each other. They are dynamic structures of 

learning, that constantly assimilate and organize themselves* 

Human action and thought stand within the framework of a 

given horizon. They are the lived experience of arguments, 

reasons, clarifications, and goals. New knowledge is placed 

within this context; our horizon sets the boundaries for 

assimilating further information. Yet one horizon may 

give way to another in the dialectical conflict of thesis 

and antithesis. 

Moreover, conflict in one's horizon can be overcome 

by intellectual, moral, and religious conversion. Dialectic, 

in Lonergan's terms, is 

...a generalized apologetic conducted in 
an ecumenical spirit, aiming ultimately 
at a comprehensive viewpoint, and proceed¬ 
ing towards that goal by acknowledging 
differences, seeking their grounds real 
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and apparent, and eliminating super¬ 
fluous oppositions. 

Foundations 

Lonergan*s fifth functional specialty deals with 

foundations. Objectifying his Christian conversion, the 

theologian establishes a foundation and basic horizon. 

Horizon,as pointed out earlier,is a maximum field of 

vision from a determinate standpoint with both subjective 

and objective poles (each one determining and determined 

by the other). The theologian qua theologian performs 

within the context of this religious horizon by seeking to 

objectify his vision and insights. Lonergan emphasizes 

that it is important that he critically and theoretically 

understand himself as he shapes his presuppositions, 

methods,and structures into a thematic form. Contemporary 

methodology requires that he rethink theological structures, 

examining their foundation in the self. Theological 

schools today exhibit theological rethinking in their new 

forms of thematization and objectification (Heideggerian, 

Whiteheadian, Hegelian and linguistic structures). 

Lonergan argues that such thematization requires a trans¬ 

cendental methodology. His own categories emerge from his 

union of Thomistic and post-Kantian philosophy. 

Lonergan argues that religious conversion determines 

the significance and meaning of foundation in those 

functional specialties. Conversion is three dimensional; 
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it ts "a transformation of the subject and his world." 

Existential, communal, and historical, it must adapt it¬ 

self to the many evolving circumstances, and situations of 

different ages and cultures. Its transformation affects 

the person totally on each level of consciousness. 

Lonergan writes that conversion 

...directs his gaze, pervades his 
imagination, releases the symbols 
that.penetrate to the depths of his 
psyche. It enriches his understand¬ 
ing, guides his judgments, reinforces 
his decisions. But as communal and 
historical, as a movement with its own 
cultural, institutional, and doctrinal 
dimensions, conversion calls forth a 
reflection that makes the movement 
thematic, that explicitly explores its 
origins, developments, purposes, 
achievements and failures. ^ 

The specialty of "foundations" is the outer side of con¬ 

version, and is not a doctrine in itself but rather the 

horizon within which doctrines are understood. 

Foundations, then, are oriented on the fourth level 

(see Diagram II) of evaluation, deliberation,and decision. 

It is here that we express our existential structure in 

decisions "for" or "against" data. At this highest level 

of man's consciousness he affirms his existence. His 

decisions are conscious acts; they concern man's personal 

horizon and world view. Foundation thematizes the basic 

horizon from within the theologian's own framework. This 

subjective pole is the inquirer's intellectual, moral, 

religious,and Christian conversion. The objective pole of 
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one's horizon is the explication of conversion forms in 

systematic order (theology). 

Doctrine 

Following the first five functional specialties, 

the question of "doctrines" arises. Lonergan argues that 

they depend on the previous developments. He believes 

that 

...doctrines stand within the horizon 
of foundations. They have their precise 
definition from dialectic; their positive 
wealth of clarification and development 
from history; their ground in the inter- ^ 
pretation of the data proper to theology. 

Doctrines are positioned on the third level of conscious¬ 

ness; they are on the level of judgment. Elements of the 

Christian tradition, councils, and church statements are 

the doctrines that are affirmed "incompletely but truly 

48 (i.e., really)." Judgments of fact and value are expli¬ 

cated in their affirmations. They have their background in 

church history, in the actualization of intellectual, moral 

and religious conversions of the early Christians. It is 

this background against which they affirmed their basic 

Christian beliefs, even as it allows contemporary theologians 

to theologize. Within the affirmation of Christian tra¬ 

dition, Lonergan finds the seed of continuity which relates 

the theologian's performance to the Hellenistic world church. 

David Tracy holds that this unique continuity runs 

from the Chalcedon structures of Christ's hypostatic union 
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in the nature-person motif to both Schillebeeck's and 

Rahner's categories of Christ as "presence-in-the-world." 

Lonergan sees medieval systematic theology as an 

attempt to organize and infuse coherence into a multitude 

of various Scriptural and traditional materials. Looking 

for a framework of coherence, medieval theologians were 

led to the philosophy of Aristotle. Aquinas used the 

Aristotelean framework in understanding the Christian 

horizon. Today, methodological problems within conflicting 

perspectives (Augustinians and Aristoteleans, Thomists and 

Scotists, Catholics and Protestants) must be resolved, by 

a theological method that answers essential philosophical 

questions. For Lonergan, these include: What is one doing 

when one is knowing? Why is doing that knowing? and What 

does one know when one does it? Along with these 

philosophical questions, the theologian asks what he is 

"doing" when he performs theologically, Lonergan urges 

that the theologian in doing theology must envisage 

...the Christian witness, the diversity 
of human cultures, the differentiations 
of human consciousness.^ 

It is not the content of theologies that Lonergan is con¬ 

cerned with, but how the theologians have operated in 

"doing" their work. His view of the field has similarities 

with Wittgenstein's later concept of philosphy; both see 

their fields of activity as "forms of life." 
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Doctrine Is not known priori but rather it is 

a^ posteriori structure in the theologian's research, inter¬ 

pretation, history, dialectic and foundations. Lonergan 

premises that there is a structure of intelligibility 

immanent in the development of doctrine. A historical 

dialectic must clarify and open up doctrines to a syste¬ 

matic appraisal. The understanding of truth may arise 

when the falsity of doctrines has been stated and negated 

in the dialectic process. 

Lonergan makes a distinction between dogmatic and 

doctrinal theology. The first, in its classical form, 

affirms that there is only one, true statement. Doctrinal 

theology, by contrast, is historically oriented. The 

meaning of its propositions depend on the historical con¬ 

text. It is acknowledged that a single doctrine may be 

expressed in many different ways and contexts. Doctrinal 

theology seeks to develop these differing outlooks into a 

systematic vision. 

Systematics 

Lonergan's séventh functional specialty envisages 

the clarification, classification, and unification of 

doctrines in a systematic form. This specialization had 

an important place in the achievement of the Middle Ages. 

Lonergan emphasizes that Aquinas' work explicated tfre 

Scriptural and doctrinal beliefs of his period in strict 
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technical language. The modern theologian also requires 

a systematic stance—he must discover the most appropriate 

language and theoretical techniques. He is justified in 

using whatever philosophical context (whether it be 

Heideggerian, Whiteheadian, or linguistic structures) 

necessary to express his religious beliefs. It is the task 

of theology to 

...work out appropriate systems of con¬ 
ceptualizations, to remove apparent in¬ 
consistencies, to move towards some grasp 
of spiritual matters both from their own 
inner coherence and from the analogies 
offered by more familiar human experiences. ^ 

Systematics is meaningless apart from an understanding of 

the realities which are affirmed in doctrines. An under¬ 

standing of mystery, Lonergan argues, belongs to the 

essential function of systematics. Theology is not a form of 

proof that is added to doctrines; doctrine itself must be 

initially accepted. Accepting the established facts, the 

theologian must then proceed to work out their comprehensive 

unity. Calvin's Institutes is an example of this syste¬ 

matic achievement. He organizes the knowledge of God which 

is the basis of his vision into one comprehensive system. 

Calvin made a systematic totality of the Apostle's Creed. 

The divisions of his Institutes corresponds to its four 

parts—the Father, Son, Holy Spirit, and Church. 

Such a procedure gives one a comprehensive under¬ 

standing of faith, and at the same time,a framework is 
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is provided by which we can "do" theology. Classical 

systematica which emphasizes proof is superseded by 

Lonergan's concreteness of method. The essential factor 

of this concreteness is "conversion." It is conversion 

that changes existential being, allowing an openness to 

new conclusions and principles. Lonergan looks for a 

transition from the abstract to the concrete, from proof 

to conversion. If the aim of systematics is "understanding, 

then it must present a single unified whole and not two 

separate parts that tend to overlook the primacy of conver- 

51 sion and tend to over-emphasize the significance of proof." 

Systematics, like the previous functional specialty, 

seeks truth and understanding. Doctrines are intended to 

give a clear and precise affirmation or denial of religious 

beliefs. On the other hand, more than at the earlier 

stages, affirmation of truth is the primary concern. 

Systematics brings about understanding of religious 

realities through the clarity and distinctness of affir¬ 

mation. "Man" knows that his understanding is only "probable" 

because of his temporality. Yet it can no longer be viewed 

as simply static in nature, as in the medieval period. 

Systematics possesses a continuity in its develop¬ 

ment. At the same time it necessarily postulates a re¬ 

vision process. Lonergan states that 

...theological development is fundamentally 
a long delayed response to the development 
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of modern science, modern scholarship, 
modern philosophy 

Communication 

Lonergan puts communication at the last level of 

functional specialty. It is "theology" expressed in its 

"external relations." Communication arises when the pre¬ 

vious functional specialties are carried out "correctly." 

The theologian, in "doing" theology, must he willing to 

collaborate with the achievements and methods of both 

scientists and philosophers. If he reverts to classical 

systematics his position will become reductionistic and 

simplistic. Knowledge does not belong to any one science 

or profession, but rather to a multitude of various de¬ 

partments and sciences. The scientist and theologian 

need interdisciplinary contact to grow and develop. 

Lonergan enumerates three kinds of communication 

in which the theologian must become involved: 

(1) There are interdisciplinary relations among 

language, literature, other religions, natural sciences, 

human sciences, philosophy, and history. 

(2) The cultural transposition that theological 

thought has to develop if religion is to be accepted by 

different men in different cultures and classes. 

(3) There are adaptations required to actualize 

to the maximum the use of all media of communication, no 

matter in what time or place. 
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A theologian's contact with twentieth century in¬ 

tellectual movements must, therefore, depend on his ability 

for interdisciplinary relations, cultural transformation 

and adaptation to today's media. 

Christian theology requires the communication of 

Christ's message. Lonergan stresses that this message is 

the special "internal gift" of God's love for man. The 

seed of this message is what the Christian believes, be¬ 

comes, and does with his life. For the theologian to com¬ 

municate the constitutive meaning of his belief, he must 

firat of all live by it in a Kierkegaardian sense. His 

understanding includes the use and awareness of the seven 

previous functional specialties. Being able to live a 

meaningful life is to be able to know, understand, and 

share in its existence. 

To relate his message to other people and places, 

the theologian must expand his horizon. This horizon is 

not crudely superimposed on or disruptive to a society. 

Instead, it must adhere to "a line of development within 

the culture."^ Lonergan cautions that Christian mission¬ 

aries have in the past preached not only Christianity, but 

their own culture. Such communication has been said to be 

of double benefit to the so-called primitive people (true 

religion and true culture). More empirically, he must 

recognize the existence of the many cultural and social 

traditions. The cultural differentiation of consciousness 
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is neither to be promoted nor denied by the theologian. 

Instead, it may be assimilated and used as an instrument 

for communicating one’s message. 

The Church 

The Christian Church is a society and constituted 

community. Lonergan argues that it is also a structural 

process and an outgoing movement that exists for both man 

and mankind. This process is a movement toward the re¬ 

alization of the kingdom of God in human society and in 

the next life. The message communicated by the Church is 

the redemptive process of Christ as God. Christ is the 

crucified dead and risen Saviour. This message has two 

sides: God's love and man’s sin. Sin, as we have already 

pointed out, is the alienation of man's authentic being 

and denial of the transcendental precepts; it is a danger 

to the community and church. The gift of charity, which 

alone can relate man to authentic existence, is denied in 

alienation; it expresses itself in ideologies. 

Lonergan's listing of the functional specialties 

of theology objectifies the horizon implicit in religious, 

moral and intellectual conversion. He seeks real positions 

as well as an understanding of counter-positions. Lonergan 

believes th&t many of the ideological beliefs that have 

infiltrated the sciences must be expelled. Alienation and 

ideology he designates as forms of sin. Through 
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communication, the theologian looks for the destruction of 

man's alienation and the promotion of good in society. 

Before discussing the division of the eight 

functional specialties, it is important to state as clearly 

as possible the distinction between the theolpgian and the 

theological methodologist. The theologian performs on 

each of the four levels of consciousness as the 

methodologist: he is attentive, intelligent, rational, 

and responsible. He may be concerned with one of the 

specialties in his particular field of study, but he will 

require the aid of all the functional specialties in the 

process of objectification. It is the spiritual responsi¬ 

bility of the theological methodologist to define the 

various tasks and to explicate these specialties. He is 

required to understand how they complement each other. 

Toward this end, he must contemplate, examine, and study 

the theologian at work. Lonergan emphasizes that 

...the concern of the methodologist is 
simply to present an account of the under¬ 
lying ideas and directives that seem 
relevant to such monumental efforts. ^ 

Such efforts include our self-understanding. 

Division of Functional 
Specialties 

Lonergan defines the functional.specialties by their 

different tasks, their different ends, means and 

achievements. Each function presupposes earlier 
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achievements In various specializations, hut is at the 

same time differentiated from them. The theological and 

philosophical tasks are for Lonergan a dynamic unity 

of human consciousness. He envisages a movement from an 

undifferentiated state to the differentiation of 

specialization; it is the integration of the eight 

functional specialties. Lonergan's first division is 

between phase one, in which the theologian listens to 

the Word, and phase two, in which he commits himself to 

it. He argues that to confront the past is to take up 

a position toward the future. Thus, the theologian 

who has assimilated the past is allowed to confront 

the problems of the present rationally.^ 

Intending Subject 

For Lonergan, theological development has a 

single unifying principle, namely, the "intending subject." 

Theology is a human science by which man tries to 

understand God and His creation in relation to man. Theo¬ 

logical methodology is a safeguard against any totalitar¬ 

ian approach by an individual theologian. On the other 

hand, theologians must guard as well against the dangers 

of reductionistic edifices. Theology is more than the 

expression and objectification of personal religious 

experience. Such a view is all too easily a form of 

solipsism. 
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Awareness is not merely of objects, but of the 

theologian as "knower" of some object. This cognition 

allows man to possess self-understanding as well as a. 

knowledge of God. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

Religion 

The objective of this thesis is not merely an 

analysis of Lonergan's method, but also to follow his 

methodological understanding of the subject. An analysis 

of Lonergan's transcendental notions allows us to identify 

his view of self-knowledge as a methodological tool. It 

is Lonergan's belief that the highest form of expression 

lies within a.religious dimension of the subject's "conver¬ 

sion" and "horizon." Having viewed the subject in terms 

of philosophical and theological methodology, our first 

objective is to understand the "self" from within the con¬ 

text of a religious horizon. 

Man is a self-transcending and "open-ended" being. 

On this basis knowing is an essential factor in self¬ 

transcendence. It is a process of learning, and question¬ 

ing, in order to advance to understanding and judgment. 

The judgmental level is transcended by asking what is good 

and what is not good for all subjects. But the human sub¬ 

ject is not just a knower; he is also a "doer." Self¬ 

transcendence is achieved in "doing" what is good. Lonergan 

177 
I 
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believes that the subject acts for itself, others, and for 

God out of love. Love is the motivating force for good in 

the world, which allows for man's self-transcendence. It 

motivates human fulfillment and development towards ultimate 

authenticity in life. For Lonergan "love of God" is the 

complete fulfillment and striving for transcendence. This 

is the reason why men seek to know. Man actualizes concrete 

existence when he reaches the stage of "giving" and "re¬ 

ceiving" love—a love that is provoked and fulfilled by 

responding to God's "gift" of Divine Love. Religion 

mediates man's actualization of existence because it allows 

man to reach God's love. This level is the apex of human 

development. We view such a conclusion as a vague ending 

to Lonergan's precise analysis of the cognitive subject. 

After moving through the cognitive, epistemological and 

metaphysical levels, he argues that only religion as a 

fulfillment renders man a complete being. Religion is the 

completion of man's cognitive program—the realization of 

human existence in the subject. Apart from this level* 

man's life remains sinful and "broken." 

Ultimacy and Authenticity 

Ultimate meaning, for Lonergan, lies in the intimate 

questions of life, death and human history. He hopes that 

his work will stimulate his readers to ask questions which 

lead to authentic living and belief in God. 
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Authentic living embodies a valid apprehension of 

what understanding is; this understanding transforms the 

subject so that he will seek veritas. Knowledge is of the 

"real," or that which "is," being, intelligibility, or God. 

Being, on the other hand, is the object of our questions— 

it is the inherent orientation of man's drive to know in¬ 

telligibility. The subject realizes then that he is not 

just a "knower" but also a "doer." The "real" as in¬ 

telligibility is the objective of one's desire to know 

(even as the good is one's objective in choosing). In 

converting truth into action, the theologian's life re-, 

fleets intelligibility in his actions and decisions. 

Lonergan argues that an intelligent being requires 

a correspondence .between the power of cognition and the 

realization of activity. Knowledge of God's existence 

poses behavioral implications for man's life. "Doing" 

good is motivated by love and charity. Both powers are 

partially constitutive elements for Lonergan's method, 

solving questions of human meaning. Love, as pointed out 

earlier, is man's primary means of realizing necessary 
t 

self-transcendence. Lonergan believes that the classical 

view of God, in, for example, Thomas Aquinas, provided 

the ground of being as absolute intelligibility. In man's 

search for and response to God, there is a disclosure of 

the divine reality which makes possible the working out of 

man's self-transcendence. 
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It is now possible to state directly what Lonergan 

has been implying in this context. He views religion as 

an a priori structure of human nature. Man in his quest 

for truth seeks an understanding of the meaning of life 

and its intelligibility. According to Lonergan, the 

answer lies in a transcendental ground of being. Man has 

self-transcendence through faith, hope, and love of God. 

Self-transcendence is a manifestation of man's faith in 

God's plan, his hope in the power of God!s design and self- 

sacrificing love. Such theological expressions are not 

philosophical bases, but they are deeply ingrained in 

Lonergan's religious faith and acceptance of revelation. 

Lonergan's system is an answer to the question of human in¬ 

authenticity. It is a solution to the problem of human 

meaning in terms of divine collaboration in history. The 

intelligibility of history is revealed in an act of 

meaning; man becomes more complete in himself when his 

actions are in accordance with history. His aim must be 

to develop as a total being—intellectually, morally, 

psychologically, and religiously. This requires fulfill¬ 

ment in more than simply temporal conditions, but rather 

in a relationship with'God in which self-transcendence is 

realized. Human "becoming" lies in authentic living—it 

is man's "knowing" and "doing" in history. Continuity in 

one's becoming requires the subject's striving to know 

through the process of cognition, to open up man and history 
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to God's will. Lonergan establishes the first affirmation 

philosophically; however his view of God acting in history 

is an affirmation of faith. 

Religion appears in Lonergan's methodology at the 

point of man's search for meaning. If the search* however, 

is not actualized then religion will remain latent in 

human consciousness. Differentiated consciousness is re¬ 

quired to understand the structures of religion within a 

horizon. The question still persists for the present 

author, as to why the <1 priori structures of the mind 

should be viewed as innate structures of religion. Latent 

structures of the mind are not necessarily religious be¬ 

cause their objects are called by this name. Designation 

of such priori structures as religious shows the scholas¬ 

tic and classical influences in Lonergan's thinking (he 

places essence prior to existence). In agreement with the 

Roman Catholic tradition he concludes that all men have an 

innate potentiality to achieve salvation. It is difficult 

to understand how this inherent religious dimension 

operating in the subjective horizon actually functions. A 

desire "to know" need not necessarily be a desire to know 

God. Why should the classical God be the object of cog¬ 

nition? --the ground of epistemology, and the being of meta¬ 

physic? Man possesses mental structures which are empty 

forms of the human mind that arise from man's belng-in-the- 

world. Although Lonergan does not speak directly of "a 
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priori” structures of religion, this is the intent of his 

concepts of "self-realization" and "man's openness to the 

divine"; implicitly they mean the same. 

Aristotle and Aquinas 

According to Lonergan, the divine structure in man 

is to be fulfilled by God's "free giving" of grace in the 

process of "a supernatural solution, to be just a man is 

just what man cannot be."'1' At this point his reasoning as 

a philosopher ends and faith takes over. Aquinas, using 

Aristotelean philosophy, sought to complete his system with 

the teachings of Christianity. His goal was to baptize 

Aristotle into the true Christian religion, thus transform¬ 

ing his philosophy. Lonergan strives to reconcile the 

human desire for absolute knowledge with the absolute in¬ 

telligibility of God by unifying our understanding with 

God's untelligibility. He believes that man has become so 

absorbed in the present situation that his knowledge of 

reality is impaired. His behavior and actions are in accord 

with this impaired reality. The impairment of reality can 

only be corrected by Christian revelation. For Lonergan, 

proof of God's existence, like "existential authenticity," 

requires a theologian to interpret the principle of verifi¬ 

cation loosely. The confidence he places in human reason 

goes beyond the boundaries of reason itself. He offers 

neither proof nor demonstration for his acceptance of the 
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Identity of being, reality and intelligibility. Rather, 

he looks for an act of belief as a personal choice and 

commitment when rationality is necessary to his argument. 

Ecumenism 

Lonergan's theological methodology allows for "open 

dialogue" between different traditions. His hope is that 

men will come closer together through knowing and under¬ 

standing. He looks not only for a growing-unity among 

Christian groups, but also between Christians and the Eastern 

religiona of China and India. The criteria of true 

religion, then, is to be found in Friedrich Heller's schema 

which identifies a common ground between the major faiths. 

However, there are clear and incisive warnings when 

religion is corrupted. Love of God may become erotic and 

demonic if one stresses the wrong priorities. Over¬ 

emphasis on transcendence or immanence may lead to remote¬ 

ness and meaninglessness in religion. Although Lonergan 

tries to retain both immanence and transcendence, he fails 

to balance them. His emphasis, however, on "religious 

structure," "openness to being," and "understanding of 

intelligibility" tends to stress the former structure. 
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Theory and Human Experience 

Immediate Implications for unity, at least in the 

Western tradition, are evident in Lonergan's fourth func¬ 

tional specialty (dialectics) . He proposes it as an 

ecumenical tool in that it will foster understanding of 

older controversial theology. For example, in Luther there 

is a denial of technical forms as used in theology, and em¬ 

phasis is placed on the subject's immediate understanding of 

Christ, the act of faith. Luther believed that the use of 

technical and systematic formulas to express one's religious 

experience would ultimately lead to a denial of its con¬ 

tent. There is justification in his rejection of formulas, 

but not in its extreme form. 

Lonergan, on the other hand, points out that theory 

must derive from human experience itself. He notes that 

Lutheran scholastics, recognizing a lack within their tra¬ 

dition, proceed to work out the complex consequences of 

Luther's theological insights in non-Biblical terminology. 

On the other hand, Lonergan believes that theory must arise 

at a certain point of development if theological clarity 

is to be gained from human experience. This theological 

principle holds for Luther as well as Aquinas. Theoretical 

religious statements may not be as suitable as Biblical 

language in explicating religious experience, yet they do 

prevent certain aberrations of worship and devotion. 
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Weaknesses may arise In this theological process (as has 

happened in Roman Catholic dogmatic theology) when the 

understanding of religious statements take on one form. 

Lonergan's methodology, however, allows for the possibility 

of expressing the same dogma in many different forms and 

from many different viewpoints. He also suggests that one 

must guard against the opposite vice when formulations are 

weak and are over-compromised. In such situation8» th® 

essential factors of one's religious faith may be lost. 

Neutral Method 

Dogmatic questions can be opened up to pluralistic 

and ecumenical discussion on these terms. Lonergan con¬ 

tends that his method is theologically "neutral." It 

...provides an operative framework within 
which different communions can do much in 
common, acknowledge differences, work back¬ 
wards to their roots, define issues with 
clarity and, where they still disagree, 
regard each other with genuine mutual 
respect.^ 

For method to be comprehensive within the theological field, 

it must include a technique for placing sources of conflict 

in the field of theology. This, in turn, allows for an 

"open texture" in ecumenism as it is carried out in the 

functional specialty of dialectics. Dialectical conflicts 

can be traced back to the various cognitive, moral, and re¬ 

ligious attitudes one possesses, and at the same time related 

to the concept of real, good and God. Dialectic reveals 
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differences in history and doctrine. Conflicts direct 

and separate institutions, faiths and men from one another. 

As related to ecumenism, dialectic works for an understand- 

3 
ing of conflicting beliefs, movements and interpretations. 

The theologian must accept the differences and 

plurality dialectics reveal. Common sense together with 

material from different disciplines will enlarge our field 

of understanding. It is clear that Lonergan is willing to 

accept the differences that separate men; however he is 

not clear on the validity of each belief itself. He has 

yet to come to terms with the fact that differences enrich 

other experiences. 

Cultural Differences 

In appraising the dynamics of dialectics, we must 

consider the analytic and synthetic power of Lonergan*s 

viewpoint. Theological understanding relates to truth per 

se as it is derived from God's revelation and from the 

teaching of the community (church). Historical theology 

embraces the dialectic process that takes place between 

the analytic and synthetic poles. In the writings of the 

early Church fathers the analytic form is the primary mode 

of theologizing. The struggle against heresy led to an 

analysis and expression of theology in dogmatic formulations. 

Scholastic thinkers used the synthetic mode to 

express themselves in theological summas. The dominance of 
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one pole led to the neglect of the other. Lonergan be-, 

lieves that theological method can safeguard the search for 

certainty and understanding by using both movements. It 

should avoid the Jansenistlc mold (theology In a patristic 

form of analysis) as well as the fundamentalist mode which 

would dogmatize Biblical thinking into a permanent form, making 

statements for all times and places. The analytic and syn¬ 

thetic modes must be understood alongside the historical 

structure of understanding. The development of dogma is 

a dialectic movement of these two processes. Performed in 

the Arlstotelean mode of the golden mean, it must avoid 

extremes. Moreover, an historical dialectical method 

allows theologians to articulate experiences proper to 

different cultures and peoples. In such a synthesis 

Lonergan hopes for the interdisciplinary unity of different 

sciences without their unique autonomy being lost. Such 

an approach reduces a field of chaos to an ordered whole. 

Data is brought into harmony by this method, problems are 

solved, and new areas of inquiry are set out for the one 

"doing” theology. 

God 

David Tracy remarks that Lonergan*s work represents 

a great "singular achievement" in the field of theology.^ 

No doubt it has its limitations and weaknesses. For 

example, some theologians see Lonergan as a synthesis 
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5 between the points of view of Schleiermacher and Barth. 

By others he is believed to be the theologian of the future 

and the greatest of modern thinkers. Such statements over¬ 

look his weaknesses, his problems and answers. His aim has 

been to explicate and understand God's Joeing in philosophical 

terms. However, he still works within the framework of 

transcendental Thomism. Therefore, a number of problems do 

not arise within his methodological horizon because of this 

adherence to Thomism. His view of an unrestricted act of 

understanding premises that it is one and the same thing 

to understand what being "is" and what God "is." Inquiring 

into the structure of cognitive being, Lonergan believes 

that he has discovered a unique knowledge of an intelli¬ 

gible, true, good, unconditional, necessary and personal 

being. For him "God" is an immanent and dynamic orientation 

in man's unrestricted act of understanding. Furthermore, 

such being is real and the real is being. Because being 

is completely intelligible, God must exist.^ 

If we do not accept, however, Lonergan's axiom of 

"being as completely intelligible," this proof is invalid. 

What is the definite experience which shows that a com¬ 

pletely intelligible or unrestricted act of understanding 

is possible for man? How can man verify that such a 

judgment is an unrestricted act of understanding, or, in 

more factual terms, how is such a thing as an unrestricted 

act of understanding made possible? A judgment which 
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'affirms all intellectual questions correctly is 

philosophically impossible. Lonergan himself recognizes 

that if one cannot affirm the existence of complete 

"intelligibility," the argument for God's existence is 

false. His stance, however, is the opposite because of 

his personal faith in God. How can Lonergan leap from 

finite intelligibility to complete intelligibility? He 

seeks to do so by distinguishing between finite and infinite, 

and transforming the infinite into finite terms. But the 

mind is a human product and can only know things of this 

finite world. What such phrases as the "pure desire to 

know," "the dominance of the unrestricted desire to know," 

or the "demand for a pure disciplined life style," have to 

do with the proofs of God's existence is not clear to the 

present author. 

Metaphysics 

Lonergan maintains that any metaphysical schema 

that is contrary to man's natural mode of knowing will lead 

either to its own reversal or to meaningless questions. 

It Is on man's cognitional activity that he constructs his 

philosophy. If one's capacity to know is "distorted by 

oversights and by mistaken orientations,"^ it is from a 

misunderstood cognition. Lonergan tries to formulate an 

interpretation which is congruent with the latent meta¬ 

physic implicit in our cognitional process. An explicit 
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metaphysic must not contradict our implicit way of knowing. 

Does Lonergan actually build his structures on this 

cognitional base? Metaphysics depends on isomorphism— 

the correspondence between knowing and being. Matter, 

form, and act, shape the elements of man's experience, 

understanding and judgment. Lonergan argues that there is 

a correspondence in 

...the isomorphism that obtains between the 
structure of knowing and the structure of 
the known. If the knowing consists of a 
related set of acts and the known is the 
related set of contents of these acts, then 
the pattern of the relations between the 
acts is similar in form to the pattern of 
the relations between the contents of the 
acts. This premise is analytic.® 

Such an analytic proposition is, for Lonergan, a complex 

act of cognition of an explanatory rather than descriptive 

nature. The pattern of relations between the acts of 

knowing is similar in form to that of the relations 

between the contents of these acts. At this point 

Lonergan passes to the structure of the thing-in-ltself. 

In such a context isomorphism is essential for any truth 

or knowledge. However, if one adheres to the Aristotelean 

structures of potency, form, and act as constitutive 

principles of being, it appears to us that Lonergan is 

left without a metaphysics. It is impossible to merely 

postulate an isomorphic structure between understanding and 

form without first analyzing given objects (look, dog, 

stone, etc . ) . 
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Criticism: Philosophical Forms 

Lonergan Is vague in describing what forms are. 

For example, he writes that, "If one wants to know just 

what forms are, the proper procedure is to give up meta¬ 

physics and turn to the sciences."® Metaphysics, then, 

need not be concerned with philosophical details. Tra¬ 

ditional philosophers have argued about whether the know¬ 

ledge of forms belongs to metaphysics or to the philosophy 

of nature. Still they have agreed that they belong to 

philosophy. The danger of such a position is an over¬ 

emphasis on science (positive science) at the expense of 

metaphysics. Lonergan*s narrow understanding of 

philosophical forms endangers not only the positive 

sciences, but metaphysics as well. It is only through the 

acceptance of these forms that the methodological approach 

can retain a wider understanding and intelligibility. 

Lonergan sets out particular "elements" of central 

and conjugate potency, form, and act in his metaphysics. 

Such "elements" are not identical with Aristotle's cate¬ 

gories as classical physics (reliance on sensible qualities 

as sensed) is transcended by modern science. Modern 

science suggests that such forms cannot be known apart from 

understanding. In developing his position at this point, 

Lonergan makes use of modern mathematics in his methodology. 

In "set theory" the mathematician starts with a set of 
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elements and empty terms. Lonergan in like manner begins 

Insight with the question of "elements." A group of 

axioms related to these elements is postulated which in 

turn implicitly define their meaning. Such a method makes 

relationships rather than the terms of these relations the 

primary carriérs of intelligibility. It is such terms as 

mass, and force, rather than Newton's law of mechanics, 

which are in actual fact intelligible. The forms implicit¬ 

ly defined by basic laws of natural science make evident 

certain aspects of the formal intelligibility of the 

theory. Formal intelligibility is a construct of man's 

intelligibility and understanding; it is our mental 

structure projected upon data. In man's confrontation 

with reality, he seeks control by projecting order into 

chaos. We find no internal intelligibility that may be 

known in-itself. Against Lonergan, it must be denied that 

forms directly express intrinsic intelligibility of a being 

per se. They are not explanatory in the sense of express¬ 

ing a relation of things to other things per se. Lonergan's 

argumentation is a form of anthropomorphism by which man 

conceives his own constructs to be objects of nature. 

Cognition 

Our criticism must start from Lonergan's cognitional 

theory. Is his epistemology idealistic rather than 
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realistic, as he claims? 

An over-emphasis on the structures of knowledge 

rather than on content, allows him to conclude that our 

immediate insight treats not only reality but knowledge in 

itself. The gap between one's mental concept and objective 

reality is too readily overlooked by Lonergan. -One may 

grant that the world of objects independent of minds may 

have a truth value of its own; our knowledge depends on the 

adequacy between the object and idea. However, Insight, 

a term which Lonergan uses, is intellectual and not merely 

a question of sense data. Being is grasped in relation to 

its principles and causes. Knowledge is an intellectual 

process that ends in a judgment. Lonergan compresses 

Kant's distinction between the phenomena and the noumena 

into a single act of knowing. According to Kant, one can 

only know the phenomena—things that appear to us—but one 

can never know the noumena or thing-in-itself. Lonergan 

rids himself of this dualism by emphasizing that the 

noumena and phenomena are one reality (the thing-in-itself). 

Things as they appear before us (phenomena) are also things 

in themselves. It is at the virtually unconditioned 

judgment of the third level of human consciousness that 

Lonergan finds a true knowledge of objective reality. 

Whether Lonergan is dealing with noumena or merely forms 

which the mind imposes on objective reality is a question 
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he does not clarify In detail. 

Lonergan over-stresses the cognitive schema in his 

system and leaves the question of objective reality aside. 

One must accept from this that he projects constructual 

intelligibility on objects of nature rather than uncovering 

an immanent structure in reality. Intelligibility is not 

a structure immanent in being, but rather it is the 

immanent stroke of knowing itself. At most one can say 

it is contained within a man-constructed explanatory 

system formulated to understand, organize and systematize 

sense data. 

Traditional Model 

Lonergan's construct follows the classical idea of 

eternal and natural law. Aquinas interpreted natural law 

as a reflection of God's eternal law in man. Similarly, 

Lonergan believes that knowing is a finite imitation of the 

Divine Essence. As a finite intelligible being he re¬ 

flects the intelligibility of any infinite being (God). 

It is acceptable that intelligent activity is projected on 

nature by man. The data received by the intellect is 

transformed by superimposing an explanatory system upon it. 

Human intelligibility is man-made and not some reflection 

of a relationship to divinity. The divine mind is never 

reflected in man's finite intellect; otherwise the dis¬ 

tinction between finite and infinite could be dissolved. 



195 

Lonergan defines being as intelligibility which 

can be grasped by the subject in rational affirmation. 

He denies that any object or thing can be unintelligible in 

itself. His methodology disavows any existentialist who 

claims the reality of irrationality or absurdity in the 

world. On the contrary, he believes that they must affirm 

intelligibility even in its denial. Reality created by 

God must conform to the divine mind. Such Aristotelean 

reasoning emphasizes intellect as the primary act of 

creation—man is still a "rational animal." Whereas, 

Aristotle understood matter to be unintelligible, Lonergan 

has transformed it into intelligibility. Material things, in 

Aristotle's and Plato's sense (changing beings), are unin¬ 

telligible things. From Lonergan's viewpoint they are 

* strictly intelligible? otherwise they would be non-being. 

The complete intelligibility of being is anticipated, and 

this anticipation is used as a proof that being is com¬ 

pletely intelligible. Being, as completely Intelligible, 

would be known absolutely if all Intelligent questions 

about it were answered correctly. One finds such a 

premise irrational and unrealistic in application to 

existential situations. Concepts such as "completely 

intelligible," and "known completely," are too vague; 

they lack linguistic and conceptual clarity. Lonergan 

must listen to Wittgenstein's advice that ordinary 

language should be brought back from its metaphysical 
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flights to the everyday usage of where it belongs. 

Truth 

Lonergan answers the question of truth T>y his theory 

of correspondence. He believes that there is adequation 

between intellect and object, mind and being, meaning and 

meant. Such a premise has obvious weaknesses and faults. 

To accept Parmenides strictly in fact leads to a single 

semantic notion of truth; reality is not uncovered as it 

is in itself. Of course, linguistic structures are not a 

complete depiction of the world around us but rather a 

human effort to understand ourselves and the environment. 

Human knowing is a self-creative process actualized in 

history. Epistemology must include the forms of feeling 

and imagination, as well as the structures of sense per¬ 

ception and logic. Not only individual history but the 

entire collective history of the human mentality lies be¬ 

hind the actualization of abstract forms of conceptuali¬ 

zation and logic. Ernst Cassirer points out that man 

realizes truth in the progressive differentiation of his 

mental operations.*** Before he knows the object as 

corresponding to idea, he must undergo a long struggle of 

mental development. In short, language and concept have 

histories of their own. 
V 

Continuous changes in man's meaning correspond to 

changed conditions of life. In the dynamics of culture, 
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one discovers that many concepts believed to be inherent 

in language do not retain their original meaning permanent¬ 

ly. The fact is that language never merely reflects ob¬ 

jective reality alone; it expresses subjective forms that 

are shaped and twisted by the history of consciousness. 

Truth is the adequation of mind and object of human 

achievement reached through cognitive struggles. It allows 

us to see nature in terms of order and structure, 

finding meaning where there is only chaos. Such order and 
i 

structure are the basis for human confidence in scientific 

disciplines. Through it we cannot only know and use our 

surroundings but also understand our own reason as an 

immanent principle. 

Theological Methodology 

Karl Rahner has expressed a number of reservations 

about Lonergan’s theological method.^ Lonergan has 

formulated a theory that he believes is too "common," 

applying to every science and as such is not a true theo¬ 

logical method. A methodology has been so generalized as 

to lose its power, but it still takes examples from theology. 

Theological language itself has been overlooked and ig¬ 

nored in over-concentration on methodology. Rahner argues 

that theological language must always be connected with its 

own objects such as God, Christ, and mystery. It does not 

deal merely with sense data as other sciences. 
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Whatever truth there is in Rahner's criticism of Lonergan, 

it is too much a defence of old axioms and classical 

language. The full weaknesses of Lonergan's methodology 

does not appear in Rahner's concern. 

More important is the fact that Lonergan is not 

consistent in his application of the transcendental method 

to the "science of theology." His use of such terms as 

"being-in-love-with-God," "religious love," "grace," 

"happiness," "being-in-God" are difficult to correlate with 

his transcendental method or claim to start from sense 

data. Lonergan has stated that he places the initial 

point of his theology not in revealed truth, but in sense 

data. But he then falls to carry out his program of 

theological realism. In his view theology can assert it¬ 

self as a science among the sciences because the theo¬ 

logian participates in a process of intellectual, moral, 

and religious conversion. Man's judgment of fact atid value is 

transformed into new thought forms. Lonergan describes 

conversion as a bridge between philosophical and theo¬ 

logical methodology. Yet his exposition remains inadequate 

because it fails to explain mystery itself. His effort to 

give respectability to the science of theology has created 

a methodology independent of its subject matter. 
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Inconsistencies 

In terms of the sociology of knowledge, it is clear 

that Lonergan stands within the horizon of the Christian 

tradition. Inconsistency remains in his view of human cog¬ 

nition. Through self-transcendence, man discovers an in¬ 

herent absolute that gives a knowledge of God. At the 

same time he excludes the possibility of revisions for 

other starting points. Lonergan's first premise is that 

man is a being, "striving to know." Absolute knowledge is 

firmly based on the invariant structure of man's knowing 

operations. By objectifying these operations, the theo¬ 

logian is in the possession of dogmatic knowledge. Lonergan's 

interest is in method rather than methods, and he believes 

that he has discovered the absolute structure of cognition 

in man's "desire to know." Metaphysics on this view be¬ 

comes a permanent structure. Based on an absolute in the 

cognitive structure and the corresponding isomorphic struc¬ 

ture of the known, method is less dynamic than Lonergan had 

hoped. 

Lonergan's comprehensive schema leaves many theo¬ 

logical questions unanswered. His description of the func¬ 

tional specialties in theology leaves special autonomy for 

different fields of theological work, task, and performance. 

In such a framework the historian of dogma cannot claim a 

unique privilege any more than the exegete can. The same 

is true for other theologians working in different 
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specialties. Such a theory runs the danger of provoking 

uncontrolled separations within the various operations of 

theology. Of course, theologians working in one area, 

for example systematics, must perform their own research, 

seeking structure in traditional dogmas and church 

directives. Teamwork between the eight functional special¬ 

ties Lonergan lists is necessary in contemporary theology, 

and indeed it is superior to Karl Rahner's emphasis on 

isolationism. 

Theological cooperation is also a form of ecumenism. 

Lonergan has been praised by many non-Catholic thinkers 

such as Wolfgang Pannenberg and Schubert Ogden. Ogden be¬ 

lieves that modern Protestant thought is beginning to 

stress the metaphysical structures of religious experience. 

He finds this evident, for example, in the assimilation 

and application of Whiteheadian metaphysics. Lonergan's 

analysis of the metaphysical structures of religious ex¬ 

perience can offer an encounter with other traditions in both 

the questions he raises and the answers he has achieved. 

For him the "only method" in theology is not to have a 

"closed attitude." Less dogmatic than Rahner, he stresses 

the importance of "theological pluralism." In fact, he is 

not interested in the great synthesis which Rahner tries 

to achieve. Rather, Lonergan works with the problems and 

questions he believes to be of importance for contemporary 

man. In this context, he builds up a method and a system 
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which he finds fruitful in dealing with data. Yet one 

must not believe that Lonergan's analysis of the cognitive 

processes of the human mind provides an absolute and 

definite method for theology. In attempting to use method 

in this way, he goes beyond his own achievement, extending 

the cognitive categories too far. This procedure is un¬ 

acceptable in any modern theological methodology. There 

is, as Charles Davis points out, a dogmatic element that 

runs through Lonergan's complete writings and is not 

12 limited to his methodology. Similar opinions have been 

expressed by both Enda McDonagh and Wolfgang Pannenberg. 

McDonagh finds many Roman Catholic structures submerged in 

Lonergan's writings on method. Pannenberg believes that 

Lonergan moves toward an authoritarian,, dogmatic and super- 

13 naturalistic order in his thought. 

Criticism: Conversion 

Method, presented as a theoretical system, turns 

out to be dependent on "conversion" and faith." Lonergan 

informs his readers that a theologian's religious commit¬ 

ment or decision depends on his research, interpretations, and 

objectification. Christian action must look to the process 

of human reflection. The concept of "love" as a source of 

faith appears in the midst of his methodology, where it is 

described as a new form of knowledge. The questions raised 

relate to the essential differences between the Scotist 
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and Thomistic schools of thought. The latter, In the tra¬ 

dition of Aristotle, accepts the primacy of the intellect. 

Lonergan, it seems, adheres to this view. The Scotists, 

on the other hand, accept the primacy of the will in the 

tradition of neo-Platonic thinking. On this second 

position Lonergan is not clear. 

For Lonergan, the intellectual concept of conversion 

infers a heuristic structure which is to he filled in and 

completed by Roman Catholicism. Theology, for him, is a 

process of reflection on religious experience. It is the 

thematization of the first four functional specialties of 

his "phase one." In theologizing, he leaves aside phase 

one and argues instead for the traditional Catholic doc¬ 

trines in phase two. Lonergan's treatment of "doctrines" 

accepts the classical concepts of revelation and the in¬ 

fallibility of the magisterium. He reconciles these con¬ 

cepts with historical consciousness by identifying a per¬ 

manent structure of meaning. In this pattern the essential- 

structures of church dogmas remain outside the dialectics 

of history. 

History 

Lonergan's understanding of history seems to be in¬ 

adequate, especially at the philosophical level. With many 

contemporary neo-Thomists he treats Aquinas' thought as a 

special and ahistorical one. His own methodology, he believes, 
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ia already contained implicitly within the writings of 

Aquinas. Lonergan does not place himself within a tra¬ 

dition that arises out of the philosophy of history. In¬ 

volved in the continuity with Thomas Aquinas, he sometimes 

overlooks the philosophical achievements of other tra¬ 

ditions Cfrom Descartes to Sartre). He accepts the doc¬ 

trines of Aquinas as true. They are only to be perfected 

and further developed in his own philosophical and theo¬ 

logical thinking. Such a stance, however, is in fact a 

matter of his own confessional preference. Kant, Lonergan 

argues, does nothing more than objectify the transcendental 

method already implicit in Aquinas. 

Historicity 

Whether one philosophizes or merely exists, he is 

historically bound forheis an existential being in history. 

It is essential that the philosopher locate himself within 

a historical framework. He requires a tradition to think 

from; but why canonize it? Refusing to accept the his¬ 

toricity of philosophers and their methods, one will over¬ 

look the intellectual forces which influence them. Such 

forces shape and alter the history of thought itself. 

History is, in fact, submerged in Lonergan'.s philosophical 

and theological thinking. To treat the epistemological 

and metaphysical question of contemporary philosophy, we 

must take into account not only Aquinas and Kant, but also 
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Descartes and Heidegger. Refusal to take the historicity 

of philosophy seriously will lead the philosopher astray 

in critically questioning his own position. 

Our patterns of thought, activity and interest are 

molded by our generation, society and established mores. 

Occasionally, a tradition does give rise to thinkers who 

recreate the world in new terms that redefine the meaning 

of culture. Lonergan has described and synthesized un¬ 

individualized areas of knowledge in dynamic terms. This 

field is an expression of man's inner nature objectified 

in a scheme of the known and knower. Ideals do not reflect 

complete meaning but they are nonetheless realities out of 

which the world is created. In the treatment of such 

difficult problems, there is a need for self-criticism 

of the ideas that conflict with realities. Otherwise 

truth is mixed with fiction. Knowledge, however, can be 

distorted in our reflections and in the objectification 

of one's experience. 

Love, as Lonergan understands it, is a new field 

of meaning and knowledge which theological methodology 

reveals to man. On the other hand, he seems to overlook 

the fact that love is an experience which can also blind 

our vision and confuse truth. Lonergan's philosophy and 

theology are dependent on the subject as a system rooted 

in knowing. He premises that the knowing subject is 

intelligent, reasonable and responsible in his operations 
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and actions. Any Hegelian danger of over-systematization 

Is avoided by emphasis on the subject in terms of moral 

self-transcendence. At the same time, Lonergan's thinking 

depends on the concept of system. 

Knowing and Feeling 

The history of philosophy seems to show that the 

more rigorous a philosophical method the more .valuable and 

workable it is. Lonergan is aware of the force of a dis¬ 

ciplined method as well as cooperative inquiry as to what 

it means for the science of theology. Plato possessed a 

Pythagorean base from which to work. Descartes emphasized 

a Galilean base and Kant a Newtonian base. Lonergan 

looks for permanent philosophical and theological elements 

within the dynamics of man's cognition which can liberate 

him from his contemporary horizon. Aristotle synthesized 

and analyzed, the underlying logistics of Greek language 

and experience. Kant believed that by describing German 

structures of reality, he could reveal the nature of 

reality. Although linguistic structures are important to 

the understanding of reality, yet at the same time the 

categories of any one language do not necessarily provide 

a complete classification. Lonergan recognizes that one 

cannot understand completely without definition, nor can 

one reduce philosophical terminology to a single level of 

consciousness. A theologian may apply achievements from 
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other branches of knowledge to his field of study. His 

experiences from other levels of awareness must be 

assimilated and accumulated. He can find factual elements 

of the world revealed in the emotional states of feelings. 

In short, understanding is not to be over-simplified in 

one's efforts to understand and explain. Human experience 

has many facets: it is both cognitive and emotive. To be 

sure, Kant destroyed the naive realism which analyzed facts 

without taking the subject into account. On the other 

hand, Post-Kantian philosophical investigation does not 

overlook the subject as perceiver and knower. Lonergan 

finds that scholastic philosophers have committed this 

error in their study of the human soul which they regard 

as an object. 

Classical Model 

Lonergan believes that classical theologians have 

Often been confused by their own intellectual study, over¬ 

looking the subject as perceiver. Actually, the subject's 

mental activity possesses a human intensity of experience 

which the theologian cannot overlook. He recognizes the 

differences between man as moral, abnormal, subconscious 

and genius. The intensity of feeling, however, associated 

with one's existential moods is less conspicuous to the 

observer. This view is not a denial of Lonergan's 

acceptance of Aristotle's claim that man is a "rational 
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animal." He builds bis metaphysic on the premise that all 

men desire to know. We must note, however, that this desire 

need not be categorical and universally applicable for 

all men. Even if Aristotle can be defined as a "rational 

animal," this is not a sufficient reason to say that all 

men are rational. Oscar Wilde remarked that men are 

"rational animals" because it is they who ask and answer 

such a question. In the case of Lonergan, there is a 

highly logical and rationalistic thinker who is asking and 

answering his own questions. Man is a being who loves, 

hates, becomes frightened, and may sharpen his perception 

with drugs; reactions and moods differ in each individual. 

They even vary in the same subject at different times and 

places. Analyzing the data of one's experiences and 

moods in terms of Aristotle's or Lonergan's categories 

leaves many areas of human nâture untouched and unknown. 

Lonergan's schema of the four levels of conscious¬ 

ness answers many of the theologians' rationalistic ques¬ 

tions; yet, we must continue to believe that man is as 

much an irrational being as a rational animal'. 

Sub-1 ect 

The structures of Lonergan's theological 

methodology develops within patterns of set principles. 

He upholds the ideals of theological consistency, pre¬ 

cision and clarity. Yet, patterns of this nature are not 
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usually found In mathematical schemas. Mathematicians 

start from clearly defined axioms which conclude in 

definition and deduction. Mathematical systems make no 

claim to objective ultimates or explanations that give the 

quiddity of things. These ultimates are always relative 

to a particular system and framework. Among philosophers 

it was Descartes and Spinoza who sought to achieve a 

strict mathematical system as the framework for their 

philosophies. They failed to understand that their 

derivatives came from unconscious presuppositions. To be¬ 

lieve that one can achieve a systematized schema like that 

of mathematics in philosophy and theology is to evacuate 

them of their very existence and meaning. Such a system 

could never encompass self-appropriation of a person. 

Even if it had any relevance for the actual world, it would 

still remain an achievement of the human imagination. 

This point needs to be made in warning Lonergan's readers 

lest they be misled by the mathematical investigations in 

the first eleven chapters of Lonergan's Insight. 

Lonergan concentrates on mathematical thinking in 

these chapters in order to show the dynamic activity of 

man's cognitional process. He does not intend to turn 

the processes of the mind into mathematical forms nor does 

he develop philosophy and theology as mathematical systems. 

His aim is much simpler—it is to understand human cog¬ 

nition. 
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Although logical thinking is essential for Lonergan, 

he recognizes that this process depends on the subject's in-- 

sight into the sense of objects. The logical structure of 

his method is the antithesis of the normative pattern of 

man's knpwing. Although Lonergan is incorrect in believ¬ 

ing that man can know something exhaustible by a process 

of questioning, his analysis is still valuable in establish 

ing the creative directions by which one can "move back" 

his horizon. Credit is due to the philosopher who by his 

probing moves the limits of knowledge. Such operations 

do not require the holding of a certain set of opinions 

or body of knowledge. They are, rather, a methodology 

which allows the subject to be attentive, intelligent, 

rational and responsible. 

The theological methodologist seeks understanding 

as well as commitment; his search is like that of an ex¬ 

plorer who searches for an unknown known (heuristic struc¬ 

ture) . Inquiring and seeking from the known to the unknown 

is a method by which one can move from experience of data 

to the responsibility of affirming the "self." If man were 

to discover an object apart from such methodological 

realization it would be meaningless in Lonergan's frame¬ 

work. Discovery depends on the method one applies when 

seeking to know objects. It is thé "way" he seeks to order 

and achieve his desired goal of awareness, understanding, 

judgment and decision (self-appreciation) which gives him 
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his constructive character. 

Criticism: Methodology 

Lonergan, like the English poet Alexander Pope, 

believes the proper study of man is man himself. This is 

the fulcrum on which methodology moves in relation to 

philosophy and theology. Lonergan's interest in the work¬ 

ings and achievements of the human mind has been a 

perennial motivation in his works. He believes that life, 

as experienced by human beings, is the reality which is 

directly accessible to them and therefore they must seek 

to understand it. He expects that such understanding will 

have practical consequences, giving men greater control 

over their own lives. The aim of the transcendental 

method is to widen and enrich consciousness. This goal is 

sought through the reflection on the varied possibilities 

of experiences objectified in philosophy and theology. The 

methodological analysis of understanding allows the subject 

to know his own mental life as well as the inner life of 

others. Lonergan believes that philosophers and theo¬ 

logians have too often neglected this aspect of epistemology. 

Instead, they have concentrated on the awareness of physical 

objects together with the subjective element that enters 

into their understanding. Although the physical world has 

been too often presented as if it existed only by way of 

physical objects, it remains that the knowledge of these 
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things is through our intellectual investigation. 

Lonergan strives to explicate the significant experiencès 

that lie in our approach to nature, knowledge and other 

people. He finds that a distinctive form of methodology 

appears for theology at this point. It is clear that 

theology's presuppositions, aims and methods are not identi¬ 

cal to the natural sciences. On the other hand, they are 

not just a collection of subjective elements possessing a 

rigorous method of systematics. It is unfortunate that 

the word "science" today usually signifies only the 

natural sciences; in many cases logicians have adjusted to 

this intellectual prejudice. They take the position that 

the human sciences must conform to a rigorous empirical 

methodological model. Lonergan borrows the word 

"WissenschraftH from Wilhelm Dilthey to show that any 

organized body of thought can be represented as a science. 

A science may be any natural, mathematical, philosophical 

or theological body of organized knowledge. 

The English version of the word "science" does not 

have the broad meaning which the German word denotes. 

Lonergan believes that his theological methodology is not 

a pseudo-interpretation of data but rather a scientific 

discipline; it does not cease to be human because it is 

scientific. Such a position is acceptable if science is 

an effort to understand man and his reality. One must 

remember, however, that human nature is never 
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satisfactorily explicated Into static formulas. Han Is 

the changing product of the conditions within history. 

Self-Knowledge 

Theological methodology is a science of self- 

knowledge. Its concern is not merely logical relation¬ 

ships, definitions and establishment of terms. It provides 

a way of reflecting upon the subject's horizon, his pur¬ 

poses and presuppositions. Through it, one becomes aware 

of the tools that are available in other sciences and tra¬ 

ditions. This approach enables Lonergan not only to con¬ 

struct a consistent system, but to offer new insights for 

man's self-knowledge. His primary interest is both a 

logical system and the development of the'Human horizon. 

All systems, whether they be scientific, philosophical or 

theological, are "grounded" in the "self" as the foun¬ 

dation of science. Within the Lonerganian schema of con¬ 

sciousness, decisions come from conclusions as the goal of 

human development and growth. According to Lonergan, a 

religious philosopher in deciding what he believes knowing 

to be already has a vision of what man is. Each school 

emphasizes its own particular view of human cognition and 

understanding. Epistemological questions shape and remain 

basic to the answers that philosophers discover. They deter 

mine the "knowing hypothesis" on which he builds his 

particular metaphysics. In such a "knowing hypothesis" 
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the theologian objectifies his methods, criteria, rules, 

and discoveries. Personal philosophical answers already are 

inherent structurally in the questions proposed by the know¬ 

ing subject. For epistemology, man is defined as a subject 

in relation to the world as well as other people. A 

"knowing hypothesis" is like a colored glass through which 

one views the world and oneself; it transforms everything 

that is viewed through it into the same color. This 

principle applies to Lonergan's "knowing hypothesis"; it 

shapes the appearance of the world which he envisions. 

Decision 

For Lonergan, decision on the doctrine of cognition 

is a commitment to one's self and a solution to one's 

problem of identity. Theological methodology begins with 

a human decision—a decision on what and who one is. 

Existentially, it leads to a judgment of what one thinks 

knowing to be. When this is decided we can determine the 

content and limits of what we know. Comprehending one's 

understanding is at the same time an understanding of the 

self and others* Men who live correctly must understand 

themselves; this in turn necessitates the understanding of 

people, things, and events, according to their demands. It 

is within this existential context that Lonergan speaks of 

God as a meaningful and personal encounter. In this 

dimension the theologian's inquiry is to be completely 
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/fulfilled. 

Decision is an essential stage in human conscious¬ 

ness—it is, at the same time, an "opening up" to religious 

conversion by Christ. To live by understanding, in 

Lonergan's terms, is to live Socrates’ examined life. Con¬ 

version, however, is the cognition of what a man knows and 

what it means for him to know as an increasingly conscious 

human being. The widening of one's awareness is, accord¬ 

ing to Lonergan, a more conscious living, and not the 

categorization of forms and content. Through the expansion 

of the theologian's consciousness, he reflects greater 

confidence, integrity and faithfulness, recognizing the 

diverse elements of different situations. It is the process 

of human consciousness, with its peculiarities, original 

insights, idiosyncracies, devotedness to beauty and 

harmony, that allows for progress in science. The myth 

of "objective science" has led to the ignoring of the per¬ 

sonal elements in scientific investigation (objects and 

objects sought). Theological methodology, however, re¬ 

quires self-knowledge; it cannot know the experiences of 

the self as objects in natural sciences, but only an.ex¬ 

perience of the self as sui generis. Lonergan's model re¬ 

quires that man study himself as a person among other persons 



215 

Conversion 

Theological methodology leads the theologian to a 

knowledge of his own "self," bringing about a transformation 

of his life through religious conversion. It is conversion 

which enables the theologian to relate objects to each 

other and to himself. This knowledge of things is related 

to human desires» needs» hopes and purposes of men. Both 

types of knowledge derive from the knowledge of oneself 

as a cognitive subject. Lonergan's achievement is that he 

revitalizes the importance of intelligent subjectivity. 

The "objective look" of the scientist» standing back from 

his phenomena» can be naive and misleading. One is first 
ft 

a man and secondly a scientist. Man sees» smells» learns» 

inquires and then formulates theories. The human being 

as scientist or theologian lives within the framework of 

history, reflecting on his experiences of other things 

and himself. Reflection does not lead to the discovery of 

a pure, rational ego inside the body any more than an 

isolated consciousness outside of history. The subject is 

grounded, existentially, in finite temporality. Man 

living-in-the-world acts upon his temporality in different 

ways. In time he brings about an actualization of himself 

through his commerce and objects. 

A person who gives reasons for what he believes 

about knowing has already accepted a theory about himself 
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as knower. It is through self-consciousness that the 

theologian and philosopher are able to recognize their 

own reasons and intellectual development. In this way 

they actualize other alternatives in the act of cognition. 

One must understand the motives behind inquiry in order to 

correct error and bias. For this reason, a theological 

methodologist must come to terms with his own "self" as 

a center of investigation and understanding. He must 

understand what is being done intellectually and rationally. 

Having decided about the nature of understanding, as well 

as limitations and possibilities, the theologian may then 

proceed to the God questions. However, we do not agree 

with Lonergan’s transition from the understanding of the 

self to an understanding of God. His description is both 

anti-rational and incomplete. The addition of a new 

principle is not an adequate explanation—rather, it re¬ 

quires an act of faith which Lonergan has called "conversion 

The Christian Experience 

Modern man is not an abstract construct but a con¬ 

crete existent being who is changed and transformed by the 

development of science, philosophy and religion. His 

horizon has both a subjective and an objective pole. A 

religious horizon develops as one accumulates new ex¬ 

periences from living between a world that is being dis¬ 

placed and one that is being created. It lies between the 

t« 
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growth of new insights and the analysis of earlier ones in 

systematic forms. Lonergan, as a religious philosopher, 

seeks to formulate and objectify the accumulated insights 

of Christianity. He accepts the fact that the Christian 

God is a real object in this effort. Through a methodology 

which is both philosophical and theological, he seeks to 

understand man in the world and in his relationship to God. 

Thematization of the four levels of consciousness 

starts with man's cognitive operations and ends with re¬ 

ligious conversion. Lonergan regards this as a natural 

development of an authentic being. The realization of 

authenticity is a life-long process. One may ask if 

Lonergan's explication of religious experience can be 

actually applied to a practicing Christian. Of course, the 

immediate religious experience suffices for may persons and 

they may experience no need to develop a theology. However, 

the experience of being a Christian is what satisfies the 

mystic and not the objectification of his feelings. 

Religious Immediacy 

Lonergan believes that religion is an immediate ex¬ 

perience in contrast to mediated meanings. He regards it 

as an adjustment in harmony with one’s world and oneself; 

the unique experience of the "holy." Lonergan's method 

supposedly allows the individual to live in a friendly and 
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harmonious universe. In Martin Buber's terms, man becomes 

the "I" of an "I-thou" relationship. Lonergan asserts 

that this existential relationship derives from man's 

"being-ln-love-with-God." In the realization of the divine 

structure of man's being, he is filled with "God's gift" 

of sanctifying grace. Man's world is no longer a hostile 

and alien environment which cannot be controlled. Instead, 

personal conversion brings salvation to the world in which 

he lives. 

Primitive man made use of sacrifices, offerings, and 

prayer to make the forces of nature friendly. Through the 

creation of such rituals he came to feel at home in a 

world of insecurity and terror. Widening our horizon, 

Lonergan believes, will give us joy and peace. However, 

for us joy and peace disappear when we confront contemporary 

social and psychological problems. Life itself may be 

man's true original sin. 

Lonergan's God 

The God of Lonergan's religious conversion resembles 

the metaphysical deity of Aristotelean and Thomistic tra¬ 

ditions. We find no existential encounter or "I-thou" 

relationship between God and man. Absolute intelligibility 

belongs to Aristotle's indifferent and immobile God. This 

is accepted in Lonergan's methodological "understanding 

one's understanding." 
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lonergan's position maintains many traditional 

categories without criticism. These structures cannot be 

unified with the existentialism of Paul Tillich's "ultimate 

concern," as Lonergan supposes. Lonergan believes that 

when man (as a questioning being) asks questions, he also 

makes an implicit judgment of whether his "question" is 

"worthwhile." Such an assumption is the intelligible 

ground of the process of questioning itself; it also, 

Lonergan believes, is the basis for "the God-question." 

The metaphysical ground of one's faith is not only 

in the question asked hut also in the structure of the 

world. We assume a substructure of "worthwhileness" or 

meaningfulness in the question itself. In criticism it 

may be asked whether such a substructure of "worthwhile¬ 

ness" really lies beneath the structure of every question. 

As an inquirer one may be responding to a particular 

stimuli, or one may be inquiring for other people, for no 

reason at all. Each inquiry does not necessarily have to 

possess an underlying level of "worthwhileness." 

Self-appreciation is climaxed by a thorough de¬ 

liberation where the individual actualizes his self¬ 

transcendence in a new dimension. One's choice may or may 

not be a good one; yet in striving to realize one's chosen 

goals, he seeks objective values. The values that appear 

in response to one's questions are those which the person 

can live by. In this view, moral self-transcendence is a 
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felt experience of living and not, as Lonergan maintains, 

an epistemological and metaphysical ground. A "felt ex¬ 

perience" may manifest itself In benevolence, beneficence, 

honest collaboration, love or authenticity. As Carl Rogers 

points out, it is expressed in a personal process of be¬ 

coming a person through encounter with others. The person 

realizes his immanent structures through questions and 

answers. For Lonergan, man's innate a^ priori structure 

leads to discovery of the divine which at the same time 

supplies content. To be an agnostic or atheist is to 

leave this religious structure empty, or to fill it with 

something alien to its proper function. The question re¬ 

mains as to why the object of this priori function 

should lie in divinity, rather than in the objects of the 

atheist or the agnostic. 

Qbj ectification 

Lonergan hns stated that love is never whole or 

complete until it is conceptualized and expressed between 

people. Religious experience is never complete until it 

is objectified through the expression and formulation of 

Verbum. Love of God, Lonergan believes, can only be com¬ 

pleted In one's knowledge of God. Yet, if love requires 

a mutual objectified response between two persons so that 

the act be complete, then love between man, and God, man 

and society may never be realized. The man who loves God 



221 

and society is never certain that the objectified act of 

love is a mutual response bétween two people in love. Im¬ 

mediate experience must be mediated by meaning for any 

fulfillment in man. In religious conversion man's horizon 

is changed into a new objective and subjective pole. 

Lonergan's four levels of consciousness move from ex¬ 

perience to the formulation of the concept (word of God). 

Religious love creates a new world in which one's values 

are transformed along with their knowing processes. 

Lonergan finds that this conscious dynamic state implies 

love, joy and peace. It will express itself in human acts 

of kindness, goodness, fidelity, gentleness and self- 

control. In the last resort religious love remains a 

human love bound by temporality. His effort to introduce 

new values is radically different from Friedrich Nietzsche's 

program for the transvaluation of values. Nietzsche is 

radical in his break with tradition and the past; 

Christianity has decayed and is an expression of the 

ethics of the weak. Lonergan's objective is similar to 

Nietzsche's, at least in that they both want to change 

human values. 

Lonergan, the Roman Catholic, places great impor¬ 

tance on tradition and history. Christianity, he believes,, 

offers positive content of truth for man's development. 

No doubt Lonergan has a deeper understanding of metaphysical 

and historical continuity than Nietzsche. He uses 
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historicism to bring out the dynamics of love as possess¬ 

ing a responsive character. God’s inner word, he affirms, 

corresponds to the outer world of Western religious tra¬ 

dition. The religious word, Nietzsche believed, was a word 

of decadence and corruption in Western civilization. By 

contrast, Lonergan emphasizes God’s objectification of 

His love for man. A transvaluation of values (vital, 

social, cultural, personal and transcendental) comes in 

response to its mystery and awe. A new dimension of the 

unrestricted love of man is revealed. Lonergan seeks to 

discover the good by eliminating the bias that develops 

in new horizons. For our critique, however, love still 

remains on a human level and its relation to God as ob¬ 

jectification is a matter of faith. 

Should Lonergan readers expect religious conversion 

to follow as a practical consequence of his theological 

work? Lonergan is not an apologist; at the same time it 

is not to be denied that he hopes to be persuasive in 

converting one to a religious stance. His objective is to 

understand and objectify religious faith as it has been 

experienced in Western culture. To this end, he explicates 

different levels of consciousness and transcendental im¬ 

peratives. This enables him, he believes, to understand 

himself and the meaning of his immediate experience, 

together with the experiences mediated to him by meaning. 
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Presuppositions 

What are Lonergan's presuppositions in his 

philosophical and theological works? Aquinas assumed the 

existence of God before setting out to prove God’s 

existence. Similarly, Lonergan as a priest accepts the 

existence of a deity prior to proving it rationalistically. 

A criticism brought against Paul Tillich may also be 

directed against Lonergan's methodological starting point 

(questioning). The answers of both theologians are struc¬ 

turally inherent within the framework of the questions 

they ask. Lonergan's use of heuristic structure is in¬ 

tended to make clear his implicit convictions. As 

Schubert M. Ogden points out, Lonergan appeals to 

authorities and treats ideas as self-evident which are 

not commonly so recognized. 

Schieiermacher 

Lonergan's treatment of religion is not without 

resemblance to the ideas of the early nineteenth century 

Protestant theologian, Friedrich Schleiermacher. Both 

place the category of religion within human consciousness. 

Its structure is part of man's essential life--without it 

he would not be human. Schleiermacher, like Lonergan, 

tries to explicate the normative and independent quality 

of religious experience. It is the source of religious 
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knowledge, together with his self-appreciation. 

Schleiermacher's stress is on the uniqueness of religious 

experience as well as its relationship to human nature. 

Both theologians have developed methodologies which identi¬ 

fy a religious a priori in man's nature. To be sure, 

Lonergan is more systematic and comprehensive in his 

analysis and synthesis of consciousness. Schleiermacher, 

on the other hand, is more consistent in his development 

of theology as "religious experience." 

Innovator 

Though the word "revolution" may not he applicable 

for Lonergan's work in Catholic theology, "innovation" is 

certainly appropriate. It cannot he denied that he has 

changed and influenced Catholic thinking in the latter half 

of this century. His contributions can be described as a 

recasting and transformation of traditional concepts. Res¬ 

ponding to the present theological crisis, he has shown both 

creativity and intellectual power. His work stands in strong 

contrast to Teilhard de Chardin's prophetic and mystical 

vision. Chardin's thinking is limited by his problematics. 

On the other hand, Lonergan*s vision (which is method) is 

more directly related to the theological task itself. It is 

a theology of reflection and clarification rather than of 

mysticism. Lonergan's vision allows the theologian 

methodological tools to develop his horizon by assimilating 

the past and confronting the present. 
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