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The Generwal “haracter of lLonergan's Natural Theology :

1, In my llttle book, Insight, chapter 19 is devoted to
presenting anargrment with the concluslon, God exists.
prickly
I beg to substitute this argunent for the more anbitious
tople, Natural Theology,




The General Character of Lonergan's Natural Theology

1. Such is the toplec very kindly supeested to me for this
tal% by Prof. Gllkle

In so far as I have a Natural Theology, it consists
malnly 1n an argunent that concludes, 'God exists.'

I prorose, then, to avold any dlrect treatmsnt of the

notion of a natural theology and to conflne myself
limit wy

I propose then
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The General Character of an Argument for the Exlstence of God

1, After promptly accepting the surgestion, veryk kingly
made by Prof, Gllkle, that I take as my tople, The General
Character of my Natural Theology,

on second thoughts, for second thoughts seem always best,
I thought it wilser to retain the ruallficatlon, The General
Character of, but tomplace the broad topic, Natural Theology, with

Pay the more mrmohss limited term, Arguﬂgﬁn for the Exlstence
of God.

I trugt you will pardon this altsration., I cannot very
well di=sciss my natural theslogy, since I never got further 1in
that fleld than mx composing an argument for the existence of
Gfod. And I cannot do wmore that 1lndicate the general character
of that arsument, for it runa over fifty pages of falirly small

print, and prewsupposes asome elghteen previous chapters of a
long book. v

2F-~_In§_ﬂﬂfgggg;fLn,LLs_en%ifﬂ*tﬂ\inxolvea s maln teyms:
eal, being, etely Tntelliglble, an unrestricted act—of”
understanding, God, and exlsts.

heas,mﬂ&/%azpu%ffegéfhcrfmn,bhe\_glkq__pgfargumanxn

[ T the ?Egafig,;;iggffand bel 8 compiz;;}y/&ﬂtelliy
en ¢gere exists an unrestrlcted act of unde nilng;

thepe jziiif/gﬁ,anrestriggggfacf of-urderstandd
ei;g,_and belng 1sg R - : o

.f .

inte gible, God ex¥sts.
But tihe ¥eal is coyple ely int ligible.
Tneref e, God exist
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An Argument for the Exlstence of God

[T PPN S

1. After accepting the suggestlon, very kindly made by Prof.
Gllkie, that I toke as ny toplc, The General (lharacter of my
Natu~al Theology, .
on second thoughts, for second thoughts are mald to b i
be alvays best, I think I had best crafine ayrelf to the '
argunent for the exlstence of God set forth 1n Chacter XIX of
my little book, Insight, L
and tonch the prickly subject of a Natural Thec logy i
only incidentally and occaglonally. .

I an not going to pres=nt the whnole of tnalas argument.
It runs over 52 pages of falrly small print, and {or the nost
part they presuprose the preceding 600 pages of the book.
Very emphatically, then, I c¢ling to the ~i2liflcation
wlsely placed LIn the orlelnal tltle. I am to attempb to
indicate, not the argument, but the general character of
the argament in Inslght for the exkatence of Gad.

2. On page 672 there is written out the sylloglen

If the real is completely Antelliglble, God exists.
But the real is completely intelligiblex. Thersfore, God exlsts.

It is a hypothetlical arguxment 1ln the modus pirens.
Technically, it 1g correct. Affirm the antecedent, @and yoa
must affirm the consequent,

There remaln, however, two further questlons. iThat does
it mexm mean? And is that meaning true?

3. The meaning of the premlsres, then, may be clarified by
the introduction of mlddle Hrmg terms.

S0 the minor premtss, The real 1s completedy Intelliglble,
maey be replaced by the sylloglsm,

Bexing 1s completely intel llginle.
The real 1s belng.
Therefore, the real is completely intelligihle.

Again, the major prenlss may be replaced by the
compound hypothetlcal arguiment,
LV

If the real 1s completely Intelligible, there exists
an unrestricted act of understanding.

If there exists an unrestirlicted act of under ot andling,
God exlsts.

Tserefore , if the real s completely intell 1gible,
God exlsts.
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1. In cha. ter XIX of ny book, Insight, I worked out an
argument for the exlstence of God. TPresumably this fact
conatitutes my 'Natural Theology,' and so an account of the
genaral character of umy 'Natural Theolopy' will be an account
of thls argument.

2. The nub of the argument 1ls:

If the real is completely Ilntelllgible, Ged exists.
But the real 1s completely intelllgldle,
Therefore, God exista.

. Perhaps the first thing to be noted is that the
antecedent expresses a particular phllosophic poslition.

The arcument is not propoged o9 anyone at all, or to
all men of good will, or to anyone with an once of common
gense or with a glimmer of Intelligence
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2. The arguemtn involves six maln terms: real, belng,
coupietely intelligible, an unrestricted act of wunderstanding,
God, and exlate,

These slx terms comblne into four propositiors each of
which has to be established, n-mely,

The realx 1ls being.

Being 18 completely intelligible.

If the reql 1s completely intelliglible, there exists
an unrestricted act of understanding.

IT there exlsts an unrestricted act of understanding,
God exlists,

IT these four propositlons are extablslhed, there ls
established an argument f£ax that concludes, God exists.

From the last palr, we have; . B
If the real 1s comprletely intelllgible, God exista. i
From the first parl we have! =
The realt 1s compeletely Iintelligible. 1
From thege two: B
God exists.

3e Such 1s the mere loglc of the lssue. There remain }5=
two cuestiong. What dor each of our four propositlions mean? *
Are they true? Ilet us take them ln turn.

4, The real is being.

The "real" and especlally the "really real” is not
merely an ambiguous term. It 1s even ambivalent., ILts
meaning for us s settled by long-standing hablt, a heblt
contracted in childhood, a hablt n-ver perhaps subnltted to
scrutiny, a habit that despite the most s=sarching scrutingy
ls very apt to survive.

The child 1s sald to reach the age of reason about
seven years. But long £ before reachlng the age of r-ason,
he hasg to lsarn to distinguish between the real and the

: mere story, the merely imagined, the merely dreant, between
G what's really so and the sivlings's trick, joke, f£ib.

! The problems Xx of eplstemology begin sarly in our llves
and commonly our childish solutions remain with us to our
graves. The real 1s what is out there. Xnowing il is taklng
a good look., Objectivéty 1s a matter o fseelmng just what 1l1se
there to -e seen, no more, and no less,

o Besldes the e istemology worked out pragmatically in
: childhood, there also goes forward in us the development of
a8 gqulte different
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2. An arpgiment conslsts of terms, propositions, and inferences. QI
We have to conslider slx terms, four propositiona, and Luree ;_
inferences. .
The alx terms are; the real, being, completely intelliglble, i%
an unrestricted mm act of understanding, God, and exlsts. C
The four propositiong are: E i
The real 1s belrg. -
Being 18 completsly intellligible. Pop
The first three terms yleld two proposiiloneg and an
inference: . |
The real 1s belong. SRR
Belng is completely intelligible. 3
Therefore, the re<al is completely intelliglble. it
The m® last three terms yleld two proposhktlons and A B
an inference: [t
If the real 1s completely intel 'iglble, there exists .
an unrestricted act of understand lng. i
If there exists an unrestricted act of nnderstanding, 8
God exlsts. !

Therefore, 1f the r=al Ls conpletely Intelllglbdle,
God exlsts.

Comblning the two conelusions, one has the third ;
Inference: i
If the real ls completely intelliglible, God exists.
But the real ls conpletely intelliglble, o1
Therefore God exlsts, ;frfj
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S The Real 1ls bhelng

a By belng lsumeant
(1) what is intended b asking cuestlons |
(2) what 1s known by answer ing auestlons correctly ]
(3) what 1is unknown but to Te known by asking and enswering
a1l 1l further cusstl ns

o

Hece, belng ls all-inclusive. _.
It Includes everythlog we know by asking and answerlng qq

1z’




e The real ls baling

5“" Belng: what 1s Intended by asking guestlions
what 18 to be known by answerlng osuestions correctly

It incluades more than we know: ever)y genulne nuestion
takes beyond what we alreadyk know; 1t reveals the dynamlsm
of the humin mind., Belng ls the obJective of that dynanlsm.

The dynamlsn is unrestricted. No mat ter how nucn may
be known, one can always ask waether there might not be somethlng
further.

The anrestricted dynaanlsm rules out every partlal obscurantisa.
Auestions can never be brushed acide without any reasvpn whatever.
No doubt, there are legltlmate and 11legitl :ate cuestlons, useful
guesticne and auestions it wonld be a mistake to tackle now. 3ut
these distinctlons are ressoned distietions, The exclusion of
every form of obscurantism 1s the excluslon of arbitrariness.

b To affirm that the real is belng 1s to pln down what one

means by "real,
It riles out objectlonsz of the type that 'this sounde

fanciful, ! or 'that does not seem real,’ or 'how unreall'

More specliflcally it commits one to the view that
Apart from belng there 1s jJust nothing at all
It excludes the vizw that our cognitlonal process falls
into two parts
a first part 11 which we know reallty by lneffable experlence
g second part In which we work hy out hypotheses and theorles
It s true ix enongh that aninals know wlthout asking
questlons and gradually worklng out ansuers
It iz true that we can or mlght fmetlon by aerely anlmal
knowledge, though tils 1B unlikely

b To affirm that the real 1s being is M
(1) to pln down what one means by real, and

(2) indlpectly, to cin down what one aeans by knowlng and by
ob jectivity.

There are three fundamental lssues in philosophy
(1) what am I doing when I am knowlng -- cognitiomal theory
(2) why Ls dolng that knowlng -- eplstemclogy, q of cbjectivity
(&) what do I know when I do it -- metaphysics, account of reallty
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3.2 I sald that the argument 1s traiitional with two
modifications., The first of these was a variant on the
appeal to a principls of causality. The second appears
in the antecedant, nasely, the afflrmation that the real
ie completely intelligible.

That statuwent 1z & statement of horlzon, that 1ls, of the
totallty witnlo wileh all prey statenents derive thzir meanlng

That statement 1s a phllosophlc position




4, Being 1s completely intelligible,

As belng 18 what ls Intended 1n asking questlons, 8o 1t
1s what is to be known by answerling them.

But answering queetions 1s & matter of understanding
ocorrectly, of exercising one's intelligence and doing so in the
proper manner, of working out hypotheses and verifylng them.

But what can be known in this manner, can be only the
intelliglble. What is known by intelllgence 1s intelligible.




] Some pro further propertles of this a priorl notlon
had best be noted.

The apriorl Iintention iz not restrlcted,

It 1s not limited to some gewmus, llke sight to e¢olour
or hearing to sound. We ingnire abouat things 1n all axd any
genara and specles,

It is not limited to what we c¢can know.

Man's capacity to know Ls limlited. But no mat tex where
the dimit is set, one can always ask {though not answer) whether
or not there ls anything veyoind that limlt to be known.




ST AL i % g i o e e R T s

5, If belng 1s completely intelllgible, there exlste
an unrestricted act of understanding.

a If belng is to be completely intelligible, there must - f
e a completely intelllglble helng. =

If there 18 not a completely intellligible belng,
then belng za 1s not completely Intelllgible
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2. 1 am afrald that a brief outline of the argument mnay
prove more distressing than helpful. But I do not know how
¥ ¢lge to begln, 80 counting on your forbearance, I repeat
the syllogism that occurs on page 672 of Insight.

If the real 1s completely intelliglble, God exlsts.

But the real is completely intelllgible,

Therefore God exlstas.

Tie loglc of the argument causes ng difflicultys it is
8 stralghtforward hypothetical argument in the modus ponens.

But what does Lt aean, Let us tegln by breaklng down
both premisses by t.he lntroductlon of further ma nmiddle terus.

The hypothetlcal premlss can bs concluded from tnme followlng:
If there ls an unrestricted act of understandlng, God exlists.
If bedae-ls conpletely intelllgibls, there ls an unrestricted
act of understanc ing.
Therefore, If bedwne iIs completely intelligible, God exists,
Moreover, the antecedent 1ltself may be concluded from the
sylloglsm:
Belng 1s completely Intelllgible.
The real ls being.
Therefore, kEx the real ls com;letely lntel’ lglbls.
A: the real
B: belng
C: completely Intelllgible
D: an unresatricted act of understanding
E: God

F: exlasts

IT AisC, E 18 F; but &4 1s C; therefore, E 18 F.
B is C; A is B; therefore, 4 1s C.
IfTD1lsF, Eis F; if A s C, D 18 F; therefore if A s C, E is F.
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and reasonabl
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& By 'beingk‘i meant what 18 intended 1n questioning.
/

What 18 90 Imtended 1s not yet known: elss the ~uestlon
18 not genuine.,

What L1s a0 {ntended 1ls not utterly unknowns at least sne
knows enough t 0 ask about 1t

Wnat 1s a0 lntended, 1s intended a_priorl: it is aot
the content of sxmnething already percelved or koown; it s
about the perecelved or known, but 1t goes bheyomd what 1is
percelved or kmw=wn to ask abont thib unperceived and unknown.

b The a prloxl intentlion of belng 1s notxaksxrazk restricted.
It 1s not restricted to any specles or genus. No matter
how well we ¥now amy one species or genus, we canm always g0 on
to ask whether thexe are others, and so0 lntend others.

It 18 not restricted to any glven department of knowledge:
one can always go an to agk about other derartments.

It 1s not xestricted to human knowledge. Qne can ask
whether there exist other belngs that kwawx ask aboat or k-ow
belng, and one ask whether they know more than ve do. I am not
gaying that ve can tnow whether there are, only that we can
ask, It is In the adking that thsre occurs the a priori
intentlon of belxg.

4] The a prlor Intentlon of being ls not abstract.
The abstra ¢t prescinds from particular chiracteristics
to attend to more general characteristics.

The a prlorl intention of belng asks about all characteristics:
ag it 1= completely universal (concerned with everything) so also
1t is completely c¢oncretex (concerned with everything about
everything),

a The a prioxl Intentlion of belng ls not optiomal.

It Ls the merve of all guestioning, of all learning,
of all correcting mlstakes, of all lnculry, of sll rsflection,
of all deliberat lon,

Were Lt not to function, we would cease o be human.

e It remalng that, in a sense, we have to bz come human.
Besldes our Properly human knowing that is & matier compound
of experlenc ing, unierstending, and judglng,
there is purely sensitive knowing in the animal,
and the gradual process from the sensitive knowlng of
the haman infant o the every more 1ntelllgent and rational
knowing of the hman adult.

f To affirm thot the real ls belng 1s t9 commlt oneself

to properly hamsm knowing, To mix the two 1s the eritical problen.
EG Kant, Transcendental Aesthetic, first sentence
Vs. inmedl ately rel-ted by auestion. FCOpleston VI xt §§1, 8
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3. The r-eal 1s belng. Contlnued.

Some nmay be wondering whnt tnis has to do with
Xtlantty, with hearing the word, dolng the word, living the
word, bearinz wltness to the word, preaching the word.

The "wora" presupposes, not merely looking, but also
understanding, and affirming, and decldlng.

It ls part of the universe of belng, concerned with
the universe of being,

Blessed are they that have not seen and have belleved.

doctrimal
Especlally dogmas, confesslons, dogmntle theology,

No less the problems of myth and reallty, of hermensutics,
of history es science, of theology and other dlsclplines.
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4, Belng is conpletely intellilible.

By the intellliglble 1s meant what 1s to be known by
ntelligence.

One may dLlst Ingulish the potentially, formally, actuall$§
intellig¢inle,

The potentially intelliglble le what can be understoods
80 data are intelllglble 1n tnls sense,

The formally Intelligible is what is grasped by under-
standing lnasmuch as one 1s understanilng: such 18 the ldes,
the content of an act of understanding.

The actually intelligible 18 wh~t is ratiosmally afflrned:
it s the correctly understood, the verified ldea, the fact,

3
1

b Any belng we know or can know is intelligible.

As belng Ls intended by asking cusstions, so 1t 1s known
by answ-ring thea correctly,

But any be ing we know or will know must be intelliglible,
for 1t is only by the exercise of cur 1ntelligence and, indeed,
the prorer, r<as tnalbe exerclse of our int:1llg-nce %y that
we ask approprilate cuestl ns an? answer tliem correctly.

What 1s known by intelligience ls Intelligible.

c Belng is conpletely iatelliglible.

Being 1s conpletely intelliglble if svery obscurantlsnm,
gven every psrtlsl obscurantism, ls to be excluded.

For 1f 1t 18 excluded, then no ocuestlon can arbitrarily
be brushed aslde .

If non2 can arblitrarily be brushed aslde, then every
question » demands an intelligent and re:sonable anawer.

This deoes mwt mean that there 1s no strategy iln-ecisine
to be observed Ln ralslng gquestions, that there are not anestisns
10 be postponed, that there sre not 1llegitinmate cuestions, etc.
In any such case an intelligent and recasonable answer 1s
glven when the Llmppropriate or i1llegltimate cussiion is raised,
Obscurantlan isarbitarily brushing auestions aside.

d The gignificance of this step is that 1t restores the
philosophic as d istinct from the sclentific notion of causality.

For Bescartes, whlle phil and theol 8 were not only distinct
but serarate, a similar separation of phil and sc did not exist.
He proved the coxservsatisn of momentum from the Llwmutabillity of God

later, Virtually with Newton's phil nat princp math, [ormally
with Laplace’s denonstr=tios of thc periodic ity of planefary
motion and the c¢oncluslon, Nous n'avons pas besoin de cetter hypoth,
Phiil and sc becamce separate ms well as disbinct.

There was dev:loped a purely sclentific notion of causallty
that related eflfects only to finite causss

1t became necessary to develop a complementary purely
philosophie notlon of causallity.

= The real is completely Intelllgible.

° )

i3
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6. The reasl is belng

I remenber when I was a boy bel ;g surprised by a companlon
who assured ne that thﬂ alr was somet himg real.

I sald, No, It'e Just nothing. Thers's mothlng there.

He aaid, Thprc 8 gomething thare all right. Shake your
hand and yon will feel At. &2xI

30 I shook my hand, felt someth ing, and concluded that
the alr was real.

Now we 2all in childhood, long before reachling the age of
reason, have Lo work out lmpliclitly and pragmatically the solutilon
to problems In eplstemology and netaphysics,

We have to distirnguish between dreams and waklng, between
atories and what really happendd, we mwe to dlscover the
possibllity and learn to suspect the siboling's Joke, trick, fib.

The point to these remarks l1s, of course, that the
golutions we arrive at %n chlldhood ren=in with us for the rest
of our llves. They are manlfest, self-avlident, unquestionable;
in recent German philosophy they are Selbs tverstandlichkeiten

When Edmond Husserl bids us practice the phenodmenaolopical
reduction, =sze at the tree, retain &1l the phenomena, everything
that appears with all lts light and ¢ lory and majJesty, but put
withln brackets what 1§ conveyed to us by our deep sense of
ree llty, and so move away from the matiral attlinde, dle
naturliche Einstellung

he 1s taken a first step and a mecessary step to what

I mean when I say that the real is hedng ]
Not only 1s velng what 1ls intendsd by auestioning, '

what 18 to be kn wn by asking and corxsctly answerlng ouestions, |
but 8o rlos ls the real

No other intelllgent and reason=ble answer 1s posslble
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T The reel 1s completely intelligible

For:i Being 1ls completely intellligible. The real is
being, Therefore, the resl 1s completely lntelligible.

N. Bs When the real is identifled with the given,
the enplrical, the merely factual, then 1t 1s ldentlfied
wlth what as yet 18 not understosd. It ls dlstingulshed
from the intelligibvle.




T The realltles of this world give rise to questions that

take us beyomd thls world.

Any occurrence can be reduced to other occurrences,
and any existence Lo other exlstences,

But the others are just as much in need of explanatlon
as what they sxplaln., In fact, they are and they occur.
But why shoyld anything exiét? Why should anything occur?

Proof: occurrence as such, e-lstence as such 1s known
lnasmuch as we Jjudge; Judgement proceeds from grasp of
virtually unconditloned, (= what has conditlons whlech happen
to be fulfilled).

8 The cuestlon 1s not answ:red by concluding to other
incompletely Intelligible belngs beyond the re

8 If belng is completely Intellliglble




5. If the roal 1s completely intelllgibls, there sxlats
an unrestricted act of understanding.

No ome
Atenerof the realities in this world, taken by itself,
8 completely intellligltle.

Ye explaln them by goling beyond them to other thlngs
or persons,

o] Nor are the realitles of this world, taken together,
conpletely intelligible. p. 6593.

0re existence can be reduced to another; one occurrence
10 other Occurrences; but the others are Just as much in
need of explanatlon as the Lirsk one explalined.

¥Yriether one goes off Lo inflnity or roand 1In a clircle,
one refrices one matter of fact to another matter of fact;
one does ot get beyond nere factuallty to explanatinm.

Aszain, the propertles of things can be sxplained by
their natures, and thelr matur<s by an evolutlonary process. {0

But the evolutlonary process 1s Just a matter of 1
statlistical laws it Llg what happensed to happen that way; |
1t As rot ultlmete explanation.

e §t11], unless reality 1s the lntelligible by ldentity,
ve cannct know it: for what we know by Intelligence is just
the Intelllgible; and our knowlng 1s centrally intelligence.

Horeover, unless we are going to block gquestloaing in
an arvltrary mammer,

ve shall demand an intelligliblie ground for the exlstencs
of what de fact exists and for the sccurrence of what de facto
occurs

ardd we shall not stop untll wve reach ar concletely
intelllgible ground

a fuch a completely imte lligible ground Ls an uwnrestricted
act of anderstanding
e because 1t is unrestricted, it understands itself

conpletely and it understands completely everything about
everything else.




6. If there exists a complstely intelllgible being (an
unrestricted act of underztanding), God exists.

-3 The propertles of a completely 1latelllglible belng

coinclde with the properties traditionally attributed to God
pp 657-669

b As our account of human knowing s essentially openness

and process,

80 mue the foregolng account of ¢od 1s not closed off
but oren to further developments, specifilcally to the jevelopuents
of Christian falth

Delem: rooted Lln separation of phll and theolo, and
philosophy ratlomallstlc denying the possibllity of legitimate
falth

Natural theolozy, not necessarlly natural religion, ' op
Die Religion twnnerhalbd der Grenzen der reimen Vernunft ,’”thma
Deductivism plusg negatlon of orennéss, a cult of
necessity not found in modern math




I have been credited with & 'Natural Theology,' mnost
probably, because in chapter XIX of my book, Insight, there
1a worked out an argument for the exlstence of God.
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