The Lonergan Congress
March 1970,

The Lonergan Interview

This took place on the morning of Thursday, April 2, 1970.
Already the "Lonergan Specialists® with a few "Critical Respondents" had
been in discussion, in three groups, ovar two days. The main body of
Critical Respondents had arrived only the evening before this interview
and have just besn formally welcomed by the three %instigators" of the
Congress ~ Bernard Tyrrell, David Tracy and Josaﬁh Collins. The interview

is almost completely unedited.

Joseph Flanagan:

Out of the discussions we've already had, a number of questions
have emerged regarding Father Lonergan's ideas, so wa thought this morning we
would pather the questions together and have an informal discussion of them
with him. This it might serve to communicate, to the newly arrived, the types
of questions that have been discussed and the direction they might develop in
over the next few days. The three of us here sach come from different groups
and we're going to try to represent key issues that have been raised in each
group. We might take somewhat informal lines at times, but we'll try to art-
iculate most of the guestions that have come up so far.

The first question that I wanted to raise to Father Lonergan is

a very broad question. It concerns his analysis of the contemporary cultural

crisis. Tathor Lonergan has stated that there is similarity between his analysis
of the contemporary cultural crisis and the Cerman existential philosopher, Carl
@ | Jaspers' analysis of the axial period in history. So I thought we might start
off and ask krm how he sees the contewporary cultural crisis in relation to
Jaspors! analysis of his axial period as a major turning point in human culbural

‘devolopnant.

]
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Bernard Lonergan

I won't go back to Jaspers (it is some time since I read his
book). The crisis comes to me this way. When I was sent to boérding school
when I was a boy, there werc no local high schools, - that sort of thing didint
exist, you were sent out to a boarding school - the one I went to in Yontreal,

ﬁ,’ 0 in 1918, was organized pretty rmuch along the same lines as Jesuit schoils had
,  been since the begirning of ths renaissance, with a few slight modifications.
So that I can speak of classical culture as something I was brought up in and

gradually learned to move out of. The renaissance period was the period of the

"homo universalis®, the man who could turn his hand to anything. The command
of all that there was to be known at that time was not a fantastic notion,
There was one culture, culiture with a capital G, - a normative notion of culture.
That you could acquire it - a career opened to talent, and so on, - was fairly
well understood in various ways, and either you got it or did not. Communication,
fundamentally, occurred within that one culture. You made slight adaptations to
the people who were uncultured - and they were also not expected to expect to : 3 |
8 urderstand things. - J\:;"
' oo .7 At the present time we don't have only to speak latin, read- Greek =
/? and write Hebrew. We have all the modern languages with their modern literatures;
the modern nations and the different worlds; instantaneous communication, perpet— .
ually available enterteinment; terrific development in industry, in finance and all
this sort of thing. WNo mathematician knows all mathematics, no physicist knows 211
physics; no chemist, all chemistry; rgnd s least of all, no theologian knows all
theology. It's the world of specialization with this transformation that has taken
place. I think the Catholic church has put up more resistance to it than anyone .
else and consequently is coming on the scene with too little and too late, Churchiil's -

famous phrase. Does that answer the question a bit?
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Flanagan: Could we follow throush a little on this need for functional
spaclalization that you're speaking of now in theologzy? Questions have been
raised on this functional specialization as a method in theology. 1Is this a
methoed for Christian theology or is this a method for human theology? Also
another question was raised: if functional specialization is a method for

human theologies does it admit various different types of theologios?

Lonergan: Karl Rahner, in his paper, remarked he thought it could be
applied to any human science that was fully conscious of itself as deponding
on the past and looking towards the future. I think thatts true. But I'm not
working it out in those terms. I'm working it out in terms of a theology. That
chapter, on functional specializations, is not going to be chapter two (as was
said a year and a hall ago when I sent this paper to Gregoriamm) it's chapter
five now. Th_e four background chapters are: "Yethod", YThe Human Good, Values
and Boliefs", "leaning", and "Religion*, So, it's a theology because it's a

reflection on religion, as said in Functional Specialties.

Now it is doing method in theology; it is not doing theology. It
aims at avoiding settling any theological question. Is it the Koran? Or the
0ld Testament? Or the Old and the New? Or the 01d and the New and the Fathers?
Or does it include the whole Christian tradition? Those are questions that
theologians have Lo settle. I'm not going to setile them. So it's a structure

~- and you can have an analogy to it in Piaget's L0 structuralisme - a very thin

] 1ittle book in which he conceives this structuralism as a matter of interdepen-
|

1 _;*,."; d*nt, self-regulating, on-going processes.

The eight functional specialties are a set of self-regulative,
on~-going, interdependent processes. They're not stages such that you do one
and then you do the next. Rather you have different people working at all eight

and interacting, And the interactlon is not logical. It's attentive, intelligent,
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reasonable, responsible, and religious. Ths responsibility includes the element

not only of morality but also of religion. I conceive religion as total commit-

ment.

For example: Lyonnet does a new exegesis of Romans V:12 and people
gay, "Oh, you're a heretict, ell, it's too fast. Thatts true if theology is
just one plain deductive system. Bub with an on-going process that is inter-
depsndent, once there is a new exegesis of V:12, then you can no longer argue for
original sin from that text the way you could before that interpretation. You

have a new situation. You haven't pgoi a new heretic.

Matthew Lamb: In line with this then, one of the questions in our group was: In

Lonergan:

your development of method in Insight, do you find that your performance in writing

!
to this method?

DJVerbo Incarnato, in continuity with this method or more, say, in contradiction

Well- those things are practical chores, that you have do do if
youtre teaching a class of 650 pooples They're not going to get it on the wing
out of lectures. One of the techniques of getting them to come to the lectures and
getting something out of them is to provide them with a thick book that they!ll be
glad to have some map as to whatts important in it and what you can skip. It
belongs to a period in vhich the situation I was in was hopalessly antiquated, bub
had not yet heen demolished - it has since been demolished., But to be a professor

in dognatic theology, was to be a specialist in the 0ld Testament - not just in the

Pentatuch or something like that, - the 01d Testament, the new, the Apostolic fathers,

the Grekk fathers, the ante-Nica%k, Graeek and Latin, the post-Nicean, the medieval
scholastics, the renalssance period, the Reformation, contemporary philosophy and
so on. There's no one vho is a specialisi in all that; but that was the sort of

thing you had to handle. And you did what you could -~ (as ~ what's his name? ~
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this man that wrote everything in the present tense: "How are you doing?t "Tipi

doing what I can'.)

)(/7 It was a matter of doing that -~ and also of introducing what I
g, " could, For example my analysis of the ante-l\lice“ period on trinitardian doc-

trine: I was developing there also what I consider something permanently valid, B
nanely thls type of interpretation that is concerned with things that the thinkers i _:
themselves didn't think about. Tertullian has a stoic background, Origen has a
t 1 middle platonist background, Afhgnasius' account of Nicea is something totally
new that you can't reduce to anything Platonic, Aristotelian, Gnostic or Steic
and so on. - It's a new situation that's created. Tt's second level thinking, |
the sort of thing that is possible within a Hellenic culture., But that compar-

ison of all three in revealing their different backgrounds - the different ways

- i

in which they conceived the Son to be divine, totally different ways, is an

wnderstanding of the process from the New Testament to Nicea. That, I think, is

something valid. There are chunks in those books that I think are permanently

valid, But having to write the book at all was totally invalid - yet necessary

concraetely.

Philip McShane:

You mentioned there that method in theology is not doing. theclogy

but doing method, in theology. Now this means a lot to you, and puzzled us a lot

| B
1§

[ in our group; namely what "doing method in" is at all? And the question came up
"is Insight a way or is it a theory?" and this puzzled us more or less for two

days.

Lonerpans
That's a further question. ~ Doing method fundamentally in distin-

guishing different tasks, and thereby eliminating totalitarian ambitions.
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Systematic theologians for a couple of centuries thought they were the only ones

who were theologians, then, positive theologians thought they were the only ones.
This other stuff was all out".

g Yhat I want is eight different tasks distinguished. It isn't that

one man can't do all eight. One extravpordinary person may very well do all eight _

§
-/

- but hets doing eight different things, not just one and the same thing over and

over again., That'!s a fundamental concern for method: eliminating totalitarian

?} "ambitions. On the other hand, it'slnot\ making tasks]intolerably difficult. If

you're trying to do one thing, and pecople are asking you why aren't you doing

that's the way things were, My De Dec Trinc comes in iwo parts and in the first

;

B

‘%- -
the other seven and you're constantly explaining; you never gel anywhere. And :
part T manage to separate what I call systematics from doctrines. In the sscond ?
T manage to distinguish between systomatics and docirine on the one hand and on :
the other positive studies, positive research, historical research. Well I've

moved on from those three to eight - entirely different tasks.

Now with regard to the business of Insight. Insight happened this .
way: My original intention was method in theology. Insight was an exploration ;
of methods in other fields, prior to trying to do method in Theology., I got word |
in 1952 that I was to go to the Gregorian and teach in 1953, so I cut down my
original ambition to do method in Thoology and put this book together. It's both

the way and something like a theory. Fundamentally it's a way. Ii's a'sking people

LT

.7 to discover in themselves what they are. And as Father Heelan put it "There's some~
thing liberating about th.at“. The word Lonorg%nian has come up in recent days. In
a sense there's no such thing. Because what I'm asking people to discover themselves
and be themselves., They can arrive at conclusions different from mine on the basis

of what thoy find in themselves. And in that sense it is a way.

But that self-appropriation can be objJectifled. It's a heipghtening
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Lonergan:
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of consciousness ~ as one moves from attention to intelligence, to reasonableness,
to responsibility, to religious experience. Those modalities of consciousness,
the apriori that they constitute, that can be objectified, Not in the sense of
subject-object, ~ in here now, out there now - but in the sense that objectiviﬁf
is the fruit of authentic subjectivety. That self-appropriation can be objecti-
fied and its objectification is theory.

But it is not theory in exactly the same way thysics is, Its
basic elements - mass, temperature, electromagnetic field ~ are not within the
field of experience. They are, all of them, constructs. Temperature is not what
feels hot or cold. You put your hand on something metal, on something wood and
one feels wammer than the other. They're both the same temperature - they're in
the same room for a sufficient length of time. These fundamental concepts in

physics are not data of experiencs.

But the fundamental terms and relations in cognitional theory are
gi.}_:gp_ in consciousness. The relations are the dynamisms of consciousness and the
tefms are the operations that are related through the dynamisms. So it is theory
- but in a sense as totally different from theory (in physics) as Eddington's two
tables. On one you can put your hands, rest your weight; you find 1t solid,brown,
it weighs so much. The other consists mostly of empty space, and where the space

isn't empty you have a wav*cle s but what it's doing is very hard to say.

P. McShane:

Therets a further question that cams out of this problem and that

is: in what sense doss, say Insipht, the exercise of appropriation, give you a

horizon that's ultimate?

It gives you the structure that generates horizons. 4And because

I-'.{" . . o . . ¥
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you have the structure that's generating horizon, because that structure is
heuristic, youtre anticipating. If the intelligible, being, the good, -IWhat
you mean by those terms - is what is correlative to the desire to understand,

to be reasonable, to be regponsible; then, in yourself, you have the subjective
pole of an objective field. You have also, in intelligent reasonable responsi-
bility, nomms, built-in norms, that are yourself, They are not propositions
about yourself; but yourself, in your spiritual reality, to guide you in working
out vhat that objective horizon is, the objective pole of the horizon. It's
normative, in potential. Not absolute, in the sense that you have it all tucked

away. Bul you have the machinery for going at it, and you know vhat happens when.

you do.

Flanagan:

There's a point that comes up frequently in this type of thing. If
one has the machinery to go at it, the sitructures ito anticipate, there comes the
comparison with a Hegelian system. This gives you the structurs to go at it - °

nevertheless it tends to restrict the typs of gquestions that can emerge within

this sort of horizon. In what sense would you see this structure as open? becauss

frequently the comment would be made that this type of structure is invariant and,
because invariant, it locks you in to a type of approach to sxperience, in which

it might necessarily preclude certain dimensions of experience?

Lonergan:

Well, it can happen that any particular person doss get caught in

some sort of cul-de-sac and that's his misfortune.
But how to you get him out of it?
By asldng further questions.

And the thing I'm talking about is dynamic and it is precisely the
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dynamic of asking further questions. And while there are restricted topies, on
which you can say "well I don't think there are amy further relevant guestions
with regard to that® (as in the chapter on judgment I talked sbout the man vho
leaves hls beautiful, neat, perfect home in the morning to go to work, comes béck
in the svening and finds the windows broken, water on the floor and smoke in the
air - and he doesn't say "[here was a fire", That could be all faked but he says
usomething happened®, He might ask 'where's my wife?" and that would be a further
question on a different topic. Still with regard to the statement, "something

happened" there are no further relevant questions.)

Our group includes sociologists and theologians, A guestion
interesting to them would be "have you given any thought to the relationship
betwesn theology, as you conceived it with its functional specializations, amd

the social sciences?t

Lorergan:

/
Well that is inter-disciplinary. I had a note from Father HOutarﬁ/
who edits Soclal Compass and represents a large numbsr of sociological students.

There was a remark I made about the religious sciences in the Cross Currents

article. I sopke of their increasing relevance to theology and he asked me to

expand on that in a thousand words. He's asking other people to do something

similar.

I answered by a paper, a short note, on the exampls of Gibson

Winter. Gibson Winter, in Elements for a Socizl Ethic, took Max ‘eber's dis-

tinction betwsen social science and social policy. He found that social science,
in Amerlca at the presont time, was either behaviorist, or functionalist 1like

Talcott Parsons or voluntarist C. Wright Mills and company - or wit%ﬂpentionality

analysis of the *aw %chool of %ocial fesearch, phencmenological. Alsc that the
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}}' middle two disagreed rather vigorously with one another. He put the qusstion,
| tis this difference scientific or ideclogical?" Conssquently he ha% the trans-

l ition from social science to social philosphy; and drew on George Mead to do a
\(,‘JG - beautiful thing on the social construction of meaning. (éou find out what you
‘ mean by your gesture or your words from the other personts reaction to it., So
that meaning has a common origin, a social origin.) Winter went on from that -

to build up something in the way of a philosophy, a social philosphy, and added

on a social ethic. When you put these two on top of empirical social scisnce,

you could go on to an enlightened social policy.

Similarly you can have empirical psychology of religion, and
empirical sociology of religion and so on. Add on to it a philosophy of reli-
gion and if it contains an account of genuine religlous experience it will be

;/C':"’I open to a theology and a moral theology, and you can go on to religious policy.

e

‘ sociologlcal group action, Then the empirical scientists could see the results,
S
Y

\], {It is psychological in schools -~ in teaching, preaching and so on, and in

_,,_Ly (O give you the"'_ feed-back, and have an on~going process., That's one scheme of the
p :

[p—————

way in which theology and the social sciences or religicus sciences might co-

operate.

Now there is also a relevance of religion to sociology in the
broader sense - not simply the sociology of religion. I think you can ses how

it could extend that way too., But it is a more complicated matter.

Flanagan:

You made a distinction there, quoting Gibson Winter's reflection
upon Weberts distinetion of social science and social policy. The question

emarged in his mind whether this would be science or ideology.

Could you just
elaborate a bit on that?




Lonargan:
Well, Talcott Parson's functional analysis is a beautiful and
terrific analysis; but when 1t is applied it seems to favor the status quo.
\ C. Wright Mills' analysis, which is in terms of will, power, struggle and so on,
, “U og,i 4 glves you an alternat% view of the situation. Now that's what emerges when you
start to applying them, eh? And, the real question is the ideological element
that comes in when you start applying. But it's really a spring board for Winter
to move out of their context into a philosophic context on society. Now this is

just my impression. I'm not speaking for Winter.

Flanagan:

This would then he a possible way of relating, say, sociologzy,

philosphy, religion, « + &

Lonergan:

Well, de facto, religious studies ars: research, interpretation, -
history, with a bit of dialectic with the other paople who are in the field; but
not dialectic worked out in ary very systematic fashion. "So and so has written

this book and I think he's a little wrong on that!,

McShans:

The question has coms up about conversion in relation to the
functional specialties. The curiosity of its lying outside. At least some

people have reacted that way.,

Lonergan:

Well it is. It's a personal event; and it occurs in all sorts of

i) f contaxts - dspeci si ) heolopy—as—

f

R . _ / fmﬂm:m%ron'"z'-'é‘.[:T.EIbn.::_-_-;gm:tha-ra}igieumnt‘;:is--nﬁt-in*tha—«eomtizgéﬁnse
S .
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v | workdor the world of Interiority—or iy tiing 6l5e, TtrsTiore 6F lese Hovikg
Religlous converslonis mom@ transferring into the world of worshlp; theology
13 in the academy, the classroom, the offlce; 1t 1s not in the church but
about the church.




McShane:
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4owards tratiscendanca, the world of worship--raeligions-conversion.partdeulaElye

This again, with regard to the openness of the method, the funec-
tional specialties do not set up conditions of membership. Anyone can do research,
interpretation, history and enter into the dialsctic. Non-religious people, also
religious people, You start sorting the thing out when you get to the dialectic
- that's what the dialectic is for, sorting things out. Consequently, in so far
as non—reli'gious people are reflecting on religion, they'll have rather negative
views, reductionist views. But in so far as religious peoples are, they needn't.
Thera's no necessity of having Bultmann's notion, of what science is, in doing
interpretation or history. The purpose of writing chapters, and the setting up
specific chapters on each ona of these things, is the fact that at the end of the
nineteenth century the positivists did capture critical history and give their
interpretations to it. Droysen’s handbook is far more intelligent, fundamentally

than Bernheim and Bernheim much more intelligent than Langlois & Seignobo@.

You have a reaction against that positivrl invasion of history; ir;
Carl Bocker in the States, in Collingweood in England, Marrou in France. Insight
is very relevant to working out, from a critical philosophic basis, just what
eritical history is, just what objective interpretation is. I think you need that
philosophic eritique, before you're going to be able to handle quastions like the
nJesus of history" and the "Christ of faith! without being blocked by unconscious

philosophic agsumptions.

Could T push you back a bit there on the question of objectivity,
It came up pretty well in this contex£ of the continental situation in philosophy
~ the crucial issue of, as you say, the authentic subject bringing forth a correct
objectivity. Could you, maybe, put it in the context of that discussion in Insight

in the introduction, where you say "between critical realism and materialism the
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half-way house is idealism."

Lonergan: ' }3 r(,{wﬂ-aw ﬁ 7

—

I think I have a better start in Pather Johann's paper. PFather-
Johann found that my notion of judgment and Dewey's were extremely similar. But
he agreed, when I spoke to him, that the contexts were entirely different. Being,
for me, is the universe, the world mediated by meaning. TIt!s the answer to what
you know when you answer questions that re'gard everything about everything., Dewey's
world fundamentally is the non-problematic. There are problems here and there, and
you solve them, Bubt the world principally is vhat is taken for granted. You solvs
some problems; and when you get them solved, well, they come into what you can now

take for granted., It's a world -~ the world-of-the-taken-for-granted.

Now the criteria, with regard to the two worlds, are totally differ-
ent. The taken-for-granted is the already-out-there-now-real. It's "already" -
prior to any questions; Mout" ~ extroverted consciousness; there - spatial sense
organs have spatial objects; "now" - the time of'the cbserver is the time of the
observed; "real" - well, that's what we mean by reality, we're defining it, But
you can have an entirely different world - the world mediated by meaning ~ the
world that is mostly known through belief, Ninety-eight percent of vhat a genius
knows, he believes. It isn't personally indepeny§ently acquired knowledge. Human
knowledge 1s an acquisition that goes on over centuries and centuries, and if we
want to accept nothing, that we don't find out for ourselves, we revert to the

paleozoic age. They found out for themselves everything they knew. 4And that was

vhen it was done,

That world, mediated by meaning, is what most of us mean by the real
world., And the criteria for knowing it, for being objective there, are the criteria
of being attentive, of being intelligent, being reasonable, being responsible. An

entirely different set of criteria! Now those two can be confused. The nailve
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realist knows the world mediated by meaning. But he thinks he knows it by taking
a look, The naive idealist says "esse est percipi.® Esse (& it is - the affirma-
tion of reality, in the world mediated by meaning, is the percipl - the taking_a
look., The ripourist empiricist eliminates from the world mediated by meaning
everything that isn't in the world you take for granted., The critical *ealist -
he doesn't attend to data and understand and judge. He sees the appearances of
things in themselwves that you can't kncrw; can talk about by using a limiting
concept. He adds to these appearances the categories of understanding and the
idsals of reason. So he has valid knowledge on this side, and the impossibility
of knowledpe on the other. His unconditionsd at one stage is the totality of
econditions - and it was Hegel that conceived the universe as the totality of
conditions, He wanted to put movement within logic. Method, very much, is the
on—going. process and logic regards the cross-sections at any moment. So logic

is within method.

I don't want to steal the questions, but there's one point that Itd
like you to elaborate, and that is the fact that your expression now is in terms of
meaning and is different from Insight. Could you say something on the transition

o meaning, say in the last decade?

Lonerpans

Well it was being sent to Zome and having to deal with students from
northern Italy and France and Germany and Belgium vho wore totally immersed in con-
tinental philosophy - I had to talk meaningfully to them, and it involved getting
a hold of the wholc movement of the (eisteswisschaften, from Friedrich Wolf on, to
be able to comrmnicate with my students. And it's, of course, something that

stretches ones And I've loarnt a lot since. It's still a moving viewpoint - after
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Insighte It kept on moving.

&

zif-dfw’(
Related to our discussion perhaps is Pather Johann's remark. For
Dewey, knowing is within experience and for you it seems experience is within

knowings

Lonergan:

There are two different ways you can take the word experience.
The "man of experience', say, is the man of common sense, with a lot, a terrific
development, of intelligence. Albright received a consigrment of Jjars from
Qumran and one of them was broken. He took the dust between his fingers and said:
now this was done in such and such a century”, A man of experience! That's
experience in one sense. Or, you consult the man of experience: ™yhat can I do
about this?n | Thatls a sense of the word experience which ipc_zludes everything
that is in the person's development. Then there's experienée in a technical
sense of the data - what I call experiential objectivity — the givenness that

cohstitutes the data, which is the presupposition of the act of understanding.

\ sanb;

And how would you then go on to relate that, for instance, to .!

Ricoeur and the question of symbolism in your later work . « « 7

Lonergan:

Well I can't mateh Ricosur on symbolism, The symbol for me is the

Waffect laden imagé". It's evoked by an affect, or the image evokes the affect.

Thaytre linked. TIt's the means of internal communication between psyche and nind
arxt heart. There mind is experience, understanding, judgment; and hoart - is
what's beyond this on the level of feeling, and *is this worth while?" = judgment

of value, decision., Wow the symbol:- withoul feelings this experience, under-

standing, judgment is paper thin. The vholo mass and momentum of living is in
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feeling.
Feelings: thero's a whole series of categories on them -~ to go

into them would take too long. You get them in Scheler, end then Von Hildebrand,

in his Christian Ethics, distinguishing different kinds - different meanings of
the word "feeling", different types. But there are feelings that are apprehen-
sions of valus in a strict senss,. T-ha%-‘re vital values. Then social values -

the vital values of the group., Then cultural values - Ynot in bread alone does
man live", There'!s the personal realization, incorporation of values, religious
values, the personal appropriation of values, the development of one's feelings,

the education of feeling., This is all on the lsvel of the apprehonsion of values.

Beyord that there's the transcendental notion of values, in the
question of deliberation - "Is this worth while? or are we wasting our time?
It stops you = and in the judgment of value in answer to that question. This
demands not only these feelings - if you just have these feelings, well, you have
& moral idealism that usually does more harm than good ~ you have to have also an

apprehension of human reality, and possibility, and what probably will happen

from different courses of action.

For your judgment of values, for the objectivity of a judgment of
value, the criterion is the good conscience of the virgﬁous man. You'ra not sure
of your moral judgnents unless you're surs you'rs a vitruous man! It's very
Ari.stcrbelian incidentally. Aristotle made ethics empirical by postulating the

existence of virtuous men.

I'd 1like to back up a little in that area you're talking about,
because several questions came up about it. If I might enumerate several of them
the first would be that in your later writings there seems to be a much greater

stress on this affoctivity, on feelings. How did this stress begin to develop in

* "”* 3 ) F’ﬁ,
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your thinking?

Then, in what sense would it constitute for you a very significant
development or turn in your thought?

Lonorgan:
Well - there is in Insight a foot~-note to the effect that we're
not attempting to solve anything about such a thing as personal relations. I
was dealing in Insight fundamentally with the intellectual side - a study of

human understanding - in which I did my study of human understanding and got

human intelligence in thers, not just a sausage machine turning our abstract

concepts. That was my fundamental thrust.

Once I did that, well, you had Yo go cut and go on to a theory
of judgment - because you had obviously separated yourself from any possible
intuitive basis of knowledge. And I had to have a true judgwent, one true

judgement at least, so I had to have chapter XI "I am a knowsr".
Then "what do you know?" so I had another chapter on being.

Wow do you know you know ii?" I had to have another chapter

on objectivity.

Whon I had that much done, I could see people all around saying,
twell if you have this sort of position you can't have a metaphysies®, So I

thought Itd be safer to pul in four more chapters on mstaphyaics.
Mrell, you can't have an ethics", so I put in a chapter on that.

And "you can't prove the existence of God! so I plit a chapter on
that., |

Then, "what has this to do with your being a priest?* So I put a
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1ittle bit on religion in Chapter XX - a moving viewpoint!

The viewpoint kept moving. In the summer of 1959 (when you're
teaching in Rome you also have to get bus fare to escape the hospitallty of the
continent )} T gave an institute at Xavier in Cincinnati, on the philosophy of

:;E ;{ education, In preparing that I read a lot of Piaget, also SusanTL—anger, Feeling
‘ and Form, things like that, and that was the beginning of entry into these things,
Then Von Hildebrand, and Fring's book on Scheler were a big help. I was also

meaiing questions of my ovn. One also has feelings oneself too you know,

Flanagan:
In what sense would you see this later development, toward the
emphasis on feeling, in relation back to Insight? Do you take this to be a sig-

nificant change in your thinking?

Lonergan:

No., It's spreading out, eh? moving on, including mors. Like:-
recently what I've got a hold of is the fact that I've dropped faculty psychology
and I'm doing inbentionality analysis. And what I did in Insight mainly was
intentionality analysis of experiencing, understanding, judging., A4dd on to that,
on this side, the different fypes of feeling:

feelings that are just states or tendencies - You feel hungry, but

you don't yet know that vhat you need is something to eat -
| then, feelings that respond to objects - pleasure and pain and so

one But of themselves they do not discriminate between what is truly good and

o what is only. apparently good -

and there are feelinggs that are intentionnl responses and that
do involve such a discrimination and put themselves in hisrarchy - and you have your

vital values, soclal values, culiural values, religious values -
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and then, dominating all this according to Scheler and Von

Hildsbrand and what really reveals values and lets you really see them, is being

in love.

Flanagan:

If I could just follow up « « «

Lonergan:

Now you get the synthesis of this feoling side and the cognitional

side on the level of the question "Is this worth while?" the judgment of value,
the decision, the action, So, when you bring in the fourth, you move into a

philosophy of action. You'ras up with Blendel.

Flanagan:

Some questioning came up in our group that in the experiencing,
understanding, Jjudging and deciding there does not seem to be much emphasis on
imagination in non-affectivity. Wow, in so far as you include imagination,
affectivity, how would you correlate these emphases with experience, understanding,

Judging as it was put in Insight?

Lonergan:

Well, imagination, first of all, is a big pari; of understanding.
To have an insight, you have te have an .imagination. The sensible data are so
complex, so muliiform, that you simplify in imagination. You get a schematic
image, and you get hold of something and you compare your schematic image with
your data. And you see, well, your schematic image has to becoms more complex;
and you get an insight into that. And you keep on building up. So therets this
development of imagination in connection with understanding itself, even a very

technical type of understanding.

Therets imagination as art, which is the subject, doing = in a




global fashion - what the philosopher and the religious person and so on do in

" & more special fashion. It's moving into the known unknown in a very concrete,

AL
felt, way. I think Susan, Langer has a wonderful analysis of artistic creation.

I wouldntt want to attempt to repeat ii now. But the significance of art is a
1liberation fronf all the mechanizations of sensibility. The red and green light
are signals that release your putting your foot on the brake and putting it on
the accelerator, There's the routinization of sensibility - the ready-made man
and the ready-made world, with set reactions responding to stimuli - and art
liberates gensitivity, allows it to flow in its own channel and with its own re-
sonance; ard it reveals to man his openness to more than the world he already is

functioning properly in. Does that say something?

Flanagan:

Yes: except that there's a tendency away - in so far as you move
from experiencing, to urderstanding, to Judging, one seems to be moving away from

imagination?

Lonergan:

It's not moving away but adding to it.

Flanagan:

I was thinking more in terms of this idea, say of the return to
imagination and in vhat sense does this return to imagination constitute an

opening for the experiencing, understanding, judgement, deciding?

Lonargan:

Still "the return to". It's always the vheel. And different
psople develop differently. There are literary people, there are artistic
psople, there are different potentialities, opportunities of life, and so on,
People dovelop differently. Bul even though you write a book 1like MJW
can snjoy Ttand -




Within our group there was a question about Chapter XIX. The
question could be fornmlated in various ways and, in a way, is rather obvious.
You have written this chapter in the context of a being a Christian, and a
Christian theolopian. Would you say then that this chapter at most could say
to someone coming to it from outside the Christian tradition that the religious
self-transcendence, vhich occurs in Christian conversion, is not contradictory
to the cognitive self-transcendence which you have been st.udying in the first

sixtesn chapters or to the moral conversion of the chapter on ethics?

Lonsrgans

I think chapter XIX was mainly the product of an entirely different
type of thinking than is being built up. I'd be quite ready to say: let's drop
chapter XIX out of Insight and put it inside of theology. I say that mich pretty
well in my article in the Proceedings of the American Catholic Theological Socisty
in 1968, T'va a paper on natural knowledge of God and I say zbout the proof of
God's existencs, while thers exists a valid proof, and while the apprehension of
that proof is not a super-natural act qut;\c; substantiam in the technical sense,
still people who do prove the existence of God have had God's grace, What was
defined in Vatican T is not that anyone ever proved, or ever will prove, the
existence of God. It's a question of possibility. What they were thinking of

was not any concrete subject but "right reason®, It's an (issue) that goes back

to thristian Wolff,

And today when that question is put it is entirely in terms of
the concrete person in a concrete context that is becoming religious or is
finally discovering that he has become relligious and wants to know whether he's
crazy or not. And it's an entirely different context and chapter XIX is prior

to my concern with the existentialists and so on. Insight was finished before
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I went to Rome,

Flanagan:
One of the questions that has frequently come up is your use of

the category, myth, in Insight and + +

Lonergans
In Insight I use two categories, mystery and myth. Both mean the
same thing. 7You could includs both under the word symbol, But myth is also used
in the sense of a narrative that embodies symbols, like Northrop Frye's Identity

of the Fable. Thero iz terminclogical difficulty with the usags in Insight; but

I belisve in the permanent nocessity of the symbol for human living., You can't

talk to your body without symbols, and you have to live with it.

Flanagan:

And myth in the sense of symbol therefore you would conceive to be

a permanent structure.

Lonergan:

Yes, yes. Butbt there is such a thing as peopls who have fantastic
notions of what the world is. Cas.sirar talks about the tribe that - while they'd
never seen the villages that the tigers have, and the elephants have - they were
quite certain that such superior beings would have enouph sense to live in villages
tooe This construction of reality is something that goes on, that man spends
millennia developinge

Flanagans

In Cassirer's interpretation, say, of myth though, I had the im=
pression that what he iries to do - or he's working out of a context that -
supposes that mythic consciousness is a period in human history which, vhen you

moved through, the . . »
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Lonergans

But you can get right back to 1t very easily. Al you have to do
is have a breakdown. It's not an irreversible process. The process of education
is maintaining the gains we've already made. And you have mythic consciousness -
a whole different series of it - you have the mythic consciousness of the primi-
tive, the mythic consciousness in the ancient high civilizations, in which the
king was the god and the source of order in the universe, and so on - they!re
all identified - religious, political, and natural order - the cosmological order,
And that broke when the ancient high civilizations broke dovm, when you had the

dovelopment of the individual., You got much more individual responsibility.

Then, with Plato and Aristotle you have the distinction between

the world of theory and the world of common senss. Flato's Yphainomena® and

X | Va ’{ e {J/"noumena" and Ardstotle's Ypriori quoad se¢" and "priora quoad nos«" But human-

l/ v ism immediately stepped in and obliterated that difference. $ocrates gaid: "what
differentiates man from the animals is speechV. And the rhetoricians are the peo-
ple that know how to speak. Subsequent philosouphy in general - with rare excep-
tions ~ has been the work of people in the humanist tradition who did not want to
have any distinction between the world of common sense and the world of theory.
It's modemn sc.ience - with Eddington's two tables - that has forced that distine-
tion on us again.

HcShane:

We mentioned Jaspers earlier on and in Dimensions of Meaning you
talk of the first axis -~ you've just been describing it - Jaspers raises the
question of a second axial period. Would you associate the shift, or the possib;
ility of a communal shift, to interiority as somewhat axisal?

Lonergan:

Yes. Of course with Jaspers, his axisl age is the emargence of
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. individualism more than anything.. My distinctions are first of all: realms
of meaning. There's the realm of meaning of common sense - and the Greek
development was a differentiation - the world of common sense and the world
of theory. And that is what remained. Like Thomas'; hets in the two. Augustine
is just in the world of common sense, a beaublful rhetorician; Newman too, eéh?
They!re not technical people. They did tremendous work, but are not technical
: L fhe
« in the way that Thomas was and Aristotle was. The-present situation #s+-the _
(z\ A g ugrld_of—eonmen\sanmﬁ?f‘tﬁﬁbry—i%the world of common senss and
the world of natural science. And to relate one to the other you have to go in
to interiority ~ to understand why you have different cognitional procedures in one

f and in ths other and you're knowingAquite different worlds. :

The scientist has a language of his own and his own society - he :
E\P : can love his wife but he can't talk to her about, ¥, It's really technical and |‘
this society has its own field of action., Terrific relationships between it ard |
the world of common sense - with communications and feed-back into industry,
technolopgy and so forth., But they're two different sets of fundamental concepts,
nodes of procedure, etc. You have to go into interiority to understand why there
should be these differences and to relate them and you have to do it too, if you

want to have good human science. As Professor O'Dea said yesterday, cognitional
theory reveals to the sociologist what he's doing and it reveals somsthing - not

everything - about the object hats dealing with.

And beyond the three, the most common differentiation of con-

sciousness is not common sense and theory but common sense and ftranscendence. As
you have it in the Asian peoples, and as you have it in the Christian tradition
of spiritual men and women - the lives of the saints,

YeShane:

An elsment that hasn't come out, say, when you describe Insight
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a8 a book and it's content, is the complekity of the self-appropriated subjet;t.
I'm thinking now of the four methods which are foot-noted in Method in Theology
at times when you're complexifying the functional specialties. Do you see a
danger in a stress on method in theology which does not take account of the on-

goingness from Insight? In other words, say, genetic method, dialectic method?

lonergan: -
well they're ithere, people will have them. VYhen you have a struc-
ture of eight on-going inter-dependent processes you can't hide the genetic ele-
menty and when they're conflicting with one another, when one of the processes is
dialectic, you can't hide the dialectical element, But this is much more complex.

Insight is the way into them, and the function of the method is simply to set wp

limits and define tasks, and so on,

There was just one question from ours., You had mentioned in your
article Falth and Beliefs that: "the fulfillment that is being in love with God

is not the product of knowledge and choice. It is God's gift., So far from result-

ing from our knowledge and choice, it dismantles and abolishes the horizon in which

our knowing and choosing went on, and it sets up a new horizon in which the love of
= god will trans-value our values and the eyes of that love will transform our
knowing.® Now the question that was raised by one of our group was "would you
thereby affirm that the horizon set up in us by the grace of God, which grounds

our religious conversion, transcends the horizon of being?!

Lonargan: MM‘;S VH& 4

I wouldn't say so. The good is beyond the veal \ the true and the

\ real, It's more comprohensive. Moral conversion takes you beyond intellectual

conversion; and religious conversion takes you beyond both. But it's not beyord

being - if this being in love, total commitment, if that is the full actuation,
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the ultimate actuation of the movement towards the intelligible, towards the
true, towards the real, towards the pood. This is the ultimate step in it, It's

what your a priori, what your authentic subjectivity, is open to. It occurs, in

so far as it does, through God's grace. And of course that sort of thing is - (my

doctoral thesis was on operative grace in St. Thomas. It's a notion, thought up

by Augustine, when he was dealing with the monks of Hadrumetum who said "well if
y it. all depends on God's grace why do suporiors direct us?" Bui the fundemental
d text with regard to this operative grace is Ezechisel. God plucking out the heart
of stone which has no desire whatever to be a heart of fiesh and putting in the

heart of flesh, totally beyond the desserts, ambitions even, of the heart of stone.)

Now that operative grace, as sanctifying grace and not merely as
actual grace, is the thing in that article. It is this "being in love," and I

think it ties in with Franz Heilert's chapter (in the History of Religions -

Chicago 1950 or 59) on the history of religions as a preparation for the cooper-
ation of religions. A person who has a different set up from mine might well
interpret it the way you put it, but within my context, my opposition between
reality as the unproblematic and reality as, too, the goal of the questioning

subject ~ the authentic subject - it's on that side for me.

MeShane:

What would you say, Bernie, to the gensral agcusation that all

your writing and talking is all too clear. There's not enough mystexy. .

Lonergan:

Mystery remains? eh? When you talk, you're not, alming at cormuni-.

cating a mystery. But you don't dispel it either.

K—‘ Mcghane:

I think this came up in Bernie Tyrrell's paper as a contrast be-
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~ tween yourself and Rahner on this.

Lonerpans
| Rehnox!'s amphasizingl mystery a lot. I have a few precise things
to say.
Flanagan:
In this movement towards Kwhen love becomes tﬁe pfinciple of
~.oud's being ~ is there any possibility of critically grounding this or are you
put into the situation . .+ «
Lonergan:
I put the queétion the othér nitht. A person was demanding that
| [< T critically ground this religion and he was talking to.Proi‘essor G:i:‘l:kéy and I
went up to him and sald "Would you demand Professor Giddey to critically ground
the love he has for his wife and hisg children?" Being in love is a fact, and it's
what you are, it's existential. And your living flows from it. It's the firs.t
, / ' principle, as long as it lasts. It has its causes and its occasions and its con=-
/L {’ ditions and all the rest of it., But whﬁle it'g there it's'the _first principle and
itts the source of all ona's desires and fears, all the good one can ses, and so on.
And critically grounding knowledge isn't finding the ground for knowledge., Itls

already there. Being critical means eliminating the.ordinary nonsense, the systen-

Do

- 7 Every scientific or philesophic break-through is the idluminatiorn
ctf |

atically misleading images and so cnj the mythical account.

of some myth in the pajor%tive sense; the flat earth, right on, eh? But if you

,‘ gﬂ are in love it doesn't }‘mﬁq need any Jjustification. TIt's the Justification

beyond anything else. Just as you dontt oexplain God, God is the ultimate explan-
ation,
Flanagan:
.Ona can be very wrong then in this type of situation., If one can-

not eritically ground then it might be that one is deceiving one's self,
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Lonergans

One can be deceiving oneself. If one is deceiving one's sglf one

is not in love, One is mistaking something for love. Love is aomething that

proves itself. "By their fruits you shall know them," and M"in fear and trembling

work out your salvation" and all the rest of it. Love isn't cocksure, either,

Flanagan:
I wanﬁ to thank Father Lonergan.
Lonsrgan:

I want to thank the organizeré s the people vho thought up and
financed and organized all this; the people who organized the meetings; the
people vho came, the people who wrote papers, the people who sat around this

morning and listened %, and are taking part in this thing - very very sirncerely

as you all can understand.

T
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