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LONERGAR WORKSHOP

Bogton College
June 18-24, 1979

Dialogue fox Discuesion ]

To what extent in your own intellectual developmeut was your femiliarity
with science an aid? Did it help to establish the critical realist position?
What is the role of chaptera 2-5 In the enterprise of self-appropriation?

Has your viewpoint on the philosophy of the natural sclences chamged at all since
writing Inedpht?

Why do you zhink "reductionisn” 18 sc appesling a world view to many scilentista?
How would you dialoguz with a reductionist?

In chapter 20 of Insight you spoka of love as willing the good of A pergon, ;

Would you modify that way of speaking sbout love im Iight of your more
recent thought?

In a footnote to the epilogue to Insight you menticned that personal
relations could only be studied adequately in the lprger and more concrete
context of the collaborstion between humanity and God., Could you give some
pointers or suggestiouns as to vhat ihat larger study would entail?

Is religious conversion a movement "'fron above downward"? Is that true of moral,
peychic and intellectual conversion as well? If inteliectual conversion does
move "from above dowoward,” why is it that the program of self-affirmation

set forth in Inasipht seems to move "from below upward"?

Bob Doran suggested that you usc the phrasz, '"intellectual conversion,”

in two different ways; l.e., the intellectual converaion which occurred in
the Church at Nicea, and the intellectual conversion which emerged some-—
where between 1935 and 1957 in the explicit self-affiymation of the knower.
Ave these really distinct meanings of intellectual conversion? If so, in what
ways are they related?

In Insight, you spoke of expressions of meaning while in Method in Theology
you speak of carviers of meaning. Comment on the differences between the two,

Asguming the peneral emergent probability and the ontic value of the person,
how can one justify physical evlls?

Would you say something about how it 1s that so much of present institutional
practices cause alisnation and destruction. Where is the path to reform these
ingtitutlione go that they (chuzch, univeraity, siate} serve humanity?
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Uialnevwe for Diaguaslon

To what extent {n youar own incelliectua) devalopment was your familiarity
with sclence an ald? Did it halp to estsblish the critical realist position?
What 18 the role of chaptera 2-5 in the enterprise of self-sppropriation?

Has your viewpoint on the philosophy of the natural sciences changed at all since
writiag Inaipht?

Why do you think "reductionisa™ is 8o appealing a world view to many scientiste?
How would you dlalogue with a reductionisz?

Io chapier 20 of Ingight you spoke of love as willlog the good of a person.
Would you modify that way of speaking sbout love in light of your wore
recent thought?

In a footnote 2o the epilogue to Insight you mentioned that persopal
ralations could only be studied adequatoly in the lurger and more concrete
context of the collaboration betwaen humanity and God., Could you give some
pointers or suggestions ae to wiat that larger study wounld eatail?

1s raligious conversion a movement ''from zbove downward”? Is that true of moral,
psychic and inteliectual converslon as well? If intellectusal couversion does
move “'from above downward," why is it that the program of self-afficmation

set forth ip Tugicht seema to move "from below upward'?

Bob Doran suggested that you uge the phruse, "intellectual conversion,"”

in two different ways; i.e., the intellectusl conversion which occurred in
the Church at Nicez, and the intellectual conversion which emerged some-
where between 1935 and 1957 fn che explicit self-affimeation of the knower.
Are thege really distinct mesndings of intellectual converalon? If eo, in what
ways are thay related?

In Ingight, you spoke of expressions of mesning while in Method in Theology
vou spesk of carriers of meaning. Comment on the differences between the two.

Assumlng the general emergent probability and the ontic value of the person,
how can one justify physical evils?

Would you say something about how it fs that so much of preseat inatitutiocnal
practices cause alienation and destrection. Where is the path to reform these
institutions 80 that they (church, wniversity, state) serve humanity?
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1, Your familiarity with science

Some knowledge of mathematics, a grasp of the irrelevance
of a fresh air course on physics that did not presuppose calculus,
anal, geom., ability to ready such a book as Lindsay and Margenau,
reexpress it in terms of insight, and check reexpression out
with Eric ¢t'Connon

ph D from Harvard, teaching at Loyola while I was Immacules,
asked him how math classes going, he said badly, 1 asked are you
using the formalized methods, he said yes, I said give them the
insights and they will be able to figure the rest for themselves

We understood each other, Te was also teaching guantum Theory
at McGill, text books just simpliefications, he was working bck
from kk textbooks to what really was going on mathematically

b, help to establish critical realist position

It eliminated one-track notion of knowledge: taking a look;
taking a further spiritual look (seeing the concept)

Hoenen on geometric knowledge; absiract not only terms but
also nexus between terms; Scotist terminclogy: Aquinas abetract
forms {ie terms and relations as x an intelligibility which via
conception split into terms and relations; Hilbertts implicit
definitions te¢ avoid puclidean fallacies

Process: Newman t'Illative sense'; Marechal taught Stefanu
that human knowledge is discursive; I picked this up (judgment
as positing nexus or rejecting it)}; first emergence of objectivity

¢, role of 2-3 in self-appropriation

a phenonmenology of knowledge (Jjudgment comes in chapter 11,
metaphysics starts in chapter 14)

am T idealist (idealism as middle pesition)

detaching cognitional theory from epistemology

detaching both from metaphysics

avolding the trap of first metaphysics that assumes knowing
is taking a look, so that metaphysics is prison out of which
one cannot escape from naive realism (that would throw metaphyis
overboard, existence of God, etc, ete,

a gradual process of deniaisement; brought up a classicist
and gradually worked my way out of it,
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2 Not a philosophy of science: a phenomenology

Part of ®ongoing genesis of methodsr

Aristotle, Butterfield (14th to Newton), Ximzkexmy Maxwell,
Einstein, Quanta, reinterpretation of rstatisticalr (theory of
gases, Darwin) Si Spring 197¢-77, pp 341-35

Reduction of post An to theory of working out presuppositions
and implications ofa well-formed hypothesis

Aristotle!s first principles are wisdom (lecture Thursday eveni

Post An not basic in Aristotelian corpus: & neat speculation;
real basis Met 7 and H; De Anima III

3 Traditional oppposition

Up to Aug-Arist controversy in 13th both theologians
and scientists such as Roger Bagon followed a method

14th century and later scholastics; deductivists with ne
roon for novelties of science
b, Reductionism blocks off further qq.: scientists top dogs;
any further question has tobw based on scientific concluslons;
cf, analystst parallel technique

both shut off uneasy conscience, Carl Beckerts human living
baged on buttressing self-esteem (Sebastian Moore's paper)
e, ynaware of intelligence as personal experience

nejection of yuhn's structure of scientific revolutions
ag irrational (gradual accumulation of observations and measurement:
Pnaware of conversion
No religion established by law,
Income tax extabllshed by law and lawgivers take control
of education
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