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the syllogism is a generalization about lawful or necessary relations (or,
in cases, ‘‘statistical’’ relations)!® among types or categories of events or
processes and initial conditions. The minor premise locates the historical
facts as instances of the stated types or categories. And the effect of the
covering law is to make the events logically deducible from the context of
conditions and thus, at least in principle, predictable. According to Dray,
the argument in this model of explanation is that all historical accounts
implicitly make an appeal to such a covering law and that to link any event
to a context of factors or determinations is necessarily to make an implicit
claim to a lawful relationship between them.!?

Dray’s response to the covering law model is to reject the claim that
historians always explain events in terms of covering laws. He argues that
the historian is not really interested in events and processes as instances
of general classes. Rather, he or she is concerned with their particularity.2°
To overlook the distinctive, the particular, the unique in historical events
and processes and to seek only lawful relations among classes is to assume,
according to Dray, that historical actors are not freely rational and that
historical events are determined somewhat mechanistically.?! Dray argues
that the historian’s intent is much more modest and that his or her account
is a “‘colligation’” (a term he borrows from Waish) into a partial but
nonetheless plausible account of a possible set of relations among the par-
ticular facts.??

W.B. Gallie? goes further along this line, back towards the relativity posi-
tion, to argue that there is an essential and permanent contingency to
historical processes that cannot be overlooked by the historian.2* What the
historian does is to narrate a succession of events by filling in the gaps be-
tween the facts and making a story. A story ‘‘follows’’ as a story precisely
because the author sets up a theme at the beginning of the account so that
the reader catches a glimpse of what might constitute a possible conclu-
sion. Armed with such a theme the reader anticipates some events
throughout the story and is surprised by others. The final outcome of the
story is always unpredictable just as the historical events are unpredictable.
So the reader is never confident that one or another outcome will necessarily
prevail. Thus the reader is held in suspense throughout, anticipating the
possible relationship between this event and the suggested outcome, wonder-
ing whether than event might push the course of action in another
direction.?’

Hayden White2¢ comes full round to another formulation of a ‘‘relativist”’
position to argue that the overarching structures of the historian’s narratives
can be classified into four types and that these structures are rooted in the
very structure of language itself.?” Since there is no such thing as a com-
pletely “‘objective’’ account of what actually happened, the historian must
choose the narrative structure that he or she will appropriate and integrate
into the account.28 If this choice is not made deliberately, the structure will
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be chosen spontaneously in accordance with prevailing cultural trends or
with the author’s own personal ‘story.”’?®

We can see, in this set of positions, how implicit theories and assump-
tions from the speculative philosophy of history tend to be interwoven with
attempts to work out some account of the method and enterprise of
historiography. To develop an account of what the historian is doing and
what he or she can expect to arrive at in writing history seems to require
some position on what elements make up the history that is written about
and how these elements are dynamically related. For Huizinga, the elements
of the history that is written about can never be separated from the act of
writing or constructing history.3® And the authors of such acts are
civilizations.3! Furthermore a civilization’s act of imposing a form on its
own past in the light of its present is itself a significant determinant of that
civilization’s present activity.3? The meaning that is the product of this
historical remembering is a key element in the dynamics of the history that
is written about.3? But this activity of organizing and in-forming historical
memory is always a restricted activity in which present concerns set the
limits, select the data, and provide the organizing criteria for the historical
writing.?* Thus there will never be a single history of humanity.?* Ques-
tions about the overall concrete shape and telos of human history are left
open. And it would seem from Huizinga’s view that such questions could
never be answered on the basis of an appeal to historical evidence.3¢
Huizinga’s view of human cognition, as operative in historical writing, sets
the foundation for his view of the elements of history, provides some in-
sights into the structure and the dynamics of history, as written about, and
excludes from the scope of the study of history speculative questions about
the cyclic structure or the goal of the course of human events.3?

For the covering-law modelist the “‘stuff’’ of history is events that are
the outcomes of antecedent or simultaneous events, processes, laws and
conditions.3® Such events are of classes and such things as psychological
and sociological laws (understood both as probabilistic and classical laws)3®
operate to determine the interrelations among antecedent events, conditions
and processes and their consequent outcomes.*® The historian can, to some
extent, understand the events and processes of an age gone by precisely
because such classes and laws either cut across cultures and ages or can
be understood from a later perspective as generally operative within a bygone
context.4! Consequently he or she seeks to identify events as instances of
classes and to draw upon whatever knowledge of laws and processes that
is available from common sense and from such sciences as psychology,
sociology, economics, etc., to explain what is, at least in principle, predic-
table about historical events.4? The covering-law modelist admits the
possibility of a macro-level explanation of the whole of human history, an
explanation of the structure and the determinants of historical change. But
because of the precision required by this model such macro-level explana-
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tions rarely fulfill the required tests of adequacy.4> The most general
characteristic of the covering-law model is its insistence upon explanation
in terms of antecedent or simultaneous conditions.**

Dray rejects the covering-law model because he holds that it is the unique-
ness, the particularity alone that is significant about the events and pro-
cesses of history.4* Historical events are essentially non-classifiable (and if
you want to be a covering-law modelist, according to Dray, you would pretty
well need a separate class for every historical event).4¢ History operates by
contingent events converging and historical actors making rational,
“‘undetermined’’ choices.4’ Thus complete explanation in terms of antece-
dent conditions would require the historian to know all the converging details
and to foreknow the actors’ free choices. This, of course, is impossible.48
And so the best that the historian can do is to construct an approximate,
incomplete picture or image of what possibly might have happened to bring
about an event or outcome, on the basis of a partial knowledge of available
facts and a speculation as to what the actors’ motives might have been.*’
The historian has no illusions of explaining completely and his or her ac-
count makes no claim to identical correspondence with historical reality.5°
Dray’s account of historical events emphasizes the future orientation of
human rational action. Consequently his account of historical explanation
involves the historian bringing his or her own self-knowledge into a judg-
ment on where the historical actors might reasonably have been heading.

With Gallie and White the wider vision of the speculative philosophers
of history comes into focus explicitly. But whereas the speculative
philosophers claim that their theories about humanity, about historical
change, about the goal of history are true of historical process, Gallie and
White place such theories squarely within the minds of the historian. Gallie
argues that the general, explanatory themes used by historiographers are
a part of the historian’s task of constructing a narrative that “‘follows”’
through the contingencies of historical events.>' And such themes can make
no metaphysical claim on the ‘‘objective reality’’ of history.5? White argues
that what the speculative philosophers and the historiographers alike are
doing is projecting a ‘‘meta-historical’’ poetic structure — a structure that
is rooted in the mind, in imagination, in language — onto the data of
historical events.5? The speculative philosophers have made such structures
explicit but White argues that they remain implicitly operative in the work
of historiographers.5 Since no one structure is right or wrong the selection
among structures remains to be made deliberately on the basis of *‘moral’’
or “‘aesthetic’’ criteria.’s It is especially clear in White’s case how a theory
of cognition, based in the work of Kant, sets the foundation both for his
account of historiography and of the enterprise of the speculative
philosophers of history.3¢

In each of these cases various answers to questions about the elements
and the structure of the history that is written about were related integrally
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to the author’s conception of the enterprise and the methods of
historiography. And so Walsh’s suggestion that the theories of the great
speculative philosophers of history be understood and assessed by contem-
porary historians and philosophers is surely a good one. But is there not
another angle or tack that can be taken on both sets of issues together?
Is there not a basis in epistemology or cognitional theory to both sets of
questions? An account of the substance and dynamic structure of historical
events and processes is itself an act of knowing as are the procedures of
historiography. Indeed there would seem to be some truth in conceiving
intelligence as, in some way, constitutive of history. It becomes clear in
the more “‘relativist’’ positions that what one conceives as the structure and
the limits to acts of knowing history determines how one conceives what
the historian is writing about. Writing at the end of the nineteenth century,
Wilhelm Dilthey understood the integral connections among cognitional
theory, one’s conception of the substance and dynamic structure of history,
and the enterprise and methods of historiography.

6.2 Wilhelm Dilthey

According to Michael Ermarth,3” Wilhelm Dilthey’s life was devoted to
finding grounds for reconciling an appropriate knowledge of humanity and
a belief in the foundations for human living with a newer form of knowledge
of natural processes which was emerging with remarkable success from the
application of the methods of the Naturwissenschaften. Diithey had seen
a marked shift occur in nineteenth century Germany. The first half of the
century had been dominated by German Idealism with its emphasis upon
the creative, originating, transformative power of mind. Human reality was
conceived as decisively constituted by the operations of mind. And so the
human sciences, with their sweeping generalizations which sought to bring
all of reality under a single systematic viewpoint, were considered the sole
adequate means for gaining access to this human reality. After 1850,
however, a new, positivist approach began to gain dominance, an approach
which emphasized the particular details of human life that could be
discovered by applying the methods of the natural sciences. And here, mind
and consciousness were not conceived as originating but as derivative of
the external, natural world. Dilthey was convinced that the human sciences
could still yield some knowledge of reality and that the successes of the
natural sciences need not demand a reductionist view of mind. He wondered
whether there was a route somewhere between the sweeping generalizations
of the idealists and the concrete, reductionist explanations of the positivists.
And so he sought to secure a methodological foundation for a newly con-
ceived science of man, which would provide access to a comprehensive
understanding of human history while still remaining a legitimate, ground-
ed knowing.3®
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Dilthey’s approach, according to Michael Ermarth, was to recognize the
natural sciences as a legitimate way of knowing, but to demand a restric-
tion in the field of knowledge to which the methods of the natural sciences
would apply. Taking his clue from the great idealist philosophers, Diithey
asked whether the realm of human history, human value, human meaning
was constituted differently from the realm of natural processes. And he
found an answer in his distinction between inner lived experience of human
conscious life and the outer sensory experience which provides access to
the natural world. The human sciences have as their proper object of study
the reality which is given directly to the mind as a coherent texture of rela-
tions and meanings.*® And this inner lived experience is given directly to
the mind as a coherent unity precisely because it is a product of mind itself.
Dilthey seized upon an insight which had been formulated first by Giovan-
ni Battista Vico, early in the eighteenth century. The mind can know directly
what the mind has created. And so understanding in the human sciences
is the reconstruction of mental life.®® Consequently the methodology of the
human sciences will have its foundations rooted in an adequate account
of the workings of the human mind.%! The ‘‘Fundamental Science,”” the
foundations for a science of man, society and history, will be at once a
psychology and an epistemology. For an empirical study of the laws that
rule the human mind in its social, intellectual, and moral activity, will ex-
plain both the workings of mind and the nature of its products, human
conscious historical life.s2

Dilthey’s turn was towards an empirical account of human knowing to
ground a systematic method of knowing in the human sciences. Human
knowing is spontaneously operative in its natural attitude of historical life
experience.®* And as such the activity of mind is constitutive of historical
reality. Human understanding includes its objectification in language and
gesture. And history is the manifold of relations that are constituted by
such understanding. History is the process of objectification of Verstehen.*
Thus Dilthey’s ‘‘Fundamental Science’’ set the foundations for an account
of the structure and dynamism of history, precisely because it is mind itself
which is the author of historical process.ss

There is certainly a great deal more than can be said about the work of
Dilthey. And Michael Ermarth’s book is a marvellous introduction to the
many facets of Dilthey’s life and his thought. But for the present purposes
what is significant is that Dilthey understood the methodological implica-
tions for the study of history when history is conceived in terms of the
mediating and constitutive acts of human meaning and human freedom.
Acts of intelligence are not simply employed to understand human historical
processes. Rather, they are, in some way, the significantly constitutive
elements of those processes as decisively human. And so to work out a
historiographical method will require a more basic explanation of the opera-
tion of mind in its mediation and its constitution of historical process. For
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it is this act of mind, operating in its myriad of concrete times and places,
which the study of history seeks to explain.¢¢ There will be two ‘‘modes”’
of the operation of mind. In the spontaneous ‘‘natural attitude’’ mind
understands and exteriorizes itself, thus constituting its object, historical
life. And in the more refined attitude of inquiry in the human sciences
understanding grasps the nature of its objectified operation in the natural
attitude.$” But the empirical study of the psychology of mind (a further
refinement of this second mode of operation) will yield an understanding
of the structure of mind’s operation in both modes.

Lonergan would have some critical reservations about the way in which
Dilthey set about working out his Fundamental Science. And Matthew Lamb
has written a book on the similarities and the differences in the two ap-
proaches of Lonergan and Dilthey.%® But what is relevant here is that
Lonergan, like Dilthey, asks whether there can be any foundation for a
single ‘‘upper blade’’ for history in general. In his 1960 Thomas More lec-
ture, Lonergan notes than when it comes to writing a history in a particular
field, say the history of mathematics, or the history of physics, there can
be some agreement on historical explanations of the developments in the
particular fields precisely because there is some agreement on how the opera-
tions of mathematics and physics currently are carried out. The data that
is available on the various moments and advancements in the science con-
stitute isolated points in the chronology, but the historian can fill in the
spaces because he or she knows the current science and what is significant
to its contemporary operation in its relevant fields of research and
application.®® The upper blade of a history of mathematics or a history of
physics comes from the methods and procedures operating in present day
mathematics and physics. And while philosophers of science still seem to
be unable to agree upon a complete explanation of scientific knowing there
remains, at the level of scientific practice, substantial agreement in many
areas, on what procedures constitute appropriate experimental method and
an appropriate foundation upon which to pronounce a hypothesis v-
probably verified. What the historian of mathematics or science anticipates
as a complete historical account or explanation of the particular field is
the genesis of a set of procedures whose performance the historian must
understand intimately before he or she sets about the historical task.

It would follow, then, that a general historiography would need to take
its upper blade from something like a contemporary science of man and
culture.”™ And here Lonergan is in agreement with Dilthey. Furthermore
like Dilthey, Lonergan argues that what is essentially constitutive of human
culture and history as human are the operations of human intelligence.

There is an existential memory, that is constitutive of the people qua

people, just as there is an existential memory constitutive of the per-

sonality gqua personality. Again, the history of a people is an account,
an interpretation of what the people were; but what the people were
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was their own self-interpretation. A man is not just a thing. It’s what
he does. What he says, what he works for, is all function of his ex-
perience, his accumulated experience, understanding, judgment, his
mentality, his way of thinking, what he approves of, and disapproves
of, what he wants and doesn’t want. His mental activities are the main
determinants of all his actions and his mental activities include an in-
terpretation, an idea of what he himself is and what he is for, — his
nature and destiny. And as this is true of the individual so also it is
true of the group.”*

Lonergan agrees that at the basis of a critical and a speculative philosophy

of history will lie a science of man whose foundation is rooted in an ac-

count of what is distinctively human about life, acts of meaning.”

6.3 Emergent Probability as an ‘‘Upper Blade’’ For a Critical
Philosophy of History

Lonergan’s proposal, then, for an answer to the problems encountered
in the two schools of the philosophy of history will be that an overall science
of man will develop a set of anticipations operative in the writing of history,
that this science of man will be based in a theory of cognition, that the
structure to the explanations in this science of man will be rooted in the
operative structures of acts of knowing in both the classical and the statistical
sciences,” and that such a science will recognize that historical events are
transformed significantly with changes in the sciences of man which ground
the popularly held anticipations of culture. Like Huizinga, Lonergan con-
ceives the distinctive, constitutive element of human history, as written, to
be acts of meaning, acts of understanding, judging and deciding. And, like
Huizinga, Lonergan recognizes that such acts occur within a context or a
horizon of anticipations, goals, projects, values, habits, routines, skills,
roles, hopes, fears, drives, biases, etc., etc. Lonergan would agree that what
is selected for a study by the historian, most usually corresponds to the
concerns of a later age. And this foreign horizon of concern, far from con-
stituting an obstacle to writing history, is its condition of possibility.”* But
Lonergan also recognizes that the orientation of the act of writing history
is to transcend the limitations of this later horizon and to approach a corre-
spondence or identity with an intelligibility immanent in emergent histori-
cal process. Consequently the historian’s task is to achieve an ecstasis, or a
standing out from his or her original horizon of concerns, and gradually to
begin operating within a horizon of anticipations that is appropriate to the
age or to the thinkers being studied. Thus while the historian chooses to
study what he or she, in his or her own culture, deems significant, the study
need not remain locked into the cultural horizon of the historian’s own age.”

Like the covering-law modelists, Lonergan conceives acts mediated by
meaning as events that occur in accordance with the fulfiliment of an ap-
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propriate range of conditions and he conceives such events and conditions
to be of classes. Classes of events recur and associated with this recurrence
there is to be discerned an intelligibility that can be formulated as a “‘law.”’
Laws are statistical as well as classical and it is the statistical laws that grasp
and intelligibility that is operative in ranges of non-systematic aggregates
of converging conditions.?® History does not seek to explain events in their
generality but in their particularity. Rather, it is psychology, sociology,
economics, political science, and the like that explain events as instances
of classes. History is interested in the particular, the concrete.”” And so
explanation in history will require an understanding of the classical laws
operative in the recurring events and schemes and of the statistical laws
associated with the fulfilling conditions for the more or less probable
emergence of such events and schemes. But beyond these history will re-
quire the inverse insight that grasps individual occurrences as non-systematic
divergences from statistical laws. At any historical moment a number of
things possibly could have been going forward and at the moment the prob-
abilities associated with the recurrence of appropriate ranges of conditions
would narrow down that number. But what actually occurred did so in ac-
cordance with an aggregate of converging conditions that constituted a non-
systematic divergence from the probabilities. And so while historical ex-
planation will require an appeal to laws, such laws will not suffice to ex-
plain the historical events.”®

Thus Lonergan agrees with Dray that the historian is interested in the
concrete and the particular and that the concrete and the particular is not
to be understood completely in terms of classical laws. But while a “‘col-
ligation’’ is a possible account, Lonergan would draw upon the classical
and statistical laws to narrow down the possibilities and to estimate the f-
probabilities associated with a range of v-probable occurrences in an ap-
proach towards grasping a v-probable intelligibility immanent in historical
process.™

With Gallie and White, Lonergan recognizes that there are overall struc-
tures or patterns operative in the oscillations between progress and decline,
that these patterns conceivably could be classified, and that such patterns
are surely operative in the imagination as anticipations of the long range
course of one’s life and that of one’s culture and civilization. Lonergan
would recognize careful classification of such anticipatory structures to be
powerfully relevant to an understanding of a historical age and to one’s
understanding of oneself. But unlike White, Lonergan recognizes under-
standing to intend something more than an order in the mind or a struc-
ture to language. And Lonergan would argue that inasmuch as White in-
tends to do something more than present an account of the structure of
his own mind (inasmuch as White makes a historical claim about nineteenth
century philosophers and historians) his own project reflects Lonergan’s
rejection of this narrower view of cognition.
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Finally, Lonergan would add that historical events are transformed
significantly in accordance with transformations in cuiturally operative
theories on humanity and on historical process. As people in cultures live
and act in accordance with anticipations about the nature of humanity, the
structures of history, and the dynamics of progress and decline — anticipa-
tions which are shaped, generally, by the historians and theoreticians of
the current or previous ages — their historical living comes to reflect the
structure of such anticipations. The historian, equipped with the tools for
an analysis of sciences of man and philosophies of history, will be in a posi-
tion to understand the course of historical events in terms of transforma-
tions in culturally operative views drawn from such extant human sciences
and philosophies of history. And a historical writing which reflects any ad-
vance upon the status quo in the science of man and the philosophy of
history will have a profound effect on the future flow of events when it
becomes widespread in the operative anticipations of culture. It is to this
end of working out an advance upon current philosophies of history that
emergent probability is proposed.

6.4 History as Meaning

There exist at least three fundamental problems with conceiving the struc-
ture and dynamism of history in terms of acts of meaning. My procedure
here will be to develop some of the foundational notions operative in
Lonergan’s account of the structure of history and society in the course
of meeting these problems. And so an initial presentation of the problems
would be in order here.

First. While acts of meaning are certainly performed by human subjects,
it can be argued that such acts are seldom, if ever, self-constituting or seif-
regulating. Rather, a myriad of “internal’ psychic, affective and
physiological processes of subjects exercise an overwhelming influence upon
human intelligent activity, so much so that (in an extreme view) meanings
are essentially derivative of such ‘‘internal’’ processes. Thus, history, con-
ceived as decisively ordered by acts of subjects, is to be explained in terms
of the patterms and regularities of subconscious life or, for example, in
terms of repressed sexuality rather than in terms of subjectively constituted
meaning.®!

Second. While meanings are acts of human subjects, historical processes
are rarely intended or foreseen by individuals. The battle plans of generals
seldom explain the outcome of wars. In addition, the subtly but pervasive-
ly operative symbols and images of a society, of a culture, are rarely the
result of acts of understanding of citizens of that society or culture. Thus
Matthew Lamb criticizes Wilhelm Dilthey for not adequately handling ‘‘the
larger systems in history which could not be understood as expressing a
given individual’s presence.’’#2
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Third. Meanings of individuals emerge in a social context in which the
individual participates. But the individual’s mode of participation in that
context is, for the most part, determined by the economic structure of that
society, its modes of production, its habitual routines, its traditional divi-
sions among classes, its patterns of ownership and contro! over the institu-
tions of society, etc., etc. It is not the meanings that determine the dynamic
patterns of historical change but the operative relations of society and
economy and the regular order in which such relations are transformed over
the history of civilizations.#3

In each of these three objections what is at issue is the extent to which
subjective acts of intelligence, and more specifically one’s own ‘‘interpreta-
tion”’ of oneself, are decisive in constituting the over-arching course of
history. Lonergan recognizes that there is a truth to be grasped in each of
the objections. But he would argue that at the extreme pole of each, the
significance and indeed the possibility of human knowing and human
responsible acting is either precluded or rendered insignificant for the course
of human life. Lonergan would note that the very act of putting forward
an extreme view, in each case, would involve the subject in a contradic-
tion. For each objection itself intends a truth about human life which is
not simply to be explained away in terms of inner or outer pre-conditions
surrounding its author’s cognitional activity. And each intends a decisive
reversal of a long-standing history of misunderstanding, and thus each
claims to be a significant contribution to man’s development. But it is in
coming to understand the truth intended by each objection that a fuller
understanding of the role of cognitional and responsible activity in human
society and history is to be gained.*

6.4.1 “Internal’’ Conditions and the Dramatic
Subject: Dialectic and Dramatic Bias

The claim of the first objection is that ‘‘internal®’ psychic and emotional
forces and processes operative at a subliminal level, function to condition,
massively, intelligent and responsible activity, to the extent that much, if
not all, of human freedom (understood here in terms of intelligent self-
determination) is an illusion. To respond to this objection requires introdu-
cing Lonergan’s notion of “‘dialectic.”

For the sake of greater precision, let us say that a dialectic is a con-

crete unfolding of linked but opposed principles of change. Thus, there

will be a dialectic, if:

(1) there is an aggregate of events of a determinate character,

(2) the events may be traced to either or both of two principles,

(3) the principles are opposed yet bound together, and

(4) they are modified by the changes that successively result from

them.®s
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In the dramatic pattern of common sense intelligence, Lonergan notes
that there is operative a dialectical interaction between the spontaneous
demands of neural patterns and processes, and the selection, integration
and repression of such neural demand functions by the psyche through the
conscious operations in the ‘‘basic pattern of experience.’’ In such opera-
tions as seeing, hearing, wondering, understanding, an order or pattern is
constituted in a manifold of neural events and processes. But such an order
is not from nothing, for neural processes constitute an exigence for a cer-
tain range of ordering that leads to a correspondence between, for exam-
ple, certain patterns of change in the optic nerve and certain acts of seeing.%¢
Since acts of psychic integration which meet an exigence of the neural
manifold never occur in accordance with hard and fast laws, there will
generally occur acts in the basic pattern which miss their mark. Further-
more, Lonergan goes on to note that intelligent acts operate in terms of
anticipatory structures, practical projects, and social relations of role, iden-
tity and status. Thus questions are not only met with incorrect answers,
they often invite and encourage incorrect answers when the subject’s pro-
jects and anticipations do not correspond to the demands of experience.
Subjects do not only stop short of correct answers, they also reject correct
insights in favour of incorrect ones, in the interests of other ranges of con-
cerns. But because the complete neural manifold presents an exigence for
an appropriate integration, intelligence will be driven back to the data, back
to further questions as long as satisfactory answers are not found and settled
upon.®’

The two principles of change, the drive to psychic integration and the
exigence of the nural manifold for appropriate integration, operate not only
in harmony but also in opposition. Lonergan suggests that much fearful
avoidance of questions and concerns, an unhappy subterranean life of ques-
tions, experiences and images, and some inhibited performance of psychical-
ly disturbed subjects has been explained in terms of the reordering of the
neural and psychic manifolds around the repression of the ‘‘dramatic
bias.’’®® In the measure that repressed questions, experiences, and images
arise in wider or narrower dimensions of life, the demand of the neural
processes for appropriate integration will continue to drive more or less
relentlessly towards surfacing in other areas of conscious life. Thus they
operate more or less powerfully as a force or principle that warps the rest
of the subject’s life of experiences, insights, judgments and decisions.*’

But the dialectical interaction between the ordering principle of psychic
acts and the exigences of neural processes for appropriate order does not
only manifest itself in dramatic bias and, at the extreme, psychic
aberration.® For this dialectic drives the subject towards further questions,
and further experience when insights fail to satisfy the demands of a ques-
tion, towards images, music and art when the operative values of a culture
cease to nourish, and towards getting in touch with the subject’s own feel-
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ings when projects, routines, and relations of life become mechanical and
unreal. But as life is constituted as much by failure as success the resultant
aberrations of dramatic bias will manifest themselves as a principle of social
and historical decline, which stands in opposition to the historical opera-
tion of the drive of universal finality.®' Lonergan explains the historical
principle of “‘individual bias™ in terms of this dialectic. The historical
manifestation of this principle of bias will be discussed in greater detail in
the next chapter.®?

In response to this first objection, then, Lonergan would argue that there
certainly remain neural and affective events which constitute the conditions
for cognitional and responsible operations and which function in patterns
or schemes that distort and limit the effective range of these operations.??
But such events and schemes of events do not order decisively and deter-
mine the cognitional and responsible acts. Rather, the neural and affective
events and processes constitute a manifold to be ordered by such psychic
operations. Because the ordering process involves the operation of two
related but opposed principles of change the process will proceed dialec-
tically as a linked set of changes in the intellect and in the neural manifold,
such that each change conditions the occurence of the next. Each psychic
integration of the neural manifold operates cumulatively on the materials
presented by the previous acts and the combined effects of the linkage and
opposition between the two principles both keeps the dialectical scheme
operating circularly and keeps the subject either developing or, in the case
of prolonged bias, declining until the repression either forces a reversal or
destroys the subject. The cumulatively operating acts of integration recur
in accordance with statistical laws. And in Lonergan’s explanation it is the
element of randomness, or absence of reason, at the centre of the statistical
laws, which precludes a reductionist explanation and which accounts for
the flexibility that dynamizes the operation of the dialectic.%*

While precluding a reductionist account of acts of meaning, this notion
of dialectic put forward by Lonergan makes room for an explanation of
human action in terms of the operation of psychic aberration and opens
the way for an account of historical events and processes in terms of bias.
The difference between the operation of bias and the developing orienta-
tion of the dialectic is to be understood in terms of a difference in the f-
probable frequency of occurrence of competently performed, cumulative-
ly integrating acts of intelligence and responsibility. Shifts in such prob-
abilities in the lives of individual subjects and in the recurring activities of
societies and cultures could be explained in terms of changes in conditions
associated with experiences and life routines. And a psychological study
of the myriad of ways in which bias manifests itself could well prove a
powerful explanatory tool in the hands of the historian. But such shifts
in probability, Lonergan would argue, constitute expansions or contrac-
tions in the range of effective freedom. Far from precluding essential
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freedom such shifts in probability demand the notion of essentisl freedom
and its dynamic structure as an emergent integration of a lower order
manifold.?

6.4.2 The Schemes and Series of History and Society:
Intersubjectivity and Dialectic

The claim of the next objection to conceiving history in terms of acts
of meaning centers around the fact that no historical event or age would
seem to correspond to any one person’s act of meaning. People’s inten-
tions, insights, plans and projects are one thing. But the course of history
is usually something quite different. If meaning is the term of a subjective
act, then how are we to conceive history in terms of meaning when it is
clear that historical patterns and structures would seem to be operative in
historical ages whose subjects could not begin to think in terms of such
patterns and structures?% To meet this objection requires an excursus of
some length which will involve the development of some of Lonergan’s clues
in Insight and the introduction of some insights of Gibson Winter's from
Elements for a Social Ethic. But an initial outline of the final response to
this objection might help the reader through this excursus.

The following explanation of the overarching schemes and patterns of
society and history in terms of a subjective account of the genesis of mean-
ing will involve the heuristic structure of emergent probability. The respon-
sible actions, projects, and routines of two or more individuals can link
together to form an operative pattern or scheme in which all members par-
ticipate intelligently and responsibly but which none need have devised and
which none need understand completely for the scheme to operate. Such
is the structure of the probably emergent scheme of recurrence. In this ac-
count the constitutive elements are acts of meaning (whether acts of know-
ing fact, or, far more regularly, intelligently integrated sets of performance
skills). But the structures of society and history are constituted by the
schemes in which the recurring classes of intelligent acts link together in
a mutually conditioning pattern. And far from precluding the operation
of individual acts of intelligence, such an explanation would require their
habitual recurrence. This, in outline, is the response to this second objec-
tion. But to develop this notion of social and historical schemes will in-
volve a discussion and development of the notion of ‘‘intersubjectivity.”’

In Insight, Lonergan points to evidence of a spontaneous, intersubjec-
tive bond, operative vitally and affectively, linking subjects together in a
common field of experience.?” In Method he introduces ‘‘intersubjectivi-
ty’’ as the “‘vital and functional’’ unity of subjects ‘‘that precedes the distinc-
tion of subjects and survives its oblivion.”’?® As the spontaneous concern
for another’s welfare, as the spontaneous empathy with another’s object
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of concern, and as the immediate grasp of the irreductible meaning of
another’s smile, the intersubjective ‘‘we’’ has its roots in the vital experiences
of human subjects in the biological and aesthetic patterns but continues
to operate as a condition for the whole range of intelligent and responsible
acts of individuals and cultures.®® But it is in Gibson Winter’s Elements
JSor a Social Ethic that we can find an account of the recurrent structure
of intersubjective exchange among subjects.

Winter’s account of the threefold structure of sociality, developed in
Elements, did not draw upon Lonergan’s work, but rather sought in the
work of Alfred Schiitz a corrective to an overly deterministic presentation
of George Herbert Mead. ' However, Mead’s original account of the struc-
ture of gesture and response and Winter’s reconstruction of Mead both ex-
plain the emergence of social identity in terms of a recurring set of acts
which, once initiated, operate in a specific order of succession.!®!

Mead began with a view of the individual person which was developed
in the tradition of behaviorism and pragmatic philosophy, and he sought
to find how an individual’s sense of identity came to be a social identity.'0?
He developed a threefold pattern of gesture and response, in which an in-
dividual comes to see him or herself through the eyes of another person
when he or she initiates a gesture, receives a response to the gesture, and
in looking at him or herself through the eyes of the responding person in-
terprets how the gesture must have looked to that other person. Mead argued
that our sense of who we are emerges not so much in the picture we form
of ourselves through our own acts but in the way that we see them through
the eyes of others in the responses that they make to us.'9’

Winter found Mead’s account unsatisfactory because it placed too much
emphasis upon the socially determined character -of our identity.!'* He
argued that the response to one’s gesture is followed not simply by an ac-
ceptance of the other’s view of who we are or what we meant, but by a
drive to what Winter calls ‘‘unification.’’'%s If another’s response presents
an image of who we are and what we meant that differs from what we in-
tended by our gesture, we reflect on our original meaning and try to objec-
tify our own image of ourselves that was implicit in this gesture. We com-
pare this image with that presented by the other’s response and seek to recon-
cile the two images with the other person. Thus the third stage or event
in the threefold scheme is a drive to unification that conceivably could in-
volve considerable further gesturing and responding until a unification is
reached or until the reconciliation process is given up as beyond the resources
of time and place.10¢

Winter explains this threefold structure of sociality in the terms and rela-
tions of a philosophical background that is somewhat different from
Lonergan’s. Nonetheless his account has the form of the scheme of
recurrence.'?? Each stage functions as the fulfilling condition for the next
stage and each stage is an event that can be classified irrespective of the
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particular meaning that it intends. The gesture always invites a response
and we can all recollect personal experiences wherein responding to a gesture
was almost impossible to avoid. The response is to the gesture, and it inter-
prets the meaning of the gesture as well as invites its own confirmation or
rejection as an adequate interpretation. And the drive to unification brings
both the gesture and the response forward to reconcile them on two distinct
levels: on the level of the coherence, the truth or the value in what the sub-
jects intended, and on the level of the relative need for mutual confirma-
tion and approval among the persons in dialogue. !9 The proper operation
of the scheme requires the fulfiliment of a determinate set of conditions:
competence in the appropriate range of language, a certain antecedent in-
terest and willingness to see the scheme through to unification, sufficient
time and resources.'® And the recurrent operation of the scheme sets the
context and fulfills the conditions for the development of virtually all the
social skills from the child’s most primitive engagement with its mother’s
gestures of affection to the most sophisticated political maneuverings among
heads of state. It is quite regularly in the context of this threefold pattern
that sense and motor skills are learned. And the careful gesturing and
responding of a sensitive educator can increase significantly the probabilities
associated with the assimilation and adjustment developmental scheme
described above.!'? By providing the student with the appropriate clues and
by responding with affection and approval when a difficult discovery has
been made or a group of operations has been performed successfully, the
educator can significantly accelerate the rate of learning and development.

In Winter’s reconstruction of Mead there can be discerned not only the
structure of the recurrence scheme, but also a second instance of Lonergan’s
notion of dialectic. In the drive to unification there are operative two distinct
principles of change that correspond to the two levels on which the gesture
and response demand reconciliation.""! The first principle is the drive
towards intelligibility, towards truth, towards value. In Lonergan’s terms,
it is the drive of the transcendentals seeking higher order integrations of
experiential data of the neural manifold into intelligible orders and into
unified complexes of questions, and answers that meet the questions and
lay them to rest. It is the drive to coordinate and integrate the manifold
of skills within the subject’s repertoire in the light of insights, judgments
of truth, affective apprehensions of value and the grasp of possible courses
of action that realize new human futures judged to be worthwhile. The
second principle is the drive towards expression and confirmation of what
is understood, judged, decided, with another person. It is the desire to
understand and to be understood by another, to love and to be loved as
a whole person. This second principle is linked to the first inasmuch as what
we seek to share with another and to have understood by another is the
content of an intelligent or responsible act. But it is opposed to the first
because the drive to expression and confirmation wants a confirmation of
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the subject as a whole person, and not simply an approval of an intelligently
grasped meaning. Thus while the initial gesture invites the approval of the
other on the truth or value of what is expressed, the drive towards the in-
telligent grasp of truth and the affirmation and actualization of value is
easily suppressed in favour of the more powerful and the more immediate-
ly felt need for the other’s affection and approval. Similarly, the massive
and exclusive cultivation of the cognitional skills can result in a person so
relentlessly pursuing some knowledge that he or she runs roughshod over
the feelings of others and finally isolates him or herself from the spontaneous
care and concern of others.!!2

Though the effect of this operation of the three-stage, dialectically
operative scheme can be the suppression of questions for intelligence or
the alienation of oneself from others, the opposition between the two prin-
ciples of change as frequently has the effect of driving the subjects to new
data, to reformulations of questions, to more remotely related insights, to
a reconsideration of the other’s position or feelings, or to a rediscovery
that other people truly care about one’s welfare. And even more profoundly,
this drive to unification leads to collaboration in the conception and ex-
ecution of projects and to patterns of social interaction and organization
that pursue a desired result which none could have achieved on their own.!3
This operation of the dialectic is fundamentally what Lonergan has con-
ceived as the dialectic of community.!'* But with the introduction of Gib-
son Winter’s threefold structure of sociality, the dynamic structure of the
operation of this dialectic is clarified and expanded. The tension in the
dialectic of community remains, as Lonergan has described it, the tension
between ‘‘intersubjective spontaneity and intelligently devised social
order.”’''s But the introduction of Winter’s scheme further explains the
structure of the dialectical dynamism involved in the transition from a socie-
ty characterized predominately by a vital, spontaneous, affective mutuali-
ty and a society in which this mutuality is operative in collaborative acts
and schemes of practical intelligence that yield greater goods for all. The
good of order!'¢ (the intrinsic worth of collaborating towards such further
collaborative value) is sought, not originally out of the drive of intelligence
but rather out of the drive towards mutuality, collaboration, the sense of
approval one gets from belonging and participating in a group. The opera-
tions of intelligence are harnessed, first haphazardly, them systematically
in service of this drive towards mutual confirmation and mutual love. But
intelligence has its own immanent criteria and so the extension of the opera-
tions of practical intelligence into the realm of intersubjectivity is the in-
troduction of a second principle or operator that is as uncompromising as
the first. The drive towards unification with another needs to be a unifica-
tion in accordance with the criteria of intelligence as well as a unification
in a true, non-abusive care. And while compromise on the principle of
cooperation and agreement might seem to yield the tumultuous consequence
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of anarchy and revolution a compromise of intelligence yields the equally
destructive failure of poorly conceived plans and the distortions that ensue
from ‘“‘group bias.”’!"7

After this lengthy excursus, then, we can get back to the second objec-
tion that has been raised against a conception of human history in terms
of operations of meaning. Again, this objection recognized the difference
between individual acts of meaning and doing and the random or ordered
interactions among such individual actions whose overall course or shape
will most usually elude the grasp of acting individuals. From the perspec-
tive of this reconstruction of Lonergan’s thought it is clear that such in-
teractions do occur, that they constitute the shape or course of societies
and of history and that they most often have a structure to their operation
that is not understood completely by contemporaries of the society or
historical age.!!® But as human, history consists of human subjects perform-
ing distinctively human acts. And from Lonergan’s perspective what is
distinctively human about these acts is that their regulative principle is not
to be sought in antecedent conditions and environmental schemes but in
the schemes immanent to the subject and in the intelligibilities that emerge
in acts of knowing, judging and deciding; intelligibilities that are spon-
taneously learned and routinely performed by successive generations of a
society, a culture, an economy. Consequently aggregates and patterns of
interactions among human subjects are to be understood in terms of the
cooperative schemes that link individual acts. Furthermore there can be
discerned a pattern to the emergence and development of such societal
schemes that can be understood in terms of the dialectical interplay between
the dynamic orientation of intelligent, responsible acts (or their biased orien-
tation in groups where a form of bias prevails), and the spontaneous drive
to expression and unification that brings and keeps subjects acting together.
In the context of this dialectical interplay between the two drives or prin-
ciples, conceivably there could be a cumulative structure to the operations
of societies and to history. And while this overall, cumulative structure
moves towards ‘‘progress,’’ towards events building upon the shoulders of
previous events and schemes, the fact that the structure of the movement
is dialectical also explains the possibility and the fact of both short and
long term “‘decline.”’''?

Thus there will be an overall intelligibility to the dynamic structure of
intersubjective schemes. And there will be a further intelligibility associated
with the pattern of emergence and development of such schemes. A con-
crete understanding of the schemes requires a grasp of the structure of cogni-
tional acts and their dialectical interactions as well as a knowledge of the
operative trends, skills and routines among the participating individuals.
But while such intersubjective schemes and such patterns of development
and decline will have an intelligibility, this intelligibility need not have been
originated in the mind of one historical actor.
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One further note would seem to be in order here regarding the subjective
genesis of meaning and the spontaneously emergent schemes of society and
history. It might seem that this account of society and history, as probably
emergent schemes and series, would contradict a conception of history in
terms of acts of meaning, on the one hand, and a subjective account of
the genesis of meaning, on the other. For if the schemes, and the dialec-
tical structure to the development of the schemes of society and history can
emerge independently of any one subject devising and implementing them,
then how could one possible call this history human meaning if meaning
is conceived as the term of a subjective act?

(1) What is central to Lonergan’s conception of history in terms of acts
of meaning is the fact that the significant elements of human history are
to be identified as humans performing distinctively human acts. Human
life is overwhelmingly and inescapably mediated by language, by ideas, by
symbols, by habits, skills, and by all the actions which require at least a
minimal performance of operations or groups of operations of intelligence.
It is in this sense that Lonergan affirms that the essentially constitutive events
of human history are acts of meaning.

(2) But the sufficiently frequent recurrence of appropriate sets of acts
of meaning and intelligently mediated performance skills, all other things
being equal, fulfills the conditions for a further emergent intelligibility to
world process (the schemes and dynamic patterns of development and
decline of society and history). The constitutive events of these schemes
and series are acts of meaning. And so an account of the genesis of such
acts of meaning remains an essential part of the explanation of the schemes
and series. And furthermore, in Lonergan’s view, the dynamic structure
to the emergence of such schemes and series stands in a relationship of
isomorphism to a subsequent act of understanding which would grasp and
affirm (thus intelligently actuating) the intelligibility immanent in such
schemes and series. It is this relationship of isomorphism in the probably
emergent structure of world process and in the probably emergent struc-
ture to acts of knowing which explains why knowing can know being and
why an act of knowing concretely approaches a relationship of isomorphism
with an intelligibility immanent in being.

(3) As intelligence expands its grasp of social and historical processes,
more and more of human history comes within the regulative scope of
human responsibility. For the dynamic schemes and series of history come
to require, to a greater and greater extent, the understanding of such schemes
and series as essentially constitutive elements of their regulation and final-
ly their survival. When massive growths in human populations link the sur-
vival of larger and larger numbers of people to the survival of economic,
industrial, political, social and cultural schemes, then it would seem that
the human race has reached a point of no return. It is this awareness of
the fragility of the current historical age, I would argue, which most power-



History, Ethics and Emergent Probability 1 187

fully dynamizes Lonergan’s urgent plea to conceive human history as essen-
tially constituted by acts of intelligence and responsibility. 120

6.4.3 ““External’’ Conditions and the Dramatic Subject

The last of the three objections to conceiving history in terms of mean-
ing, which were raised above, concerns the schemes and series of society
and history as determinants of the intelligent activities of individual sub-
jects. Whereas the second objection above concerned the role of individual
acts of meaning in constituting the patterns and processes of society and
history, this third objection asks whether the operations of such patterns
and processes do not decisively condition subjective acts of meaning so that,
in an extreme view, the self-regulating activity of intelligence and respon-
sibility is precluded.

The elements for this response have been assembled. And so this response
will be brief. In addition, in the following chapter, I will present a more
detailed response to the most influential and articulate formulation of this
objection.!?! And so many more details on this issue will be found there.

This account of Lonergan’s work recognizes the emergence of patterns
in the operation and development of an economy, a political society. And
the conditions within which an individual grows, learns, chooses a career,
organizes his or her life, understands him or herself will, in large measure,
be set by the contemporary modes and relations of production, the con-
temporary patterns of circulation and accumulation of capital, and the class
structures of the age.!22 But, once again, there remains operative an imma-
nent dynamism and immanent criteria to the operations that distinctively
constitute human activities as human. This operative principle is linked to
the experiential exigence of the neural manifold in one dialectic, and it is
linked to this exigence and to a further drive towards intersubjective mutuali-
ty in another dialectic. But with the performance of the intelligent and
responsible skills there occurs an emergent integration of the materials of
the intersubjective environment of the subject’s life. Such an integration
operates more or less competently in accordance with the subject’s developed
sensitivity to the demands of the experiential manifold and to the drive
towards mutuality. But the ordering principle of intelligent and intelligent-
ly mediated acts is on the level of the psychic and not on the level of the
neural. Consequently this account of the dynamic structure of such acts
precludes a reductionist account of the import of economy and polity on
the emergence of meaning. In fact it would seem that the schemes and series
of contemporary economy and polity require the relatively developed per-
formance of intelligent and responsible acts within wider ranges of
flexibility.123

Furthermore, to understand the contemporary operation of economy and
history, to identify the flaws in the current situation, to educate others and
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raise public consciousness of ills that demand redressing, and to implement
changes in the structures of routines and in the policies that regulate such
routines will require the performance of these cognitional and responsible
operations. And such performance will constitute the essential element in
the transformation of economy, polity and history. Efforts toward change
will be intelligent and they will have a goal and a preconceived conception
of the course of such change. The actual course of change will diverge from
this goal either for better or for worse. For changes give rise to further
changes that cannot be foreseen. But the continued application of in-
telligence and responsibility will be required either to evaluate this new course
of history and to direct it in accordance with intelligent criteria or to refuse
the mandate of intelligence and thus mobilize a principle for its own subse-
quent reversal,

In summary, then, Lonergan presents his notion of dialectic as an in-
troductory analysis of a structure to the operation of historical process
understood in terms of emergent probability. The dialectic operative be-
tween the exigence of a subject’s neural manifold and the transcendental
drive to ordering this manifold in the operations of the *“‘basic pattern of
experience’’ will constitute a recurrent structure in the development and
decline of the subject’s intentional operations. Since the subject is never
an isolated subject the manifold will always consist of schemes that link
him or her to the myriad of elements and processes of his or her “‘external
environment.”’” Consequently the neural manifold, the complete and total
environment of the subject, will always be changing in accordance with the
subtlest physical, biological and intelligent events occurring beyond the
‘‘confines’’ of his or her own envelope of skin. This dialectic, then, will
itself constitute a structure of social and historical process. But in addition
to this dialectic, there is an additional dialectic that links the structured oc-
currence of the operations of intelligence of two or more subjects with the
spontaneous, vital and affective drive to mutuality and love between them.
And so the two dialectics will operate as engines of social and historical
change that function in continuity with the free, intelligent and reponsible
operations of the subjects, in accordance with a dynamic pattern that need
not be grasped and intended by any of the historical actors, and in a con-
crete context of conditions whose uniqueness and particularity does not
violate the general dialectical structure.

This emergent probability heuristic, in my view, provides a powerful and
distinctive framework for understanding the operations of human history
in terms of human acts of meaning. As a generalized heuristic emergent
probability recognizes human history as continuous in structure with the
longer history of physical and biological evolutionary processes. However,
the notions of randomness and emergence allow for, and indeed they ex-
plain, a discontinuity as well as a wider structural continuity between human
history and physical, biological evolution. At the most basic level this discon-
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tinuity consists in the fact that human history is constituted by acts of mean-
ing, and that the development of skills can fulfill the conditions for insights
thus systematizing flows of classes of insights and adapting insights to con-
crete circumstances, thus transforming history. But given the fact of in-
telligent, responsible capacities, a set of intersubjective, social, economic,
political schemes can emerge spontaneously in human societies in a pattern
which bears remarkable similarity to the general evolutionary structure in
physical and biological spheres. Thus a new intelligibility arises within
human history which is no one’s invention. Similarly social, historical con-
ditions can shift the probabilities associated with recurring classes of mean-
ings. These conditions can be fulfilled as a result of coincidental con-
vergences, as a result of wider systematically operative trends in language,
symbol and culture, or as a result of insight and responsible political ac-
tion. And these shifting conditions can operate either to liberate humanity
to effective freedom or to distort culture in a form of bias. Human respon-
sibility can come to know bias, and promote the accelerated development
of skills and conversions, thus adding a wider proliferation in flexibility
and adaptability among human historical operators. And here, now, the
parallels with physical evolution appear more and more remote. Finally
emergent probability can be known as a heuristic and, in time, a theory
of history can bring the dynamics of history under a further dimension of
human responsibility when it is discovered that theory can embrace and
nurture the random, the non-systematic, and that the norms for meaning,
value and history are immanent to human subjects.

6.5 Ethics and History I: Progress and Decline

Just as Dilthey conceived that an epistemology and a psychology should
set a foundation for a comprehensively conceived science of man which
would study the structure of historical processes and set the tools and
methods for.the writing of history, so too Lonergan has built an account
of the dynamic structure of history on the foundation of a theory of cogni-
tion. But what may not be immediately obvious is that Lonergan’s account
of the patterns and dynamism of history is at the same time an account
of the criterion for an ethics, the criterion for distinguishing among more
or less valuable courses of action. Upon reflection it would seem reasonable
that some correlation should exist between a criterion of value and a criterion
for historical progress and decline. But during the Enlightenment years a
number of substantial concerns arose which resulted in the two sets of
criteria being conceived independent from each other.!?* And in the work
of Immanuel Kant we can see one example of an attempt to deal with this
separation.

When Kant published the first of his essays on the philosophy of history
in 1748, he had already published his Critique of Pure Reason three years
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earlier, and had worked out much of the material for the Groundwork of
the Metaphysic of Morals, which would appear in print the following year.!2$
And so when Kant asks how individual moral action relates to the over-
arching course of human history he formulates the question in terms of
an account of moral action and the norm of morality that has been found-
ed, for the most part, on his account of the autonomous operation of ra-
tionality. Kant’s vision of moral man presented in the Groundwork and
reflected in the essays on history, is of a self-creating creature who con-
stitutes his own life through the free exercise of his rational will. The essence
of Kant’s notion of rationality is its autonomously constituting character.
In the words of Yermiahu Yovel:
In being autonomous, human reason must abide only by those univer-
sal rules it sets up by itself, and in which it can recognize the explica-
tion of its own subjective structure. Any other attitude will be
“‘heteronomous’’ and thereby non-rational ... According to this
theory, reason cannot be conceived of as a system of universal norms
that subsist in themselves, but must be seen as constituted by the
human subject.2¢
Thus the Groundwork begins with a presentation of the good will, the only
thing that is unqualified good in and of itself, and the only thing that can
ground the worth of any ends that come about through its exercise.!??

There are a number of possible explanations for this strong emphasis on
the autonomy and the subjectively constituting character of rationality in
the work of Kant. In his first Critigue, Kant sought a possible foundation
for knowledge in a priori claims, claims whose truth value was indepen-
dent from an appeal to experience. The reliability of truth claims whose
truth rested on a posteriori appeal to experience had been shown by Hume
to be unreliable and some foundation for certain knowledge had to be found
that was not subject to the errors to which acts of perception were prone.
Thus Kant looked to the structure of the mind itself for the source of the
reliability and permanence of knowledge.!?8

George Kelly argues that Kant’s work in ethics and in history takes up
Rousseau’s quest for a new beginning to history in a new foundation for
morality. In the face of the corrupt course of history and tradition Rousseau
proposed an ideal foundation for social order that required nothing more
than the free, autonomous consent of rational men. According to Kelly,
Kant championed Rousseau’s moral voluntarism as a revolt against dogma
and status quo politics and as a manifestation of what was most properly
human.'??

Charles Taylor argues that Kant’s emphasis on the autonomy of rational
morality is a revolt against an earlier Enlightenment view of man as driven
by his desire or appetite to seek his own utility. Such a view of moral man,
in Kant's view, was exactly contrary to true moral freedom because it
precluded the decision that liberates the subject from the determining con-
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straints of natural necessity.!3°

Whatever the reasons for Kant’s concern for the autonomy of reason,
the fact of his conception of rationality as autonomous remains clear. And
so when Kant sets about investigating the relationship between the opera-
tion of rational morality and the overarching course of historical process
he faces two sets of problems. First, if the exercise of human reason is free
and autonomous, then how does this autonomy relate to the laws that govern
the processes of nature and set the context in which man works out his life?
Is man’s reason a radical departure from nature? Or is he, in some way,
in continuity with the biological laws that govern physical, vegetable and
animal life?!3! Second, is there an overall shape or lawfulness to the course
of human history, or is history an aimless aggregate of individual persons
pursuing conflicting visions of duty? Is there an ideal way that societies
can be conceived and organized so as to foster and coordinate individuals
carrying out their duties? Is there an overall end or telos to human history
and if so does it negate freedom and the autonomous exercise of free will?!32
It is these two sets of questions that are the concern of Kant’s essays on
the philosophy of history.

Writing almost two hundred years later, Bernard Lonergan works through
these same sets of questions in his study of understanding, Insight. But while
the philosophers of Enlightenment Europe were championing the radical
discontinuities between the human exercise of intelligence and what was
then conceived to be the ““lawful’’ operation of the so-called “‘natural’’ pro-
cesses of the material and social orders, Lonergan was writing in the wake
of a massive scientific discovery of the continuites. Evolutionary theory since
Darwin had come to think of man as evolving from the animal world and
sharing many biological and social behaviour patterns with the higher
animals. Psychological experimentation since Freud and Jung was uncover-
ing vast regions of psychic life whose influence on the exercise of “‘reason”’
was both overwhelming and undeniable. Historians, cultural anthro-
pologists, sociologists and scholars in theology and world religions were
discovering the massive import of historical, cultural, and indeed since Marx,
economic contexts for the prevailing meanings, themes, questions, concerns,
symbols, values and styles of reasoning of any given time and place. And
quantum mechanics and the statistical methods in the social sciences were
progressively undermining a rigidly determinist conception of the “‘lawful-
ly ordered’’ natural world, and were asking questions about the very mean-
ing of the word “‘law.”’'33 Consequently Lonergan’s question about the rela-
tionship between individual morality and the course of natural and human
history is formulated with a notion of “‘ought”’ or “‘good’’ that is not defined
purely in terms of what is autonomous or discontinuous in human rationality
and morality but in terms of an overall account of the dynamic structure
of world processes, both “‘natural’” and human. The fact of continuity was,
for the most part, taken for granted by Lonergan but it remained for him
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to develop his account of the structure of such world processes that left
an open door for understanding the discontinuities: for randomness, for
emergence, for freedom and thus for morality. How can the laws of physics
and chemistry, the evolutionary structures of biological, zoological and
human processes be understood so as to maintain the ground for generaliza-
tion, for recurrence, for operative process, for continuity, while at the same
time explaining the massive fact of contingency, of randomness, or newly
emergent events, processes, and operators? This is the question which oc-
cupies the first five chapters of /nsight and whose answers are integrated
into Lonergan’s theory of world process, emergent probability.

We have seen, above,'3* how Lonergan understands human acts of cogni-
tion, the development of skills, and the integration of groups of such skills
in ordered patterns conceived by intelligence, in terms of the structured
heuristic, emergent probability. The notion of human freedom was defin-
ed in terms of this intelligent integration of skills. And thus the apparent
contradiction between human freedom and the operation of laws was, at
least in principle, overcome. Again, human freedom is not conceived as
randomness or the absence of restrictions but as the capacity for some in-
telligent self-regulation. Thus human freedom, the foundation for the
possibility of moral action and thus an ethics, need not necessarily imply
an indeterminism or a relativism. The problem that remains, then, is to
determine how Lonergan conceives the criterion for discriminating among
possible courses of action conceived by intelligence, and for judging some
superior to others.

Most simply Lonergan develops this criterion for judging moral ‘“‘good”’
in terms of the principles operative in his notions of historical progress and
decline.

Just as the counter-positions of metaphysics invite their own reversal
by their inconsistency with intelligent and reasonable affirmation, so
the basically similar counter-positions of the ethical order through the
shorter and longer cycles of the dialectic of progress and decline either
enforce their own reversal or destroy their carriers. Just as the heuristic
structure of our knowing couples with the generalized emergent prob-
ability of the proportionate universe, to reveal an upwardly directed
dynamism of finality towards ever fuller being, so the obligatory struc-
ture of our rational self-consciousness

(1) finds its materials and its basis in the products of universal finality,

(2) is itself finality on the level of intelligent and rational conscious-

ness, and

(3) is finality confronted with the alternative of choosing either

development and progress or decline and extinction.!33

Progress is the dynamic towards, and the structure of emergence and
development as it is operative in human history. The essential elements recur-
ring in all of Lonergan'’s discussions on progress are the notion of cumula-
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tion and the mediating operations of intelligence.'3¢ The mediating opera-
tions of intelligence are what constitutes and characterize world process as
distinctively human history.'3” But it is the cumulative nature of develop-
ment which constitutes the dynamic structure of progress. Consequently
an analysis of the notions of progress and decline must begin with and focus
upon the specific meaning of the terms emergence and development. The
most complete treatment of these two terms is to be found in /nsight, chapter
fifteen, in the section on ‘“The Notion of Development.’’'3® Anyone who
is familiar with the range of materials covered in this section will under-
stand that only a brief introduction can be attempted here.
... a development may be defined as a flexible, linked sequence of
dynamic and increasingly differentiated higher integrations that meet
the tension of successively transformed underlying manifolds through
successive applications of the principles of correspondence and
emergence.'¥
Schemes emerge and function when their conditions are fulfilled. And
their functioning effects a higher order integration of lower order manifolds.
The foundation of the normative dynamism of development is this rela-
tionship between the higher order integration and the lower order manifold.
For the integration marks the presence of emergent system, emergent in-
telligibility, in a manifold of events whose recurrence is otherwise coinciden-
tal or non-systematic. Such an emergence is not necessarily the emergence
of a new recurrence scheme. Rather, the routine functioning of older
schemes can have the effect of regularly ordering the materials of a lower
manifold. And Lonergan provides a number of examples of such emergent
integrations.
First, there is the already familiar principle of emergence. Otherwise
coincidental manifolds of lower conjugate acts invite the higher in-
tegration effected by higher conjugate forms. Thus, in our account
of explanatory genera, chemical elements and compounds are higher
integrations of otherwise coincidental manifolds of subatomic events;
organisms are higher integrations of otherwise coincidental manifolds
of chemical processes; sensitive consciousness is a higher integration
of otherwise coincidental manifolds of changes in neural tissues; and
accumulating insights are higher integrations of otherwise coinciden-
tal manifolds of images or data.!'4
Most simply the normative dynamism of development is rooted in the
relationship between being and non-being. A coincidental manifold exhibits
an absence of system in its recurring events; an absence of intelligibility;
an absence of ‘‘form.’’ When the appropriate conditions are fulfilled the
higher order integration of the manifold is the presence of system; the
presence of intelligibility; the presence of *‘form.’’ The difference between
the two states of the manifold is precisely this presence or absence. The
transition or dynamic structure of the movement from non-presence to
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presence is what is meant here by emergence. And what emerges is being
(the term or object of a potential or actual act of intelligence). In each of
his examples above, Lonergan is pointing to instances of the emergence of
being from non-being. It would appear that the most basic, the most fun-
damental foundation for any normative or evaluative predication is con-
ceived by Lonergan to be this dynamic relationship between being and non-
being. Thus it is not coincidental that Lonergan’s eighteenth chapter of
Insight on ‘“The Possibility of Ethics’’ begins a presentation of ‘“The No-
tion of the Good™’ with the statement ‘‘As being is intelligible and one,
so also it is good.”’ 4! For without this most basic equation (or its opposite)
any notion of norm or valuation is utterly precluded from the outset.

[ think it is worth nothing here that the foundation of normative predica-
tion, within the context of Lonergan’s analysis, is not simply this identity
of being as good. Rather, a norm is a dynamic relationship and the possibili-
ty of such a dynamism is the possibility of emergence of being from non-
being. Furthermore as we move progressively towards a distinctively moral
or ethical normative foundation, a further number of elements need to be
identified and distinguished.

The normative dynamism of development is not simply the fact that
emergent and operative schemes can order a coincidental manifoid. For
“‘significantly different underlying manifolds require different higher
integrations.’”'42 This was the point which was most relevant in the discus-
sion of dialectic above.'4* The manifold is open to specific types of integra-
tions in accordance with narrower or wider ranges of flexibility. In his “‘prin-
ciple of correspondence,’’ Lonergan expresses this fact that a manifold has
an exigence for a specific form or range of forms of integrations, so that
development is not simply a matter of any development in any direction.

Thus, the chemical elements differ by atomic numbers and atomic
weights, and these differences are grounded in the underlying
manifold. Different aggregates of aggregates of chemical processes
involve different organisms. Neural events in the eye and in the ear
call forth different conscious experiences. Different data lead to dif-
ferent theories.!44

But in addition to this exigence for appropriate integration, a manifold
has a greater or lesser flexible range of possibilities. And so while develop-
ment is directed it is not simply a matter of events following upon the recur-
rence of systematic processes. The presence of randomness in the manifold
is the condition of possibility for the emergence of system. And in some
cases this flexibility has the curious effect of promoting and sustaining con-
tinued development. This brings us to the final aspect of Lonergan’s no-
tion of development which is relevant for our purposes here.

There follows at once a distinction between static and dynamic higher

integrations. Every higher integration systematizes an otherwise coin-

cidental manifold, but the systematization may be effected in two dif-
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ferent manners. It is static when it dominates the lower manifold with

complete success and thereby brings about a notable imperviousness

to change. Thus, the inert gases lock coincidental manifolds of

subatomic events in remarkably permanent routines. On the other

hand, the higher integration is dynamic when it is not content to
systematize the underlying manifold but keeps adding to it and modi-
fying it until, by the principle of correspondence, the existing integra-
tion is eliminated and, by the principle of emergence, a new integra-

tion is introduced. 4

The distinctive meaning of the term development involves this continued
process of emergent integration which orders, but also transforms the
manifold so as to call forth a new integration. In this manner the practical
application of intelligence has the twofold effect of constituting an order
both in the subjective and intersubjective repertoire of skills (thus ordering
the subsequent course of events) and in the subject’s routine or habitual
spontaneity (thus constituting the subject’s own affective and intelligent
orientation to reality).'4¢ Practical activity changes the subject. And this
change is the condition of possibility for the assimilation and adaptation
developmental scheme involved in the acquisition of skills. '’

The notion of progress is the distinctively human occurrence of this nor-
mative structure of emergence and development in a history of events whose
constitutive characteristic is the mediating function of meaning. Progress
consists in the continued emergence of being through the performance of
the human acts of practical intelligence, within narrower or wider ranges
of possibilities. The normative dynamism of progress is most fundamen-
tally rooted in this relationship between being and non-being. But because
of the profound import of the self-constituting operation of practical in-
telligence, progress in human history also means sustained and self-
sustaining development. I would suggest that it is in these terms that we
can gain a fresh, and perhaps an illuminating perspective on the question
of the foundations of moral value.

6.6 Ethics and History II: The Foundations of Value

This last section of chapter six begins where the fifth chapter left off,
with a question about the foundation of value and its relationship to the
overarching course of history. There would seem to be a spontaneous and
habitual concern for selecting among alternate possible courses of action
and for seeking out criteria for choosing appropriately. Is this spontaneous
concern an intelligently grounded one? Even if clear criteria for selection
remain to be found in concrete areas of moral life, can the search for criteria
be expected to bear fruit at all? Or is the search to be pronounced vain?
And if the search is not vain, then will deciding and living in the light of
such criteria have any impact at all upon the overarching course of history?
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Lonergan’s discussions of ‘‘the human good’ in Insight, chapter eighteen,
and in Method, chapter two, link moral value with his notions of progress
and decline. 48 But the two sets of texts deal with two different dimensions
of the relationship between moral responsibility and the course of historical
progress and decline. Insight, chapter eighteen, deals with the foundational
elements operative in the dynamic structure of rational self-consciousness.
Progress and decline are the objects of responsible choice, but they are also
the dynamic orientation, the act of choosing itself. Consequently the criteria
of progress and decline link the subject to the objective moral world in-
asmuch as a ‘‘terminal value’’'4% is a true value when the subject appropriates
the dynamism of progress immanent in the very act of choosing.'$® Method,
on the other hand, speaks of historical progress and decline as proceeding
from subjects who are themselves instances of originated value.'s' Here
progress and decline are not so much a part of the choice of value as they
are the result of a subject (and indeed a group of subjects) living their lives
as authentic, self-transcending, ‘‘converted’’'s? human persons, the
originators of value. Consequently the discussion that follows will have two
parts.

(1) In Insight, chapter eighteen, the focus is upon the structure of the
act of responsible choice as the foundation for the criteria for choosing.
For the root of ethics, as the root of metaphysics, lies neither in
sentences nor in propositions nor in judgments but in the dynamic
structure of rational self-consciousness. Because that structure is la-
tent and operative in everyone’s choosing, it is universal on the side
of the subject; because that structure can be dodged, it grounds a
dialectical criticism of subjects. Again, because that structure is recur-
rent in every act of choice, it is universal on the side of the object;
and because its universality consists not in abstraction but in inevitable

recurrence, it also is concrete.!s?

A person’s act of integrating his or her own acquired skills to effect an
ordering of a manifold of materials of an environment has the structure
of an emergent integration of a lower order manifold. Furthermore even
to conceive a course of action and to consider its relative merits in anticipa-
tion of performance is to give evidence that an emergent integration has
already occurred at the level of cognition, and that a further dynamic orien-
tation towards emergence is operative at the level of responsible action. It
is not simply that a moral subject faces a choice between courses of action
which will either realize or prevent emergence (or a sustained course of
emergence in development). Rather, the very act of considering two alter-
natives is itself evidence that an emergence has already occurred. The *“‘con-
sidering”’ has the dynamic structure of an emergence, and the act of choosing
actuates a further emergence. The problem of moral value arises only in-
sofar as an integrative act of conceiving two possibilities has already oc-
curred. The responsible act of weighing the two alternatives is oriented
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towards a further emergence and this is constituted when the decision is
made and the act is carried out. And so a decision as to whether to effect
or to reject the normative orientation of development is itself an instance
of such an orientation. If development is to be denied, either in a concrete
case or as a general principle, it can only be denied through an instance
of its own occurrence. And so the question arises as to whether a subject
can reasonably repudiate something in principle that is actuated in the very
act of repudiation.

It is this question that is at stake in Lonergan’s queer and repeated in-
sistence upon promoting the ‘‘positions’’ and reversing the ‘‘counter-
positions.”’ '3 In humans the events whose recurrence ensures routine opera-
tion throughout individual lives are not only the respiration of oxygen, the
procurement and ingestion of food, the elimination of wastes, and the raising
and caring of young. More significantly, they are the dialectical interplay
between the subject’s ‘“interior’’ environment and his or her drive to order
or coordinate that environment in accordance with psychic acts. In terms
of emergent probability, what 1 am as human is a dynamically ordered set
of physical, chemical, botanical, zoological schemes whose events include
both occurrences within the spatial confines of a body, and events that oc-
cur beyond those confines. The complete set of processes that flow within
and through me involves sets of higher integrations of manifolds of events
that occur in accordance with exigent states of the manifolds. The relative
correspondence of the integral pattern to the demands of the manifold either
drives the psyche toward renewed attempts at integration or sets it to rest
with the satisfaction of v-probable correspondence (only to find that the
act of integration has given rise to a new form or instance of Sorge.) The
dynamic operation of this dialectic is the structure of the scheme of judg-
ing value and deciding to act in the light of such judgments. And so the
decision to affirm or to repudiate the principle of development, and to ac-
tuate or to refuse this principle in an act of progress or decline, is a deci-
sion whose content seeks to approximate a correspondence with the
operative structure of its own occurrence.

When the content of a judgment or decision does not approximate such
a correspondence with the intelligibility immanent in the structure of the
performance of the act, the exigence of the neural manifold drives in-
telligence to keep raising further questions, attending to new data, adop-
ting new perspectives. Lonergan’s examples of the various types of efforts
to dodge self-knowledge are put forward as evidence of the power of this
drive towards correspondence.'s> And his account of the dramatic bias and
its effects is an example of what distortions ensue when this drive is repressed
or prematurely laid to rest.!3¢ The affirmation of a counter-position is
understood by Lonergan as an occurrence of a cognitional or responsible
event which seeks to order the experiential manifold of a subject in accor-
dance with an order or a pattern which, if it were true, would prevent the
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cognitional or responsible event from occurring. The spontaneity of in-
telligence is to continue rejecting such incongruity until isomorphism is ap-
proached or until the operator is deformed in his or her capacity. And so
the grasp and affirmation of positions constitute the development of the
subject while the affirmation of counter-positions sets the subject on the
road towards decline. Furthermore since practical acts in humans have the
effect of constituting the spontaneity and the habitual orientation of suc-
cessive acts of the subject, the choice of development not only avoids the
deformations that ensue from bias but it also sets the orientation of the
subject in anticipation of further instances and manifestations of develop-
ment. This is the cumulative and progressive character of development which
was discussed above. And in this fashion the choice of progress has the
effect of constituting the subject as an instance of originating value.!s?

(2) If Method focuses on progress and decline as resulting or proceeding
from the intersubjective activities of subjects who are, themselves, instances
of originating value, this focus is in no way absent from Insight. The fact
is that the self-constituting character of practical, responsible action is the
central condition for the cumulative, and continually developing character
of historical progress. And this explains why Lonergan sets terminal values
as subordinate to originating value in his hierarchy of values.

Again, terminal values are subordinate to originating values, for the

originating values ground good will, and good will grounds the realiza-

tion of the terminal values.!s*

Lonergan’s introduction of the notion of “‘conversion’’ in Method raises
the question of the role of gratuitous grace in effecting a change in a sub-
ject’s orientation. And this topic will be discussed further in the next chapter.
But notwithstanding the degree of our own cooperation in constituting
ourselves as instances of originating value, there remains an interesting
dialectical interplay between practical, responsible activity and the course
of historical events that follows from this account. Inasmuch as the dynamics
of development and bias are operative immanently in the human subject
the relative prevalence of the one or the other will orient the subjects’ spon-
taneity and his or her habitual judgments and decisions. Such spontaneity
will be reinforced or redirected by responsible acts. And these responsible
acts will have the effect of increasing or decreasing the f-probable occur-
rence of judgments and realizations of true terminal values. Meanwhile the
acts themselves will contribute to or present obstacles to the emergence of
historical progress. And whatever they do, they will certainly change
historical conditions to a greater or lesser degree, thus placing the subject
in a new set of historical circumstances with a new set of practical problems
to solve. Immanently operative development and bias find their influence
felt on intersubjective, historical progress and decline, and vice versa. And
the mediator or regulator is the subject who possesses the remarkable ability
to monitor, in a cybernetic-like fashion, ‘‘internal’’ and ‘‘external’ en-
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vironmental events and processes by v-probably approaching a cognitional
actuation of the intelligibility immanent in both sets of data, and ordering
both manifolds in accordance with an emergent ‘‘projection’’ of a possible
course of action in the light of such cognition. The immanent norm for
selection is the dynamic towards growth and development operative in the
human subject. And the nature of truly human growth is such that a per-
son can choose long-term progress in history even when such a choice leads
to the short-term destruction of the person himself or herself.

The affirmation of progress over decline is fundamentally at the root of
the notion of value. And persons as originators of value are the engines
of historical progress and decline. Were progress and decline only predicates
of history and not immanently operative in the human subject, then respon-
sible, moral action would be purely a matter of conformity to an extrinsic
norm. Were they operative only immanently and not in history, then moral
activity would not make a difference to the course of historical events.
Morality would be irrelevant. Lonergan’s approach, to try to explain both
at once, in terms of generalizable heuristic, provides the bare bones of a
possible explanation which may well bear some fruit if applied to the study
of humanity and history.

There remains the fact that while individuals will choose progress or
decline, the course of a society and of history is never simply the result of
one person’s choice. It follows that there will certainly be coincidental ag-
gregates of converging decisions and actions. And human society and human
history will exhibit considerable evidence of randomness or absence of
system. But randomness is never simply randomness. Rather, it is the con-
dition of possibility for the emergence of higher order recurrence schemes
which integrate lower order events into orders and routines, and regularly
order the materials of the lower order in recurring patterns. Does this mean
that there will be patterns or cycles in intersubjective, social and historical
events? Lonergan’s brief discussion of the three biases in chapter seven of
Insight is his attempt to sketch a response to the great speculative
philosophers of history on this question of the order(s) of history.
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elements are meaning. See ibid., pp. 4-7, 10-11. See also note 14 above, this chapter.
Ibid., p. 11.

Potential problems in this view are treated in 6.4 below.

See ibid., pp. 9-14. See also Method, pp. 225ff.

See Method, pp. 187, 214-233.

See ibid., pp. 187-196, 217, 231-233.

Ibid., pp. 226, 230.

Ibid., pp. 179-180, 219, 229-230.

See 4.4. above.

See Method, p. 226. Even more significantly, in Method, Lonergan emphasizes the
historian’s own self-knowledge and his or her ‘‘conversions’’ as the conditions for such
a grasp; see pp. 217-218.

See ibid., p. 225-233.

Lonergan discusses the import of *‘sub-conscious”” psychic phenomenon on acts of mean-
ing in a brief note on Freud in Insight, pp. 203-206. The context for his discussion
is not an analysis of the structure of history, but his discussion is nonetheless relevant.
Sec also Insight, p. 622.

Lamb, History, Method and Theology, p. 354. See also Method, pp. 178-180.
This objection to conceiving history in terms of originating acts of meaning clearly
can be associated with the name of Marx. A more detailed discussion of Marx is found
in the seventh chapter, 7.5 below, and so this brief discussion will not treat Marx’s
work directly. For the present purposes, see Insight, pp. 251, 622ff.

In his “‘Philosophy of History'’ lecture, Lonergan has a very interesting note on “‘dialec-
tic*’ that is relevant here. Each of the three ‘‘objections’’ introduced here is a “‘counter-
position”* which, if worked out fully in all of its implications, becomes a “‘position,”’
see pp. 11-12. It is in this spirit or working the objections into ‘‘positions’” that they
will be treated here.

Insight, p. 217.

Anyone who has examined the art works of M. C. Escher has witnessed a dramatic
example of these two principles operative in acts of seeing. See M. C. Escher and J.
L. Locher, The World of M. C. Escher (New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1971). Similar-
ly anyone who changes the lenses in their eyeglasses or who mistakenly puts on another’s
glasses finds the tension between these two principles painfully obvious.

Insight, pp. 217, 189-191.

Lonergan cites the work of Wilhelm Stekel as an example, ibid., pp. 200-203.
Ibid., pp. 191-199.

See ibid., pp. 217, 189-191.

See 4.6 above, and 6.5 and 6.6 below.

See particularly 7.2 below.

See Insight, pp. 622ff.

Ibid., pp. 205-206.

See 5.6 above.

An objection similar to this has been raised against Collingwood’s account of historical
action as rational or reasonable. See W. H. Dray, Philosophy of History (Englewood
Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1964), pp. 10-13.
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Insight, pp. 212-213.

Method, p. 57.

Ibid., pp. 57-61. I would suggest that this intersubjective spontaneity is what Gibson
Winter calls the prior ““we,”’ the prior relatedness, the ‘““We-relation’’ that precedes
the communicative process; see Elements, pp. 93 ff. Most simply, this relatedness is
rooted in the fact that many recurrence schemes are not confined to the *‘inside’’ or
the “‘outside’’ of an organism but are constituted by circular chains or clusters of events
which cycle materials or “in-formation’’ from the ‘‘exterior” environment of the
organism to its ‘““interior’’ environment and back again. See Randomness, pp. 220ff,
and Wealth of Self, pp. 3946.

See Elements, pp. 14-33, particularly pp. 23-33. See also the first pages of the ‘‘In-
troduction,’’ chapter one above.

See ibid., pp. 19-22, 99-109.

Ibid., pp. 14ff, 23ff, 32.

Ibid., pp. 14-33, particularly 19-22.

Ibid., pp. 23-33, 99-100.

Ibid., pp. 99-104.

Ibid., pp. 99-109.

There is some evidence that Lonergan noted this recurrence scheme structure in Winter’s
reconstruction of Mead. See Method, pp. 256, 357 and note that the structure of his
account and his terminology are remarkably similar to his account of *‘skills’’ in Method,
pp. 27-30. See also 5.1 above.

See Elements, p. 105. *‘This analysis of the ‘We-relation’ involves two dimensions -
‘impulse to confirmation of being’ and ‘impulse to meaning’ - which can be separated
only analytically.”

I would suggest that some recent work of Jiirgen Habermas forcuses on the range of
conditions necessary for the proper operation of this intersubjective scheme of gesture
and response. Sec ‘“What is Universal Pragmatics?’’ in Communication and the Evolu-
tion of Society, translated by Thomas McCarthy (Boston: Beacon Press, 1979), pp.
65ff. ““Institutionally unbound speech acts owe their illocutionary force to a cluster
of validity claims that speakers and hearers have to raise and recognize as justified
if grammatical (and thus comprehensible) sentences are to be employed in such a way
as to result in successful communication. A participant in communication acts with
an orientation to reaching understanding only under the condition that, in employing
comprehensible sentences in his speech acts, he raises three validity claims in an accep-
table way.’’ These claims are to the “truth” of propositions, to the ‘‘appropriateness’’
of norms or values, and to the “‘truthfulness” of the subject’s intentions, pp. 65-6.
See chapter five, 5.1 and 5.2 above.

Elements, p. 105.

Lonergan discusses this dialectic under the subtitles *‘Intersubjectivity and Social Order,”
““The Tension of Community,” and ‘‘The Dialectic of Community,”’ in Insight, pp.
211-218. In his analysis of the dialectical structure in which the two principles of human
intersubjectivity and practical common sense are at once linked and opposed, Lonergan
gives the impression that by human intersubjectivity he means simply feelings that need
to be curbed by intelligence. *“The two principles are linked, for the spontaneous,
intersubjective individual strives to understand and wants to behave intelligently; and
inversely, intelligence would have nothing to put in order were there not the desires
and fears, labours and satisfactions of individuals,’’ pp. 217-218. But in his discussion
of intersubjectivity, Lonergan makes it clear that he is referring here to *“‘a sense of
belonging together {which] provides the dynamic premise for common enterprise, for
mutual aid and succour, for the sympathy that augments joys and divides sorrows,"’
p. 212. If there is a fault to Lonergan’s presentation, 1 would argue that it is his dispropor-
tionate emphasis upon the principle of intelligence in each dialectic and his tendency
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to play down the exigence toward appropriate integration in the lower order manifold.
See also 7.2 below.

See Insight, pp. 212-214.

Ibid., pp. 217-218.

Ibid., p. 214.

On the “‘good of order,”’ see also 7.1 below, and ibid., pp. 213-214. See also Method,
pp. 49ff.

See Insight, pp. 212-214. On “‘group bias,”’ see 7.4 below, and Insight, pp. 222-225.
A perfect example here would be the international economy.

The specific meanings of the terms “‘progress’’ and *‘decline’’ are discussed in 6.5 and
6.6 below. See also 7.6 below.

This urgency is reflected clearly in Lonergan’s accounts of the ‘‘General Bias’’ and
its “‘longer cycle of decline,’” in Insight, pp. 225-242. This is treated in chapter seven,
7.6 and 7.7 below.

See 7.5 below.

In an odd little comment that would seem to be directed towards the thought of Marx,
Lonergan discusses the relationship between the dialectic of community and the in-
dividual dialectic of the subject. ‘‘Accordingly, one might say that a single dialectic
of community is related to a manifold of individual sets of neural demand functions
through a manifold of individual dialectics. In this relationship, the dialectic of com-
munity holds the dominant position, for it gives rise to the situations that stimulate
neural demands and it moulds the orientation of intelligence that preconsciously exer-
cises the censorship,”” Insight, p. 218. 1 would suggest that Lonergan is giving a qualified
assent here to a specific way of understanding the priority of ‘‘base’’ to social, cultural
“‘superstructure.” For more on this, see 7.3, 7.4, 7.5 below.

See Insight, p. 218.

For more on this, see Alasdair Maclntyre, After Virtue.

See chapter two, 2.1 above.

Yovel, Kant and the Philosophy of History, p. 13. See also pp. 15, 18.

Immanuel Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, pp. 61-62. ,

See Justus Hartnack, Kant's Theory of Knowiedge, pp. 12-14.

George Armstrong Kelly, Idealism, Politics and History: Sources of Hegelian Thought
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), pp. 15-16.

Charles Taylor, Hegel and Modern Society (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1979), pp. 3-5.

This is the question addressed in the first seven theses in the “‘Idea of a Universal History
from a Cosmopolitan Point of View,” in On History, pp. 12-20. It is also the central
question throughout “‘Conjectural Beginnings of Human History," jn On History, pp.
53-68. See Despland, pp. 21ff, 30ff.

On this second question, see Despland, pp. 42-51.

A glance through the index of Insight reveals the impact of these influences.

See chapter five above.

Insight, p. 603.

See Insight, pp. xiv, 231, 234, 303-304, 392-393, 603.

See 6.4 above.

Insight, pp. 451-458.

Ibid., p. 454.

ibid., p. 451.

Ibid., p. 596.

Ibid., p. 451.

See 6.4.1 and 6.4.2 above. See also 7.2, 7.4 below.

Insight, p. 451.

Ibid., p. 452.
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148  See Insight, p. 603; Method, p. 53.

149 A ‘“‘terminal value” is an object for possible choice, see Insight, p. 601.

150  See Insight, pp. 603-604 and the discussion that follows.

151  Method, pp. 53ff.

152 On the conversions, see Method, pp. 237-244. See also Lonergan, ‘‘Reality, Myth, Sym-
bol,” pp. 34-37.

153 Insight, p. 604.

154  Insight, pp. 387-390, 624-625; seec also Method, pp. 251-254.

155 1Ibid., pp. 599-600.

156 Ibid., pp. 191-206. See also 6.4.1 above, and 7.2, 7.4, 7.6 below.

157 Ibid., p. 601.
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Chapter 7

History, Ethics and
Emergent Probability II

7.0 Introduction

In the seventh chapter of Insight Lonergan enters into a conversation
with Hobbes, Kant, Hegel, Marx, with proponents of the liberal thesis of
automatic progress and, generally, with the entire field that has been call-
ed the speculative philosophy of history. His goal, like theirs, is to identify
the structural elements and processes on which to build a theory of society
and history and with which to chart general, overall patterns of historical
change. Lonergan’s style in writing does not begin by reconstructing the
history of the theories and insights of the authors with whom he is conver-
sing. And so it is often difficult to understand why he raises and answers
the questions that he does. Sometimes in a summary or a passing reference
Lonergan leaves a clue indicating the name of a thinker with whom his con-
clusions are allied.! Other times he summarizes a position with which his
findings can be contrasted.? Generally, though, Lonergan’s approach is to
raise the circle of questions that frame the limits of his topic and to isolate
the terms and relations that define implicitly the central insights.?

A number of excellent collections or summary reviews have been edited
or written on the contributions of the great speculative philosophers of
history.* And so no attempt will be made here to summarize these contribu-
tions. There are, however, at least two particular sets of theories that seem
to have been decisive in influencing the way in which Lonergan framed his
questions on history and its relationship to individual morality. The first
of these finds its expression in the work of Thomas Hobbes, the second
in that of Karl Marx. There is some evidence in Insight that Lonergan
developed his notion of the good of order in response to Hobbes and his
notions of the group bias, general bias and the shorter and longer cycles
of decline in response to Marx. And so in an effort to introduce Lonergan’s
application of the general heuristic, emergent probability, to an analysis
of the dynamic structure of society and history, I will proceed by compar-
ing and contrasting Lonergan’s insights with some of those of Hobbes and
Marx. As was my procedure earlier, I will not enter into debate with inter-
preters of Hobbes and Marx but will draw from some recognized exponents
of their works in an effort to clarify the work of Lonergan.

The relationship between individual morality and the overarching course
of history has been a central issue throughout the course of debates in the
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speculative philosophy of history. Lonergan’s work has been criticized in
this regard for placing too much emphasis on the import of individual in-
telligence and responsibility. Whereas Marx's work has focused on the
economic structures as a condition limiting the individual’s intelligent and
responsible acts Lonergan has been criticized for disregarding such condi-
tions. This criticism has been met, in part.® But in the discussion of in-
dividual and group bias it should become clear that Lonergan recognizes
the import of Marx’s intent and, indeed, concludes with a somewhat more
pessimistic analysis of the current situation than Marx himself would have

envisioned.

7.1 The Good of Order and Social Structure:
Lonergan and Hobbes

In the thirteenth chapter of Leviathan, part one, Thomas Hobbes begins
his consideration of the social state of man.” On his own man could achieve
some limited success in securing the objects of his desire, in securing his
own happiness or “‘felicity.’’ But placed in the permanent and inescapable
company of other men who are all equally matched in skill, intelligence
and strength, the pursuit of the objects of desire becomes a permanent state
of competition for the same things. Thus, social life is the permanent state
of struggle or war among equally matched opponents for the same, scarce
objects of desire. To achieve any worthwhile goal is simply an invitation
for someone to come and take it away. And since worth is a comparative
term men need not even want the same things for them to stand in conflict.
For whatever their possessions, their relative superiority or inferiority in
their respective states of felicity will always be an object of competition.®
Thus, in the words of Michael Oakeshott:

There is a radical conflict between the nature of man and the natural

condition of mankind; what the one urges with hope of achievement,

the other makes impossible.®

Man’s deliverance from this permanent state of all out war rests in his
fear of death. And so out of fear men are willing to transfer the right to
the exercise of their own free will, in specific matters, to a third party, the
‘““Commonwealth,”” who will exercise this right on their behalf and who
will enforce each man’s commitment to his contracted restrictions. Hobbes
thus conceives social order as the necessary constraint upon each individual’s
free pursuit of his or her own desires, in the interest of securing the basic
conditions for any pursuit of personal happiness.'?

The power of Hobbes’ theory of social order has been immeasurable.
His conception of society as a constraint upon the individual’s exercise of
his natural rights and freedoms has prevailed in a line of social and political
theory that continues to this day.!' In the view of C. B. Macpherson,
Hobbes’ theory of political obligation is rooted in an implicit social theory
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of a possessive market society.!? And in Macpherson’s view, the historical
conditions for such a possessive market society were, in fact, met between
the seventeenth century and the mid-nineteenth century.'?® The individual
in this society is seen as ‘‘the proprietor of his own person or capacities,
owing nothing to society for them,”’ as sole owner of himself, as part of
no larger social whole, as one whose freedom consists in independence from
the wills of others.
Society consists of relations of exchange between proprietors. Political
society becomes a calculated device for the protection of this proper-
ty and for the maintenance of an orderly relation of exchange.'
In response to the various theories about the meaning of Hobbes’ use of
the term ‘‘nature of man’’ Macpherson argues that what Hobbes was do-
ing was describing the behavior of men in a particular type of society.!s
He draws out explicitly some of the elements of this type of society and
contrasts it with two other types of society in an effort to argue that Hobbes’
political theory remains untenable in a historical age where the conditions
of the possessive market society no longer prevail.'é
Macpherson’s brief account serves to highlight the essential elements of
Hobbes’ social and political theory. Man is essentially and perpetually in
conflict or competition with his or her fellow man, and capable of securing
the minimum conditions for commodious living only through the transfer
of personal rights to an all powerful sovereign.'” In his ‘“‘Introduction’’ to
the Penguin edition of Leviathan, Macpherson calls Hobbes the “‘analyst
of power and peace.’’ For more than any other his concern was dominated
by the fear of civil war and the control of power which could secure some
lasting relief from its hideous threat.!'* But in contrasting some of the
characteristics of the possessive market society with two alternatives, Mac-
pherson indirectly draws attention to some more basic characteristics of
the structure of societies in general. If Macpherson is correct, then concur-
rent with the competition of man against man, there is operative an intricate
set of relations of exchange and cooperation in Hobbes’ marketplace. And
I would suggest that Lonergan’s intent in his notion of the ‘‘good of order”’
is captured in his description of this possessive market model.
Without any authoritative allocation of work or rewards, the market,
responding to countless individual decisions, puts a price on
everything, and it is with reference to prices that the individual deci-
sions are made. The market is the mechanism through which prices
are made by, and are a determining factor in making, individual deci-
sions about the disposal of energies and the choice of utilities.
Exchange of commodities through the price-making mechanism of
the market permeates the relations between individuals, for in this
market all possessions, including men’s energies, are commodities.
In the fundamental matter of getting a living, all individuals are essen-
tially related to each other as possessors of marketable commodities,
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including their own powers. All must continually offer commodities

(in the broadest sense) in the market, in competition with others.!®

While the operation of the possessive market society involves the aliena-
tion and exchange of the individual’s right and capacity to labour in a com-
petitive framework of relations, such competition is not the essential
characteristic of societies, but a distinctive characteristic of this particular
type of society in a more basic system of cooperative relations. The exchange
relations which trade goods for goods or goods for money, the system of
expectations in which prices are fixed in accordance with supplies, demands
and the negotiating skills of participants, the divisions of labour, the cultiva-
tion of skills, the dates, locations, physical layouts of the marketplaces,
all the essential routines whose functioning constitutes the market struc-
ture, are more or less tacit, cooperative schemes involving wide-scale agree-
ment among members of a society. In drawing attention to the social model
upon which Hobbes allegedly drew, Macpherson has set the stage for a more
comprehensive account of the elements of social and political structure. I
would suggest that Lonergan’s account of “the good of order’’ was cast
as a response to a narrower view, like that of Hobbes’, which conceived
the struggle for power as the central, defining foundation for an analysis
of social and political structure.

In chapter seven of Insight, Lonergan develops a complementary account
of the structure of social processes that aims at righting a distortion in this
view of society. Society certainly operates as a constraint upon individuals,
as a constraining condition into which individuals are born and raised, as
an imposition upon the individual’s exercise of freedom, and as a contracted
compromise that seeks to secure the minimum conditions for public order.
But society is also collaboration in the achievement of ends that none could
secure on his or her own. And it is to this dimension of social order that
Lonergan turns in his account of the ‘“‘good of order.”

In the terms of the last chapter’s presentation of Gibson Winter’s three-
fold structure of sociality, intersubjective exchange proceeds in three stages:
with the gesture, the response and the drive to unification.2® The unifica-
tion that is sought between two subjects is on two levels: on the level of
the truth or the value in the meaning intended by the gesture and on the
level of mutual confirmation of the two subjects as subjects. The structure
of the drive towards unification is dialectical. The two principles of the
dialectic are the two drives of the subjects towards intelligent grasp,
reasonable affirmation and responsible decision on the content of the gesture
and the response, and towards mutuality in personal expression and con-
firmation. In the primitive, intersubjective community the bonds that unite
the members of the family or tribe as the foundation for interpersonal ex-
change, are not the products of acts of intelligence, but they precede such
acts as a condition for their occurrence. And so in the dialectic of gesture
and response it is the spontaneously apprehended drive toward mutual
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respect and approval with, for example, a mother or father, that tends to
prevail as the operator in the drive towards unification.

But as acts of practical intelligence begin to yield more and more palpabie
success in securing advantages in living, the immanent criteria of intelligence
are given more and more sway in the dialectic of social exchange. The
authority of social relations and roles begins to give way to the authority
of practical success when the fruits of such success begin to be felt in war,
in hunting and in agriculture. And when experiments in the division of
labour begin to produce craftsmen who can devote their total time to the
pursuit of their craft, their achievements become cumulative. Children learn
the skills of their fathers and mothers and carry the development of those
skills forward with their own innovation. Gradually the community realizes
that it is worthwhile to provide such craftsmen with the food, clothing and
shelter they require to pursue their craft. For the fruits of their labour in-
- crease the gross product of the whole community. Thus the dialectical drive
towards unification among subjects begins to demand the demonstrations
of practical intelligence to complement and to found the roles and the
authority of intersubjective spontaneity. With this trend there begins to
emerge a new notion of ‘‘the good’’ in which the talents, roles, and con-
tributions of each are measured not in terms of some antecedent image or
tradition of social order but in terms of their practically demonstrable con-
tributions to the good of all. The undeniable success of practical intelligence
becomes an operative principle in the dialectical drive towards the unifica-
tion among subjects. And mutual respect and admiration becomes respect
for competence and admiration for socially valuable skill.2

Once again, it must be emphasized that Lonergan recognizes the truth
in Hobbes’ claim.2? Society is not all cooperation and collaboration. It is
also constraint and coercion. But while Hobbes’ principle datum was the
fact of competition for scarce goods, Lonergan’s central datum was the
fact of collaboration towards hitherto unknown goods.?? Social process is
not entirely the one or the other. And so an account based solely on the
one or the other will lead to a distortion in one’s understanding of society.
Furthermore it will lead to a distortion in one’s direction of society, for
an account of the structure of a social process will constitute a foundation
for a science of the direction of social process, for a political theory.24

What Hobbes understood and expressed well in his Leviathan was the
spontaneous orientation of the subject to pursue his or her own individual
desires and the negative, constraining aspect of the dialectical tension that
ensures between this individual pursuit and the intelligently emergent com-
mon good. Hobbes conceived the spontaneous pursuit of individual felici-
ty to be the “‘natural’’ state of man. But Lonergan recognizes Hobbes’ own
passionate concern for the good or order to be no unnatural accomplish-
ment. And Hobbes’ achievement was a responsible act in which Hobbes
transcended his own vital desires and fears. Consequently Lonergan’s
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method of proceeding begins by taking Hobbes’ own drive towards the prac-
tical realization of value as an equally “‘natural’’ state of man and then
accounting for the human phenomena that Hobbes describes in these
chapters of Leviathan, part one, as an earlier stage in an ongoing personal
and/or social development or as one or another form of ‘‘bias.”’

7.2 Individual Bias

Lonergan calls individual bias the distortion in the development of an
individual’s intelligence and the consequently ensuing distortion in his or
her whole affective and experiential orientation which results from the
refusal to choose the good of order over the individual’s egoistically centered
desires and fears.2% Such egoism is not to be confused with the individual’s
desire for his or her own development in virtue, in wisdom and in ultimate
happiness.2¢ Rather, egoism is the exclusion of the immanent drive of in-
telligence to participate, dialectically, with the drive towards spontaneous,
intersubjective unification in the pursuit of the common good.?? It is the
refusal to raise and to meet the further questions that arise in the design
and execution of one’s own projects. And such a refusal constitutes a cir-
cumscription of one’s own horizons of concern and a limitation that one
sets on the range of concerns to which one will open oneself. The intelligence
is given free play within the boundaries set by personal desire. But beyond
these confines practical intelligence is simply ruled out.2*

The quest for the good of order was conceived as the dialectically struc-
tured drive towards the unification of two principles, the operative princi-
ple of intelligence and the principle of mutuality.?* Consequently individual
bias will manifest itself as contradicting both principles. As a deformation
of intelligence, individual bias contradicts the drive of intelligence to raise
and answer the relevant further questions. And as a violation of the demands
of intersubjectivity, the individual bias suppresses the spontaneous concern
for approval of and approval by others. In addition, since the spontaneous
drive of intelligence actually involves its own dialectic operating between
an exigence in the neural manifold and a drive to order that manifold, the
bias will also constitute a distortion in the experiential orientation of the
whole subject. Thus, when Lonergan calls individual bias or egoism ‘‘an
interference of spontaneity with the development of intelligence,’’ his presen-
tation here is somewhat misleading.3® It might seem, from this presenta-
tion, that knowing seeks an autonomy from the distorting influences of
the other human passions, appetites, feelings and drives. And so in this
view the individual bias would be another instance of the intrusion of ‘‘af-
fectivity’’ into the proper exercise and development of autonomous rationali-
ty. But this view stands in contradiction to the thrust of my interpretation
of Lonergan’s account of the dialectical interaction of intelligence with
experiential exigence, on the one hand, and with the principal of mutuality
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in the dialectic of community, on the other.3!

What intelligence seeks to achieve is not a flight from experiential spon-
taneity or affectivity, rather, an integration of such affectivity. The neural
manifold changes with changes in the subject’s environment. And opera-
tions in *‘the basic pattern of experience’’ seem to order the neural manifold
in accordance with a set of anticipations immanent in the question and in
subjective spontaneity on the one hand, and with an intelligibility imma-
nent in the environment manifesting itself as an exigence in the neural
manifold, on the other. Thus the drive of intelligence involves the tension
between two principles seeking resolution in the adequacy of an appropriate
integration of a human person, in the context of a flexibly recurring scheme
of acts. The individual bias, then, is not so much an intrusion of the
biological or aesthetic, affective or intersubjective spontaneities into the
proper development of intelligence, but the failure to integrate properly the
demands of the neural and intersubjective exigence with the anticipations
of a question, in a scheme of acts involving understanding, judgment or
decision. The individual bias is, ultimately, an intelligent, responsible act
that does violence to the demands of personal and intersubjective experience.
And it does so by failing to carry out its own mandate.

If carried on long enough the refusal to raise and to answer the ap-
propriate questions will result in distortions not only in the horizon within
which intelligence operates but also in the experiential and intersubjective
routines of the whole person. These experiential routines are the basis for
the subject’s practical interrelations with his or her environment. And so
as they become more and more distorted the probabilities for adequate in-
tegration become lower and lower. Distorted experience becomes the foun-
dation for distorted understanding and praxis and the bias sets the subject
on an accelerating course of decline.

However, while individual bias is operative in society, the recurrent defor-
mations that follow from operative “‘social structures’’ can in no way be
attributed to the individual bias. For while individual bias occurs extreme-
ly frequently there are not recurrent patterns or trends associated with stable
f-probabilities in identifiable classes of individual bias. And when such recur-
rent patterns and classes arise then the bias is no longer to be explained
in terms of the refusal of the “‘good or order’’ but in terms of deforma-
tions in the operative notions of what would constitute such order and in
how it is to be achieved. In his account of the dissolution of the possessive
market structure in the nineteenth century, Macpherson notes that the
development of class consciousness, political articulation, and a vision of
alternate social and economic relations among the working class resulted
in their becoming aware that the existing ‘“‘order’> was neither necessary
nor in the service of their interests. Thus was lost their sense of equal par-
ticipation in the marketplace. Furthermore with the universal franchise and
the perpetuation of consciously operative class division, the general sense
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of cohesion, necessary for the functioning of the possessive market struc-
ture, was also lost.3? This account illustrates well the fact that operative
orders need to be known as in fact ‘“‘good.’’ Bias can be operative recur-
rently in classes to marshall power in the service of group interests which
do not serve the wider common good. But as long as such is known to be
the case (and evidence is never long in arising) the fact of order ceases to
be the ‘“‘good or order.”” Lonergan’s account of the group bias shows that
structural parallels exist between the individual bias and the group bias.
But the difference lies in the fact of system operative in the genesis and
maintenance of f-probably recurrent classes of deformations in notions of
what constitutes the ‘‘good of order.”” And while power is an accelerator,
power is not the central issue in this account.

7.3 The Practical Intelligence as Historical

In the twenty pages on ‘“‘Group Bias’’ and ‘‘General Bias,”’ Lonergan’s
emergent probability becomes a foundation for a theory of historical
dynamics. In these pages the sketch of the structure of historical change
which so far has remained heuristic and suggestive takes on some flesh.
After discussing the two biases and their corresponding cycles of historical
decline, Lonergan briefly sets his account in opposition to that of Marx.

To ignore the fact of decline was the error of the old liberal views

of automatic progress. The far more confusing error of Marx was to

lump together both progress and the two principles of decline under
the impressive name of dialectical materialism, to grasp that the minor
principle of decline would correct itself more rapidly through class
war, and then to leap gaily to the sweeping conclusion that class war
would accelerate progress. What, in fact, was accelerated was major
decline which in Russia and Germany leaped to fairly thorough brands
of totalitarianism.3?
This presentation is, without a doubt, not what one could call a sensitive
analysis of Marx’s thought. But in spite of its scathing dismissal of Marx’s
proposed solution for the reversal of historical decline, this passage betrays
a profound concern for a solution to the problem to which Karl Marx was
passionately dedicated.

Like Marx, Lonergan understands clearly the integral relationship bet-
ween an account of human nature and a theory of social and historical pro-
cess. It is certainly true that Lonergan conceives the performance of acts
of intelligence and responsibility to be the constitutive elements of human
nature as human. But there is evidence in Insight that Lonergan shares with
Marx the view that the broad range of human life involves not so much
the theoretical operation of intelligence in the intellectual pattern of ex-
perience but the practical application of common sense intelligence to the
transformation of ‘‘material’’ conditions of society, culture and economy.
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Common sense is practical. It seeks knowledge, not for the sake of
the pleasure of contemplation, but to'use knowledge in making and
doing. Moreover, this making and doing involve a transformation of
man and his environment, so that the common sense of a primitive
culture is not the common sense of an urban civilization, nor the com-
mon sense of one civilization the common sense of another. However
elaborate the experiments of the pure scientist, his goal is always to
come closer to natural objects and natural relationships. But the prac-
ticality of common sense engenders and maintains enormous struc-
tures of technology, economics, politics, and culture, that not only
separate man from nature but also add a series of new levels or dimen-
sions in the network of human relationships.34
Man’s most primitive as well as his most developed activities consist of the
recurrent practice of applying human ingenuity and effort to the available
materials of life and converting these materials to the satisfaction of physical
needs and of culturally and economically created desires, appetites and
values. Such activity not only transforms the conditions of life. It also creates
such conditions so that in time the environment in which men and women
live and work is constituted predominantly by the fruits of previous acts
of intelligent “‘production.’’?s Thus, Lonergan conceives the practical opera-
tion of intelligence in its ‘‘labour’’ or ‘‘production’’ to be the motive power
of history has human.3¢

Lonergan also recognizes that what is most significant for a proper study
of human nature and history is the concrete, historical performance of the
acts of practical intelligence by human subjects. Ideas are not begotten by
ideas, but by human subjects developing and executing cognitional and
cognitially-mediated skills in concrete contexts of historical materials and
conditions. Lonergan has sought to understand the structure of the schemes
of acts wherein such ideas and such practical activities are born. Marx, on
the other hand, has focussed most predominantly upon the historical and
economic conditions surrounding the performance of specific classes of such
acts. And, as will be discussed in greater detail below, this difference in
orientation is a significant element in the differences between Marx’s and
Lonergan’s accounts of history and the human prospects. But the two
thinkers share a profound appreciation for the concrete genesis of acts of
practical intelligence.

The constitutive elements of societies, in Lonergan’s analysis, are ‘‘the
pattern of relations of a social order.’’3 The operative distinctions between
modes or forms of labour, the fields of skills corresponding to such forms,
the functional distinctions between productive sectors of an economy, the
current classifications of income groups and the distinctions between func-
tioning contributions to political process all constitute the terms and rela-
tions which define implicitly the operative routines of schemes of a socie-
ty. And while such operative terms and relations are themselves the pro-
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ducts of countless instances of the practical application of intelligence, :he
context of such conditions into which all of us are born and raised has the
overwhelming effect of shaping and adapting human spontaneity in accor-
dance with its own needs and exigences.

In a school, a regiment, a factory, a trade, a profession, a prison,

there develops an ethos that at once subtly and flexibly provides con-

crete premises and norms for practical decisions. For in human af-

fairs the decisive factor is what one can expect of the other fellow.

Such expectations rest on recognized codes of behaviour; they appeal

to past performance, acquired habit, reputation; they attain a max-

imum of precision and reliability among those frequently brought

together, engaged in similar work, guided by similar motives, shar-

ing the same prosperity or adversity.3®

As was discussed earlier, Lonergan’s notion of intersubjectivity and his
account of society and history as constituted by human acts of intelligence
by no means implies that all insights are the genesis of novelity or that the
pattern of insights constituting a social order is the product of one subject.*
For the most part, the course of a person’s development consists of his or
her grasping the dominant meanings of the culture and actuating the cur-
rently accepted practical forms of labour and social comportment. And
while every form of activity represents the fruit of some intelligent adapta-
tion to the conditions of life or some ingenious solution to a practical pro-
blem, the complete set of practical insights and the consequent patterns of
interactions among such operative insights is seldom, if ever, understood
by any one person. Consequently the operative set of practical relations
and routines which constitutes any society and any economy will remain,
for the most part, operative implicitly, hidden from the understanding of
its citizens, and a powerful determinant in shaping the ideas emerging in
that milieu. In a very significant sense, then, Lonergan recognizes that the
relations which structure a society and an economy operate to shape and
adapt the sensitive spontaneity and the practical intelligence of that society
in accordance with the smooth attainment of its own social and economic
ends.4°

The course of society and history, in Lonergan’s analysis, proceeds as
practical activity gives rise to new sets of conditions and problems and then
seeks subsequently to adapt to these conditions and solve their problems.
As was noted above, the possibility for social order rests in the fact that
individuals will perform practical operations which link up with those of
others to form flexible schemes yielding goods which otherwise could not
have been achieved.4! And it should be clear now that such schemes operate
to condition the emergence of further insights and practices which perpetuate
their smooth functioning. But the actuation of such events and schemes
changes environmental conditions, and eventually there occurs a sufficiently
great set of changes as to require an adaptation of the events and routines
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of the society and economy. At this point the tendency of the social whole
to adapt new insights and practices in accordance with its sustenance and
its perpetuation begins to operate as an obstacle to its own survival. For
the sufficiently changed conditions no longer call for minor adaptations
in the routines of the society. They call for major changes in its constitutive
terms and relations.

7.4 Group Bias

In the above presentation of Lonergan’s notion of intersubjectivity I sug-
gested that two dialectics are operative immanently in the living out of man’s
nature as distinctively human. The first involves the tension between the
exigence of the subject’s experiential basis in the events and schemes of his
or her neural manifold and the intelligent and responsible drive to integrate
that manifold in acts of understanding, judgment, and most profoundly
practical, moral activity. The second dialectic involves the tension between
the first dialectic and the spontaneous drive to unification with other human
subjects as subjects, in the mutuality of respect, care and love. The individual
bias occurred when the human subject so circumscribed his or her horizon
of personal desires and goals that the drive of intelligence and responsibili-
ty was stopped or cut short. In the face of an experiential exigence deman-
ding further questions to be answered, a broadened sensitivity to more
remote realms of experience and finally an expansion of that horizon within
which intelligence functions, the spontaneous dynamism of intellect is laid
to premature rest. The result of this failure of intelligence and responsibili-
ty is a reordering of the experiential manifold, a censorship of its exigen-
cies and a repression of the relevant neural demands until they either forc-
ed their way back into conscious life or deformed the habitual operations
of the subject.

When the social and economic routines that are constitutive of a society
begin to meet changing conditions which demand substantial changes in
their operative structures, there occurs a rising frequency of instances of
bias in the intelligent, responsible operations of subjects. But unlike the
individual bias this instance of bias is not merely the result of individuals
restraining the mandate of intelligence in the interest of personal gain.
Rather, the “‘group bias®’ results when the second dialectic, operative im-
manently in men and women, undergoes a recurrent distortion. And the
drive towards mutuality with members of the social group takes precedence
over the demands of practical intelligence and responsibility.

When changes in the environment of a society’s operation begin to de-
mand structural changes in the relations which constitute that society then
the dominant groups in that society face the prospect of significant threats
to their established gains and interests. Thus members of the group cir-
cumscribe their own horizons of interests as over against mounting evidence
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that such is not the more general good. And bias begins to operate.4? But
because the interests which are defended by the dominant group are those
of a class or group of people the drive towards solidarity within the group
will begin to operate massively and effectively to preclude habitual atten-
tion to the defects in its horizons. Thus the conditions surrounding the wide-
scale genesis of insights and responsible action that seek the good of the
whole of society are precluded (i.e. regular experiential contact with the
suffering of the marginalized, and the habitual raising of questions con-
cerning the relevance of this experience to the restructuring of the whole
society or economy). The intelligent and responsible acts of the group set-
tle their accounts with the drive toward intersubjective mutuality within the
group before consulting the exigence of the experiential data on the whole
of society. And the common insights, values and expectations of the group
operate spontaneously as a horizon within which intelligence meets the data
of experience.4?

The fact that the dominant classes possess control results in their increased
ability to mobilize insights that promote their own interests. Correspon-
ding to this success is the failure of marginalized groups to make operative
the acts and routines which would promote their own welfare.4 Thus the
course of social development

... does not correspond to any coherently developed set of practical

ideas. It represents the fraction of practical ideas that were made

operative by their conjunction with power.4$

The tension between the partial insights operatively constitutive of the
social whole and the experiential exigence of the conditions of social and
economic life which demand a restructuring of the social whole (a restruc-
turing which would favour the whole of society and not simply the domi-
nant groups) manifests itself in a tension between the dominant and the
marginalized social groups and a visible distortion or aberration in the
routines of social and economic life. This distortion eventually becomes
great enough to be visible to all and the tensions between the groups begins
to manifest itself in class unrest. This combination of evident distortion
and class unrest becomes a principle for social and historical change that
awaits the catalysis of an individual like Marx to be actuated.+¢

Clearly Lonergan shares Marx’s (and Hegel’s) appreciation of the fact
that history moves forward as the distortions of any age fuel the engines
for their own reversal. But in Lonergan’s view, an end to this cycle of
domination cannot consist in a transformation of historical conditions. The
historical cycle which results from the group bias and its tendency to effect
its own reversal by mobilizing the neglected interest and insights of the
marginalized is conceived by Lonergan to be an ongoing shorter cycle of
alienation and short-lived liberation. Once the marginalized groups come
to power their own attempts to structure the whole of society in accordance
with the partial insights of their own perspective eventually suffer the same
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distortions due to the group bias for which their predecessors were ousted.
The basis for this conviction, that the group bias is not to be overcome
immanently, is rooted in Lonergan’s basic conception of the problem
operative in the group bias. And here he differs with Marx in his assess-
ment of the form and the import of historical, economic conditions for
acts of “‘production,’” and of the role of subjective agency in effecting
historical change. And so in order to understand as precisely as possible
the locus and the nature of these differences I will draw upon some reliable
sources to summarize, very briefly, Marx’s analysis of the human situation
and its prospects for solution.

7.5 Marx and the Cycles of History

Clearly considerable debate reigns on Marx’s intended meanings regar-
ding such terms as ‘‘forces of production,”” ‘‘relations of production,”
‘“‘base,’’ and ‘‘superstructure.”” And various authors understand such terms
in their interrelations with other among Marx’s terms and notions, in their
attempts at explaining what Marx might have meant.4” Consequently since
more or less significant variations among such acts of understanding reign
in current literature on Marx, my very brief presentation will necessarily
involve some selection and a modest concern with general directions in cur-
rent interpretations of his work.

At the centre of Marx’s account of the problem in the current historical
human situation stands his notion of *‘alienation.”’4® The essentially human
act is man’s production of himself and his life through the act of labour.
But the way in which this labour is carried out, and thus the way in which
this labour functions to promote the workers’ own well-being, is not set
by the labourer him or herself but through historical processes. So if the
conditions that shape and surround this act of labour have the effect of
diminishing the worker’s well-being, and if the social and economic rela-
tions specifying the mode of distribution of the fruits of his or her labour
have a similar effect, then man’s essential act of producing himself and
his life is ‘‘alienated.’’ This alienation is twofold. The worker encounters
the fruits of production as an alienated force operating to diminish his in-
terests. And the alienated act of production contradicts the essential goal
of the fundamentally human act of self-production, and thus the worker
is alienated from himself or herself. In a capitalist society the control, not
only over the fruits of production, but also over the very act itself, is ‘‘made
over’’ to another person. And so the very act of production becomes ‘‘ob-
jectified,’’ made into an object of exchange, and subjected to the relations
and forces of market exchange which specify the form of such exchange
with more or less complete disregard for the intrinsic relationship of the
work to the well-being of the worker.

In the view of William Shaw*® the determining factor in setting the
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historically operative conditions for the current degree of alienation will
be the reigning ‘‘productive forces.”’ Such productive forces include the
tools and means used in the production process, the objects produced, the
means and elements of the transportation of such objects, the tools and
buildings, the labour power itself with its operative forms and levels of
knowledge and skill, the current scientific and technological achievements,
and the degree and forms of cooperation among workers.3® The produc-
tive forces not only specify the structure of the workplace and the forms
of work, they also determine the relations among men and women, the social
relationships, the relationships of ownership and control over the forces
which shape the work forms and determine the distribution of its fruits.s!
The productive relations shape the forms and distributions of property and
historically the productive relations have always resulted in class divisions
with their corresponding points of view and ideologies.’2 Shaw’s argument
is that ‘“‘the productive forces are the motive and determining factor in
history,”’s? and that the advance and expansion of such forces is the cen-
tral factor in transforming all other aspcts of man’s dialectical engagement
with his world.** In this way the conditions surrounding the exercise of
labour, the productive forces and, derivatively, the relations of production,
determine the ongoing shape of history as most essentially human. The
history of humanity, thus, will be the history of the changes and
developments in such productive forces.

The structure of this history is dialectical. And this dialectic involves the
fact that every historical reality is at the same time a negation of possibilities
which drives towards reversal. In the capitalist society this negation takes
the form of alienated labour.

Alienation has taken its most universal form in the institution of

private property; amends will be made with the abolition of private

property.ss
In Nicholas Lash’s view the concrete dialectic operative in industrial
capitalism involves the fact that the class which controls the forces and rela-
tions of production does so in accordance with interests that are alien and
oppressive to the worker. Thus the key to reversing the state of alienation
involves finding a group or class whose interests coincide with the general
interests. Lash notes that ‘‘there could only be such a class if it had, in
fact, no ‘particular’ interest, nothing particular to defend, to cling on to.”’
And in nineteenth century Europe this class was the industrial proletariat.3?

The dynamism of history comes to a special, unique point with the
emergence of the industrial proletariat. For with the arrival of a class “‘which
has to bear all the burden of society without enjoying its advantages, which
is ousted from society and forced into the sharpest contradiction to all other
classes,”” the conditions are finally fulfilled for the reversal of the human
history of alienation. With the capacities for social organization of a highly
developed industrial society the possibility of bringing the conditions sur-
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rounding the exercise of labour under human control finally arises. In addi-
tion with the current industrial capacity the possibility of eliminating
material need finally arises. And with the industrial proletariat there emerges
a class whose complete impoverishment leaves it without any particular in-
terests to defend. Thus for the first time in history the class interests of
one group corresponds to the interests of all humanity. As the excesses of
the ruling classes increase it simply becomes a matter of time before such
excesses fuel the revolution of the proletariat. And when the workers’ con-
trol over the conditions surrounding the exercise of their own labour is final-
ly complete man will, for the first time in history, be able to live and work
in accordance with his nature, free from domination, with the exercise of
his labour operating in accordance with his own interests.3” Such, at least,
is the analysis of Nicholas Lash.s®

William Shaw’s analysis of the means for reversal of the condition of
alienation downplays what he calls a ‘‘rather romantic attachment to the
proletariat”’ in Marx’s earlier works. In his view the engine for reversal is
purely and simply the degree of conflict between the productive forces and
the ownership relations, generating (derivatively) class conflict.s® The pro-
letariat is capable of redressing the condition of alienation because they
and only they (historically) are

motivated to implement the solution (namely, social control of pro-

duction) that will provide economic stability, and [...] in a position

to carry out such a resolution.s
However, Shaw is no less convinced that Marx envisaged this transforma-
tion to be complete, inevitable and permanent in its creation of a classless
society.®!

The import of Marx’s anticipation of a complete transformation of
history, through the transformation of control over the forces of produc-
tion, cannot be underestimated. In a somewhat extreme,$2 but well argued
view, Allen Buchanan provides evidence that in Marx’s view the structure
of economic and social relations (after the revolution) will be such that prin-
ciples of justice for production and distribution will no longer be required.

The superiority of this new mode of production will not lie in institu-

tions by which society recognizes and protects each individual’s claim

to a share of control over production and, derivatively, to a share

of the goods produced. Its superiority will consist, instead, in the fact

that it is a form of social organization in which no one will find it
necessary to press such claims, nor to rely upon an institutional ap-
paratus to recognize and enforce them.?
While the implications of Buchanan’s account of the link beween currently
operative notions of justice and rights and the structure of essentially com-
petitive economic and social systems are extremely provocative,* my point
here is to illustrate the degree to which Marx’s thought emphasizes the
dependence of social, economic routines on the conditions surrounding their
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exercise. With the transformation of these conditions the central problem
of the human condition, alienated labour, will disappear. In the words of
John Plamenatz:

Marx says very little about the communist society of the future, but
he does say enough to make it clear that it will have a managed
economy in a sense in which not even the most custom-bound of pre-
industrial societies has one. It will regulate production so as to en-
sure that men and women are free, that human capacities are fully
developed, and human needs fully satisfied.s*

It is at this point that we are in a position to highlight what I would argue
are the central and essential differences between Lonergan’s account of the
human situation and that of Marx. Marx recognized that the conditions
surrounding the acts of production of any age are the result of a dialectical
interplay between the acts of production of the previous age and the nega-
tions in social life which the effects of such acts generate. While Marx urged
men and women to assume responsibility for history, his explanation of
the determinants of this history placed no emphasis upon the degree to which
subjective agency authors these determinants. For his account focuses almost
exclusively, and certainly in the main, upon such determinants as shaped
in a dialectic whose locus of operation is extrinsic to the human subject.
Lonergan’s account of the group bias, the dialectic of community, and the
shorter cycle of decline seeks to understand the human exercise of prac-
tical responsibility as conditioned, significantly, by dialectically operating
determinants. But in his account the locus of the operation of such historical
determinants and dialectics is immanent to the human subject, historically
effective as a shift in f-probabilities associated with the recurring acts of
practical intelligence which mediate the schemes of society, history and
economy. Because the relationship between the emergent integrations of
practical skills and the experiential manifolds of subjects is not purely
systematic, but a relationship of an f-probable emergence, the operation
of the group bias will not be completely decisive. Rather, there remains
room for some measure of human agency. The subject’s experiential
manifold is irreducibly social, and historical, as are the schemes in which
his or her integrations participate as mediating events. And so the incremen-
tal measure of the subject’s exercise of this responsible agency will con-
stitute the significant agency for systematic historical change towards prog-
ress. All other dialectical changes in the long run will be non-systematic.

As a result of Lonergan’s conception of the historical role of subjective
agency, the “‘problem”’ in the human condition is only derivatively a mat-
ter of conditions surrounding the exercise of practical responsibility. Prin-
cipally the issue is the distinction between authentic (competent) and in-
authentic (incompetent) performance. And the issue of conditions arises
in the context of asking how to increase the f-probabilities associated with
conversions from inauthentic to authentic performance. Like Marx,
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Lonergan’s approach accommodates and demands attention to the schemes
of economy, society, and polity which shape human spontaneity, and in-
crease or decrease the f-probabilities associated with humanly transformative
emergence. But in Lonergan’s view if this order of priority is inverted, the
subject is obliterated.

Marx looked forward to a final resolution to the essential problem in
the human condition, operative on the level of the probiem, as an end to
the possibility of human misery. Lonergan anticipates no such resolution.
For in his view the acceleration of the shorter cycle only exacerbates a greater
and more fundamental problem in the human situation, the general bias.
But before proceeding to a discussion of the general bias a few points could
be made more precisely in response to a published critique of Lonergan
which appeals to a modification in Marxist theory.

In his article ‘‘Beyond Lonergan’s Method,’” Fergus Kerr suggests that
Lonergan fails to deal with the fact that theological ideas do not come out
of a vacuum but are rooted in a believing community with its modes and
structures of activities and relations. The history of Christian theology has
been immersed in a milieu of class conflicts and this has perennially af-
fected theology. Kerr suggests that we must come to terms with this class
struggle explicitly in our theology. And his suggestion is that a proposal
for doing theology that prescinds from any reference to this class struggle
must be flawed essentially.¢¢ I think we can respond to Kerr with three im-
portant points that re-emphasize Lonergan’s essential difference from Marx.

(1) Kerr draws upon Wittgenstein to contrast solving philosophical issues
‘‘by the intervention of a man of genius,”’ with changing social order.*’
I will take the liberty of understanding Kerr to mean that the focussed at-
tention on the concrete social conditions surrounding the genesis of
theological and philosophical ideas would better serve the cause of
humanization than a concern for personally understanding and developing
cognitional and responsible skills. Fundamentally, the question boils down
to whether the significant problems and routines of human life are or are
not concrete in their particularities. If they are, and Lonergan would insist
that they are (but we need not defer to Lonergan’s advice, for the evidence
is available), then the ongoing flow of solutions to such problems will re-
quire some element of personally developed cognitional and responsible
skills for their concrete resolution. If there is a systematic blockage operative
in society, preventing or distorting this development, then this blockage will
require attention in the form of social analysis and social transformation.
But the route towards this analysis and transformation requires a theoretical
analysis of the nature of the problem and the route towards its solution.
And if this theoretical analysis does not admit that the problem is a blockage
or a distortion in the development and the exercise of cognitional and
responsible skills, then the problem will most probably be exacerbated. I
would suggest that this insistence upon the concrete character of the elements
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of daily life animated Lonergan’s concern with the significance of human
agency and human interiority.

(2) An attention to class struggle is mediated by a theoretical analysis
of the elements and structure of class differentiation and class struggle. To
the extent that this theoretical analysis is correct, its implementation in a
concrete study of historical conditions will yield an understanding and a
set of possible solutions. Lonergan has contributed to such an analysis and
an account based on his work differs from that of Marx in that it recognizes
the operation of two distinct dialectics whose locus of operation is imma-
nent to a human subject who is inextricably locked into a huge number
of intersubjective, social, biological, historical schemes. Because these dialec-
tics are operative immanently, the norms for their f-probable resolution
are likewise immanent. And so attention to social conditions becomes at-
tention to conditions for increasing the f-probabilities of conversions. There
is no question that Lonergan was concerned with the f-probabilities of
conversions.®® And I would suggest that a dialectical analysis of the con-
temporary enterprise of theology, with attention to the intersubjective con-
ditions for the conversions is urgently needed.

(3) The question of how we are to attend to the class struggles which
set the context for our doing philosophy and theology raises the very im-
portant problem of expectations. For if we expect that such struggles are
to be resolved somewhat quickly then we will approach the problem very
differently than if we recognize the fulfilling conditions to require some
centuries or millennia. Explicit in Marx’s analysis was an impatience rooted
in the conviction that a revolution can transform the conditions that give
rise to the problems.®® One might ask, in Lonergan’s terms, whether drastic
measures might be implemented in the interest of conditioning an increase
in f-probably developed responsibility and authenticity. And the answer
would involve recalling that the foundation of moral and historical nor-
mativity is operative immanently in subjects, as a demand for integration
of an operative dynamic in its intentional term. Thus the question arises
whether a subject can perform an act whose concrete form or structure is
a repudiation of the dynamic immanent in its emergence.” The answer,
I would suggest, is that at least two forms of bias would ensue, the individual
bias and the group bias. For the subject involves him or herself in a con-
tradiction or counter-position in the act. And performance operates publicly
to ratify its universalization and reversal, thus launching the group bias.
Consequently the problem of widespread conversions becomes considerably
more complex from the point of view of Lonergan’s analysis. For the ac-
tual doing of theology raises the very foundational theological problem of
the group bias and the longer cycle of decine. If Lash is right and Marx
is actually doing theology,”* but committing errors in Christian theology
in the absence of self-knowledge, then one needs to ask how far these er-
rors have penetrated one’s anticipations.
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I will raise one further point here. One might ask whether Lonergan’s
notion of feeling as intentional response to value, if integrated completely
into a discussion of the group bias, might modify an assessment of the domi-
nant role of cognitional acts in the dynamics of historical progress and
decline.”? If the feelings can be intentional responses to value then could
feelings that are cultivated through art, literature, imagery, poetry, educa-
tion, music or architecture be understood as significant agents for cultural
transformation, which minimize or bypass the role of concrete intelligent
acts? Are not feeings so operative in history, and does not a recognition
of their operation demand a substantial modification of one’s account of
historical dynamics?

The response, I would suggest, demands recalling that while a certain
class of feelings respond to value, they do so non-systematically. In other
words these particular feelings are not themselves the criterion of value,
they are indicators which as easily indicate false values as true. It is the
judgment of value that pronounces the value as true and thereby orders
or integrates the energy of the feelings.”> And so to the extent that a con-
crete value (and all values are concrete) has not been judged true, by anyone,
the feeling which intends it will operate only coincidentally as a principle
of progress. However, once judged true a value can become public. It can
be celebrated, sung, dramatized. And such art does in fact shift the f-
probabilities associated with the widespread dissemination of the value by
mobilizing the feelings of a culture whose members need not themselves
perform the judgment of value.™ But because values are concrete, as are
the exigences of human situations, there will always be an element of respon-
sible discernment, on the part of individual subjects, who seek to realize
the value in particular times and places. And so while music and art in-
crease the f-probabilities of recurrence of the value they do not systematize
its recurrence. Only the developed authenticity and competence of concrete
subjective practical skills will effect such a systematization.?> Thus the ac-
count of the role of subjective agency in history in /nsight remains substan-
tially unchanged. However, | hope | have indicated how it might be
developed.

7.6 General Bias and Historical Decline
7.6.1 Preliminary Clarifications: Intellect and Will

General bias is the statistical fact that the problems of human living most
frequently exceed the developed capacities and skills of human subjects to
meet them.’¢

Besides the bias of the dramatic subject, of the individual egoist, of
the member of a given class or nation, there is a further bias to which
all men are prone. For men are rational animals, but full develop-
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ment of their animality is both more common and more rapid than

a full development of their intelligence and reasonableness. A tradi-

tional view credits children of seven years of age with the attainment

of an elementary reasonableness. The law regards as a minor anyone
under twenty-one years of age. Experts in the field of public enter-
tainment address themselves to a mental age of about twelve years.

Still more modest is the scientific attitude that places man’s attain-

ment of knowledge in an indefinitely removed future.?”

The greatest problem involved in coming to understand what Lonergan
is trying to grasp and express with his notion of ‘‘general bias’’ concerns
the meaning of the expression ‘‘full development of their intelligence and
reasonableness.” There is some evidence within Insight and in a later remark
of Lonergan’s that in writing /nsight, Lonergan was undergoing a develop-
ment in his view of “‘intelligence and reasonableness’’ as it relates to moral
action.”® In his 1941 and 1942 articles in Theological Studies on St. Thomas
Aquinas’ notion of ‘‘operative grace’’ (the articles which have since been
collected into the volume entitled Grace and Freedom), Lonergan works
out Thomas’ view of the relationship between intellect and will in terms
of a faculty psychology approach.? This, of course, was the approach of
Thomas. And it would seem from his treatment of ‘“The Notion of Will”’
in Insight, chapter eighteen,?® that Lonergan maintained the basic distinc-
tion between intellect and will that is rooted in this faculty psychology ap-
proach. But there is also some considerable evidence in Insight, chapter
eighteen, that Lonergan had already modified his conception of the role
of *“intellect’’ in moral action to the point where a more traditional distinc-
tion between ‘“‘intellect”” and “‘will”* (a distinction rooted in a faculty
psychology approach) was no longer tenable. By the time of Method in
Theology (1972) Lonergan had come to casting his analysis in terms of an
‘“intentionality analysis’’ approach that was sufficiently different from the
older approach as to require a rejection of the older term *‘will.”

Again, [decision] is not to be conceived as an act of will. To speak

of an act of will is to suppose the metaphysical context of a faculty

psychology. But to speak of the fourth level of human consciousness,
the level on which consciousness becomes conscience, is to suppose
the context of intentionality analysis. Decision is responsible and it

is free, but it is the work not of a metaphysical will but of conscience

and, indeed, when a conversion, the work of a good conscience.$!

In Grace and Freedom, Lonergan points to a discovery of Dom Lottin’s
as an important moment in explaining Thomas’ account of the relation-
ship between intellect and will. The challenge to Thomas presented by the
Parisian Averroists’ doctrine of determinism was the occasion for Thomas’
own refinement in his understanding of the operation of the will. If the
specification and the exercise of the act of will are both caused by intellect,
then free will is finally precluded. For the will would then be activated by
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anything that occurs to intellect. Thomas’ response to this dilemma was
to specify four presuppositions necessary for an act of free will:

... (A) a field of action in which more than one course of action is

objectively possible; (B) an intellect that is able to work out more than

one course of action; (C) a will that is not automatically determined
by the first course of action that occurs to the intellect; and, since
this condition is only a condition, securing indeterminacy without tell-
ing what in fact does determine, (D) a will that moves itself. All four
are asserted by St. Thomas but with varying degrees of emphasis at
different times.8?
Following Aristotle, St. Thomas took for granted a faculty of will, distinct
from the faculty of intellect, with a distinct object of desire, the good in
general.®? And in an effort to develop an explanation of free, moral action
he affirmed both a link between the two faculties and a distinction in their
operation.

Finally, while it was always maintained that the will is not determined
by the intellect, it is only in the De malo and the Prima secundae that
one finds an explicit answer to the question: What does determine
the will? As we have seen, Aristotelian passivity of appetite is then
transcended and the freedom of man yields place to the freedom of
the will; in consequence, attention is concentrated on the negative fac-
tor that the will is not determined by the intellect, and on the positive
factor that the will moves itself and in this self-motion is always free
either to act or not act.%

The point to be observed here is that for Thomas intellect and will are
presupposed, from the outset, to be the two distinct categories in whose
terms the problem of freedom is to be resolved.®* There is some clue in
these passages that intellect performs different types of functions with
respect to different types of objects when it conceives and judges truths
of fact, on the one hand, and when it conceived and judges possible courses
of action, on the other. But nothing more is made of this clue either by
Thomas or by Lonergan in Grace and Freedom. The problem of freedom
is not to be resolved in terms of a radical set of differences in types or levels
of “‘conscious’’ operation each involving some role of intelligent emergence.
It is to be resolved in terms of a distinct category, the will.

In Insight, chapter eighteen, considerably more is made of the different
types of conscious operations, all involving intelligence, and the distinct
objects towards which they move.

The detached, disinterested, unrestricted desire to know grasps in-

telligently and affirms reasonably not only the facts of the universe

of being but also its practical possibilities. Such practical possibilities
include intelligent transformations not only of the environment in
which man lives but also of man’s own spontaneous living. For that
living exhibits an otherwise coincidental manifold into which man can
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introduce a higher system by his own understanding of himself and
his own deliberate choices. So it is that the detached and disinterested
desire extends its sphere of influence from the field of cognitional ac-
tivities through the field of knowledge into the field of deliberate
human acts.?¢
It is generally recognized that in the Verbum articles Lonergan discovered
St. Thomas to be working with a view of intellect which recognized not
one but two distinct types of operations, the operations of insight or
understanding and the operation of judgment. It would appear that in
Insight Lonergan was on the verge of a further discovery, a discovery which
would eventually expand the older faculty psychology distinction between
intellect and will into a series of circularly operating schemes involving
something like fourteen distinct acts progressing cumulatively towards
transformations on at least four distinct levels and on two further sub-
levels.®” The first piece of evidence which seems to have struck Lonergan
was Thomas’ observation that intellect can not only have insights and make
judgments about matters of fact, it can also have insights and make
judgments about practical courses of action which are not yet fact. The
twofold scheme of insight and judgment is operative in each case, but in
Insight Lonergan takes great pains to point out the radical differences in
the intention of the questions and the status of the answers in each pair
of operations.
However, while the speculative or factual insight is followed by the
question whether the unity exists or whether the correlation governs
events, the practical insight is followed by the question whether the
unity is going to be made to exist or whether the correlation is going
to be made to govern events. In other words, while speculative and
factual insights are concerned to lead to knowledge of being, prac-
tical insights are concerned to lead to the making of being. Their ob-
jective is not what is but what is to be done. They reveal, not the unities
and relations of things as they are, but the unities and relations of
possible courses of action.

There follows another important corollary. When speculative or fac-
tual insight is correct, reflective understanding can grasp a relevant
virtually unconditioned. But when practical insight is correct, then
reflective understanding cannot grasp a relevant virtually uncondition-
ed; for if it could, the content of the insight already would be a fact;
and if it were already a fact, then it would not be a possible course
of action which, as yet, is not a fact but just a possibility.s®
The practical insight and its corresponding reflection do not head towards

truth. Rather, they head towards value. ‘‘Now it is in rational, moral self-
consciousness that the good as value comes to light, for the value is the
good as the possible object of rational choice.’’*® But values do not remain
as objects of understanding and judgment. Beyond the practical insight and
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its corresponding judgment lies the actuation of the value, the execution
of the course of action. It is in his account of the ‘‘decision’’ that Lonergan
tries to integrate this developed set of distinctions into an overarching faculty
psychology framework of intellect and will. And, in so doing, Lonergan
shows up the serious inadequacy of this older framework. For by now
Lonergan had discovered that beyond the levels of experience, understand-
ing and judgment, there lies not a single operation of “‘will”’ but three
distinct types of operations, the practical insight, practical reflection (what,
in Method, terminates in the judgment of value), and the decision.? It is
in Method that Lonergan focuses on the distinctiveness of the practical
reflective operation to highlight the way in which judgments of value in-
tegrate the spontaneous orientation of the subject towards value in feelings.?
But in Insight practical reflection had already been noted as a distinct
operation.

Secondly, though the reflection heads beyond knowing to doing, still

it consists simply in knowing. Thus, it may reveal that the proposed

action is concretely possible, clearly effective, highly agreeable, quite

useful, morally obligatory, etc. But it is one thing to know exactly
what could be done and all the reasons for doing it. It is quite another
for such knowledge to issue in doing.®?

From the very beginning of his eighteenth chapter, Lonergan recognizes
that the will is not discontinuous with intellect, but a further, distinguishable
function of intellect itself.

... the goodness of being comes to light only by considering the ex-
tension of intellectual activity that we name deliberation and decision,
choice and will ... Further, willing is rational and so moral.??
But it would appear that Lonergan’s inclination to cast his analysis in the
terms of the faculty psychology distinction between intellect and will prevail-
ed over this insight into the continuity. And so he beings his account of
will with the more traditional analogy of sensitive hunger.
Will, then, is inteliectual or spiritual appetite. As capacity for sen-
sitive hunger stands to sensible food, so will stands to objects presented
by intellect.%
There is a sense in which this analogy to sensitive hunger remains true
through both Insight and Method. For appetite is understood by Lonergan
as a dynamic orientation of a whole human person to take up environmen-
tal materials and to transform them or integrate them in the performance
of a skill.?s But the problem with this traditional analogy is that it also
evoked the traditional conception of will as ordered towards the object of
intellect. The faculty psychology approach began with a categorical distinc-
tion between intellect and will and argued to will’s independence from in-
tellect, on the one hand, and to its orientation towards the objects of in-
tellect, on the other. In ““Insight,’’ Lonergan had assembled all the materials
Jor conceiving will as a set of distinct acts and schemes of acts, involving
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some occurrence of an emergent integration, on the one hand, and all
ordered towards an object which is distinct from the object of the
“‘speculative’’ operation of intelligence, on the other. With his framework
of emergent probability Lonergan had set the grounds for conceiving *‘will”’
in a radically new way, as a part of a larger recurring skill or scheme of
acts whose developed performance yields a more or less intelligent integra-
tion of the (biological, aesthetic, affective, intelligent, reasonable, inter-
subjective, historical) experiential materials of a human subject and which
is oriented towards the grasp, the affirmation and the actuation of courses
of action which transform and constitute both the subject and his or her
environment. All of these elements are present in Insight, chapter eighteen.
But the traditional faculty psychology approach tended to prevail in
Lonergan’s attempts to specify the precise function of the *‘will” precisely
because the context of his analysis was the traditional scholastic question
of the independence of the will from the determining constraints of rational
necessity.?s So he defines the will as ‘‘an exigence for self-consistency in
knowing and doing.”’?” And in so doing he obscures both the continuity
of intelligence in its various functions throughout the whole operation of
“will” and the distinctiveness of ‘‘will’s’> own object.

But the rationality of decision emerges in the demand of the rational-

ly conscious subject for consistency between his knowing and his

deciding and doing ... But the final enlargement and transforma-

tion of consciousness consists in the empirically, intelligently, and ra-
tionally conscious subject

(1) demanding conformity of his doing to his knowing, and

(2) acceding to that demand by deciding reasonably.®®

When it is understood that by ‘‘knowing’’ Lonergan does not mean know-
ing truth but ‘‘knowing’’ the value of a possible and probable course of
action, his definition begins to ring true. And when it is understood that
the object of this ‘‘demand for conformity’’ is the comprehensive integra-
tion of the enormous manifold of skills of the person or people involved
in accordance with this ‘‘projected’’ course of action, then the act of will
begins to appear less as the passive submission of humanity to the imperious
demands of intellect and more as the heroic work of intelligent devotion
and love creatively cultivating and actuating the fragile directives of truth
and value.

All of this brings us back to the issue of the general bias. On the basis
of the above evidence it would be fair to conclude that when Lonergan
speaks of ‘‘full development of their intelligence and reasonableness’’ his
intended meaning would be obscured badly by contrasting “‘intelligence and
reasonableness’’ either with ‘‘willing’’ or with sensitive spontaneity. The
general bias does not apply solely to knowledge of facts but more generally
to the cultivation of intelligently mediated spontaneously operative skills
on all levels of what Lonergan subsequently comes to call ‘‘conscious in-
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tentionality.”’ I would suggest that what Lonergan had in mind in writing
his account of the general bias was something that he came to call in Method
a problem of “‘horizons,’’ where the word “‘horizons’’ designates both the
limitations in what one can conceive as possible, and the limitations in
developed capacities and skills which usually go hand in hand with an earlier
stage in development, with a deficiency in experiential range or with a distor-
tion in operational authenticity.®® And so even though Lonergan would seem
to define willing as seeking conformity to knowledge and even though he
seems to characterize the basic problem in the human condition in terms
of insufficient knowledge, I would argue that both of these expressions tend
to diverge from, rather than converge upon his emergent probability con-
ception of humanity and world process in Insight.

7.6.2 General Bias and Decline

The general bias concerns the insufficiently developed and infrequently
actuated capacities and skills of intelligent, responsible knowing and
doing.!% The normal routines of human life are massively constituted by
the common and more or less novel mediating activities of theoretical and
practical intelligence. Such activities are performed in accordance with
developed capacities and within the confines of corresponding cultural,
economic, social, historical conditions and limitations. The simple fact about
human life that is expressed in the notion of general bias is that the prob-
lems encountered most regularly throughout human life demand a general
level of developed capacities and skills in excess of that which is commonly
operative. This fact is true not only of aggregates of persons, but also of
the course of any one person’s life. And the consequence of this fact is that
human attempts to order human life in accordance with the immanent norms
of developed intelligence quite regularly fail. Finally, by specifying the essen-
tial problem in the human condition as insufficiently developed skills, this
view paints a substantially gloomier picture than that of Marx. This view
certainly lends itself to a consideration of the social, cultural, economic
and psychological conditions surrounding the development and exercise of
skills. But unlike Marx’s view, Lonergan’s view permits no shortcuts around
the basic requirement that each and every human being acquire, develop
and exercise the relevant capacities and skills. This, 1 would argue, is the
reason for Lonergan’s endless preoccupation with ‘‘the subject.”” For I can
never acquire or exercise a skill for another person.!9!

Lonergan’s account of the human condition in terms of the general bias
does not rest with noting the recurrent fact of failure. Rather, he goes on
to discuss the particular characteristics of failure which result from the
operation of the general bias and the historical consequences of its impact.
Most simply, the distinctive characteristic associated with the operation of
the general bias is the restricted horizon or viewpoint within which com-
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mon sense (practical) intelligence operates.
The lag of intellectual development, its difficulty and its apparently
meagre returns bear in an especial manner on common sense. It is
concerned with the concrete and the particular. It entertains no aspira-
tions about reaching abstract and universal laws. It is easily led to
rationalize its limitations by engendering a conviction that other forms
of human knowledge are useless or doubtfully valid. Every specialist
runs the risk of turning his specialty into a bias by failing to recognize
and appreciate the significance of other fields. Common sense almost
invariably makes that mistake; for it is incapable of analyzing itself,
incapable of making the discovery that it too is a specialized develop-
ment of human knowledge, incapable of coming to grasp that its
peculiar danger is to extend its legitimate concern for the concrete and
the immediately practical into disregard of larger issues and indif-
ference to long-term results. 92
Lonergan’s call for a higher viewpoint, a wider perspective on man and
history within which to understand the specialized operations of common
sense, recalls Dilthey’s efforts to set the groundwork for his fundamental
science of man. And Lonergan is explicit in conceiving his higher viewpoint
as analogous, in intent, to Marx’s historical theory.
So far from granting common sense a hegemony in practical affairs,
the foregoing analysis leads to the strange conclusion that common
sense has to aim at being subordinated to a human science that is con-
cerned, to adapt a phrase from Marx, not only with knowing history
but also with directing it. For common sense is unequal to the task
of thinking on the level of history. It stands above the scotosis of the
dramatic subject, above the egoism of the individual, above the bias
of dominant and of depressed but militant groups that realize only
the ideas they see to be to their immediate advantage. But the general
bias of common sense prevents it from being effective in realizing
ideas, however appropriate and reasonable, that suppose a long view
or that set up higher integrations or that involve the solution of in-
tricate and disputed issues.!03
The historical consequence of the operation of the general bias is the
emergence of a dynamic trend that stands in opposition to the drive of finali-
ty towards successively higher emergent integrations. Lonergan calls this
inverse trend ‘‘the longer cycle of decline.”” And the central characteristic
of this trend is the ““neglect of ideas to which all groups are rendered indif-
ferent by the general bias of common sense.’’'% The reason why the general
bias yields this trend is to be understood in terms of the fact that history
is constituted by meaning.!%5 The insights made operative in one age set
the conditions for life in the next age. If common sense is generally prone
to restricting its horizons of operation to the realm of the immediate and
practical, then the alternating cycles of group bias consistently will fail to
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discover and to implement the insights that would serve the good of all.
For the group bias turns the operation of intelligence to serve the interests
of the group. In addition, since the data base of common sense is the com-
mon experience of life in that age, every narrow viewpoint of common sense
that is made operative will set the experiential range of the successive age.
As long as common sense excludes insights that are relevant to understand-
ing and directing the whole of life (the distinctive characteristic of com-
mon sense’s operation), it will bequeath upon the next generation an ever-
narrowing data base for the discovery and regulation of human affairs. 06
Like the other biases, the general bias is not merely negative. It is not
only an exclusion of complete insights. Rather, like the other biases the
general bias involves the subject in a dialectical tension with the exigencies
of his or her intersubjective experience. The partial insights of common
sense result in a distortion of the subject’s experiential manifold. And so
subsequent insights and practical decisions begin conforming more and more
to the distorted experiential base. But the general bias involves its own
peculiar form of distortion, a distortion that is more serious than those of
the other biases. For insufficiently developed intelligence with its shrunken
or delimited horizons does not grasp the need for growth. And as ever-
narrower points of view gain wider and wider acceptance, insufficiently
developed intelligence pronounces theoretical issues to be irrelevant. The
result is that common sense not only finds itself insufficiently developed,
it also judges further development to be impossible or irrelevant.
The cycle of decline has a number of distinct implications. And Lonergan’s
presentation of these implications is cast as a dramatic monologue which
mounts from a technical restatement of the elements of the longer cycle,
through the history of the growing irrelevance of religion and philosophy
to a graphic portrayal of the barbarism of Hitler’s Germany. One could
speculate on the names, dates, places and events to which Lonergan alludes.
And in some cases little imagination would be required. But throughout
the monologue Lonergan’s principal target is that particular form of in-
sufficiently developed intelligence which manifests itself in a repudiation
of intelligence. The narrowed horizons of common sense practicality with
its short-term preoccupation with solving the problems at hand using the
immediately available tools gives rise to a commonly operative theory which
judges the theoretical issues, the general of ultimate good, the foundations
of truth, to be irrelevant speculation. And to illustrate this narrowing of
horizons in the field of political philosophy, Fred Lawrence quotes Leo
Strauss in identifying Machiavelli as a key figure in the history of this shift
towards short-term practicality:
The initiator of the shift from the medieval synthesis into that suc-
cession of lower syntheses characteristic of socio-cultural decline was
Machiavelli who, in the fifteenth chapter of his odd little book, The
Prince, wrote the fateful words: ‘‘... many have imagined republics
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and principalities which have never been seen or known to exist in
reality; for how we live is so far removed from how we ought to live,
that he who abandons what is done for what ought to be done will
rather learn to bring about his own ruin than his preservation. A man
who wishes to make a profession of goodness in everything must
necessarily come to grief among so many who are not good. Therefore

it is necessary for a prince who wishes to maintain himself to learn

how not to be good, and to use this knowledge and not use it accor-

ding to the necessity of the case.’”'9?

The general bias with its longer cycle of decline concerns the failure of
the development of intelligence in its various schemes of operation with
its respective transformations. Intelligence which neglects or refuses to
understand itself places an insurmountable obstacle in the path of its long
range development. And since common sense intelligence looks to the data
of contemporary experience for the source of its insights, the mounting ex-
clusion of theoretical insights on man from the normal range of experience
gives rise to the growing conviction that such insights are neither possible
nor relevant. It is claimed that the truth about humanity is not to be found
in an analysis of his capacities or her potentialities. Rather, it is to be
discovered in generalizations from common performance. And when such
generalizations are put forward as the only plausible norms for subsequent
performance, then every subsequent stage is bound to conform to the past
age’s incomplete understanding of itself. The only norms for intelligent per-
formance are current or recently past general performance. And so in-
telligence, both in its speculative and in its regulative or moral operations,
becomes “‘radically uncritical.’’ For it has rejected its own immanent norm
of “‘progress,” in favour of the extrinsic and arbitrary norm of current
practice. 108

7.6.3 Sinful Man and Human Agency

Now it would seem that this view of the human situation places con-
siderable emphasis upon the role of subjective human agency in social and
historical success and failure. And it might seem that in spite of his rather
pessimistic account of the human situation, nonetheless Lonergan views
the problem in the human situation as one which demands a response at
the level of human agency and one for which human agency is an adequate
response. Professor Gustafson might argue that such a view lies open to
a critique from a Protestant theologian for misconstruing the state of human
sinfulness.

In his Protestant and Roman Catholic Ethics, Professor Gustafson notes
that a basic difference in their respective approaches to human sinfulness
has traditionally separated Catholic and Protestant theologians. Quite
generally, the theologians of the Roman Catholic tradition have tended to
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conceive man in terms of his origins in God and in terms of his natural
orientation towards God and towards his own highest geod:
The ultimate end of humans is God; ... Humans are also naturally
inclined toward their natural end or good; thus there is a ground for
a natural morality available to the knowledge of all rational persons.!??
This view of the continuity between the natural order and the divine order,
combined with a recognition of some capacity of intelligence to guide moral
action towards this end has led to a conception of moral action, in the
Catholic tradition, as contributing towards salvation.
To be properly oriented toward the natural good is one dimension
of being properly oriented toward God. Thus a frame is set in which
specific infractions of the natural moral order, specific sins, are
salvifically deleterious, and right moral acts (in accord with the natural
moral order) are salvifically beneficial.'t®
In Professor Gustafson’s view, this overall conception of morality and
its continuity with salvation (in combination with other factors) tended to
shift attention toward particular sins as concrete acts and away from sin
as a basic condition of man.
To Luther, as it has to many Protestants since the time of the Reforma-
tion, this preoccupation with avoiding sins for the sake of salvation
sounded like ‘works-righteousness’. It sounded as if salvation is earned
on the basis of meritorious works rather than received as a free gift
of God’s grace.'"!
The Reformers viewed the state of the human condition to be not so much
a matter of man’s more or less direct orientation towards God as man having
turned his back on God and not trusting him. Original sin turned man
against God, perverting his desires and distorting his reason.!!? And since
this original fault was not a moral fault but a religious fault, the only ap-
propriate correction can be an act of God.
If sin is basically unfaith, a lack of trust in God, the antidote had
to be faith or trust in God. No moral rectitude could achieve faith;
to be properly oriented toward the natural moral good did not set
one on a course toward salvation. Faith had to be a response to the
free gift of God’s grace. Grace was strongly perceived to be mercy,
and not so much the rectification, redirection, and fulfillment of
nature.''3
There is a sense here in which the Reformers viewed the state of human
condition as beyond the capacities of men to rectify, in any significant way,
through the development and exercise of natural abilities. Only the free and
gracious initiative of God can make a difference in this condition. And man
participates in the rectification, not by moral rectitude, but by responding
with trust in God’s gratuitous activity. The moral action of which man is
capable flows as an effect or a consequence of God’s gift of righteousness.!'4
It is clear that Lonergan’s emphasis upon the upward dynamism of finali-
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ty, his general preoccupation with cognitional and responsible skills, and
most of all his account of the human condition in terms of the relative in-
sufficiency of these developed cognitional and responsible skills place him
soundly within the Catholic tradition as Gustafson has characterized it. The
question remains, however, whether Lonergan, in his somewhat novel,
emergent probability conception of intelligent and responsible activity, still
remains open to the Reformers’ charge of ‘‘works-righteousness’’ and their
accusation that Catholics have tended to ignore the essentially theological
dimension of sin.

It is essential to recall that the general bias is fundamentally a statistical
law."!3 The relative insufficiency and infrequency of developed capacities
and skills is an f-probability for which there is no further explanation in
terms of, for example, corrupted nature. To introduce an element such as
essentially corrupted nature would be to explain human reality as sufficiently
different in structure to be discontinuous with an explanation of world pro-
cess which satisfies the canon of parsimony. In addition such an explana-
tion would require that human goodness be explained in terms of God’s
selective dispensation of grace. And whether such a doctrine of election
could ever avoid the pitfalls of a gnostic stratification of humanity into
the “‘children of light>’ and “‘the children of darkness’’ remains to be seen.
In any case Lonergan would argue that introducing such a radical discon-
tinuity as essentially corrupted human nature is neither necessary nor is it
unconditionally warranted by the data on human life. His account of the
dramatic bias, the egoist bias and the group bias all explain not only the
failure of intelligence but also its intermittent and habitual perversion in
individuals and groups. And the intimate dialectical relationship between
the intellect and the experiential manifold which it orders, allows a distorted
intelligence progressively to distort the whole range of human performance
so that human spontaneity in all spheres of action becomes perverse. The
structure of these biases explains the Reformers’ perverse human nature.
The structure of history wherein one generation’s insights establish the con-
ditions for the activity of the next explains how perversity continues and
accelerates. And the statistical fact of the general bias explains the prolifera-
tion of the perversion.

But while the general bias is fundamentally a statistical law, there remains
the possibility of occurrence of a systematic element that is in continuity
with finality, which would increase the f-probability of developed “‘com-
petence.” And this, I would argue, is what Insight, chapter twenty, on
*“‘Special Transcendent Knowledge’’ is all about. Furthermore, this would
explain Lonergan’s development of the notion of ‘‘conversion’’ in Method
in Theology. The general relationship of Insight’s account of understand-
ing and its biases, to Method’s account of the religious subject and his or
her conversions can be conceived as a relationship of systematically operative
skills to the conditions associated with their f-probably developed perfor-
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mance. The ever-widening circles of intelligent, reasonable and responsive
schemes of acts are the systematically operative skills. The developmental
stages of growth and, more profoundly, the conversions with their cor-
responding graces are the conditions whose fulfillment results in the jump
in f-probabilities of competent performance. This, too, I would argue, could
be the clue to understanding and integrating the respective emphases of the
Catholic and Protestant accounts of morality and human sinfulness. But
before these insights can be developed a basic presentation of the possibilities
for the reversal of the general bias is required.

7.7 The Possibility for Reversal: History, Ethics and Religion
7.7.1 The Higher Viewpoint, Cosmopolis, and Moral Impotence

The root of the problem in the human condition, the general bias, is
understood by Lonergan as an insufficient development and a correspon-
ding insufficiently frequent actuation of the human capacities and skills
for intelligent knowing and doing. The consequence of this insufficient
development is a deformation or bias in common sense intelligence’s habitual
operation. The direction of this bias is towards short-term practicality, and
its preoccupation with immediately realizable solutions using immediately
available means and commonly available experiential resources. Because
the world of experience of any historical age is, for the most part, con-
stituted by the insights that were made operative by the previous genera-
tions, this bias towards short-term practicality results in an ever-narrowing
series of horizons. As common sense becomes more and more practical,
the range of experiential data and insights that are deemed relevant to human
life shrinks to include only those elements that can be discovered and verified
in a appeal to current practice. Since the insights that order and regulate
human life emerge from the experiential data base on man which that age
recognizes as relevant, the ever-shrinking ranges of practical insights will
bequeath upon successive generations ever-shrinking experiential ranges.
And the major upshot of this trend is intelligence’s rejection of the need
for development and its despair of the possibility of development. As in-
telligence progressively is judged irrelevant to human life there arises a grow-
ing preoccupation with the environmental and interior determinants of
human life. Corresponding to this growing conviction there arises a grow-
ing appeal to the use of force either to ensure and secure those determinants
which are thought essential to the routine operation of existing social
schemes, or to realize those determinants which are thought to be capable
of transforming social life. Such is the longer cycle of decline.

The possibility for the reversal of this bias and its longer cycle consists
in reversing this deceleration in the development of intelligent capacities
and skills and promoting accelerated development. In opposition to the
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short-term practicality of intelligence, Lonergan proposes a ‘‘higher view-
point’’ on man and history from whose perspective common sense, with
its virtues and its deficiencies, can be understood.''¢ Such a higher view-
point would be something like what Vico, Marx and Dilthey sought to
develop: an integrated theory of man and history which would grasp man’s
fundamental and essentially human capacities and which would explain their
positive and negative contributions to the dynamism of human history. But
Lonergan insists that the central element of this higher viewpoint must be
the discovery that intelligently mediated operations play the chief role in
the constitution of culture and history and that because intelligence has its
own immanent norms, norms which cannot be forced or externally condi-
tioned, there is no alternative to the widescale development of responsible
subjects. If a higher viewpoint is to meet the general bias and its longer
cycle of decline it must grasp the route towards this development and it
must affirm both its possibility and its necessity.

In Lonergan’s analysis, the route towards progress requires the recogni-
tion that if intelligence and responsibility contain their own immanent
norms, then progress can be cultivated only through the growth of the whole
human person. Human progress can never be realized merely through the
transformation of social or economic life conditions or through the imposi-
tion of the rule of force. Quite the contrary, in this analysis of the human
situation, force can and must play but a minor role. For inasmuch as in-
telligent acts and intelligent development have the structure of a probably
emergence of a higher-order integration, the condition of possibility for
this emergence is a sufficient randomness.!'? In human life the form of this
randomness is liberty, the opportunity for trial and error accumulation of
skills, and a sufficiently wide range of opportunities for the application and
cultivation of skill and creativity.!'s Environmental conditions and the ex-
ercise of force play a role in reversal insofar as they promote rather than
supplant this assimilation and adjustment growth scheme.!!®

The role of culture in reversal is to embrace and to reflect this higher
viewpoint on human life and human history and to critique any deforma-
tions in common sense intelligence in the interests of its liberation from
short-term practicality. But first culture itself needs to undergo this very
liberation. As long as the general vias has its strangle-hold on culture then
culture only accelerates the decline. Consequently culture must understand
the elements of the higher viewpoint.'20

It is to this higher viewpoint on man and history that Lonergan gives
the name ‘‘cosmopolis.”” It is not altogether clear precisely what Lonergan
intends by cosmopolis. But three of its functions can be summarized. (1)
Cosmopolis seeks to express and make operative the ideas on man and
history that are rendered inoperative by the general bias of common sense.
In contrast to common sense’s short-term practicality, cosmopolis proclaims
a wider perspective on man and champions those dimensions of human life
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that are not immediately practical. Cosmopolis must witness publicly to
the possibility of such ideas being made operative in society and culture
without appeal to the use of force.'?! (2) Cosmopolis has the critical func-
tion of exposing, ridiculing and falsifying the deformations in common
sense’s exclusively practical concern for day-to-day living. Far from
repudiating the practical orientation of intelligence such a critical function
operates in the interests of practical intelligence. For it is common sense’s
exclusive preoccupation with short-term practicality that results in its own
ultimate destruction.'?? (3) Cosmopolis develops its higher viewpoint on
man on the basis of a critical analysis of history. And to carry out its tasks
cosmopolis needs continually to be engaged in the critical study of historical
origins and historical responsibilities. Thus while cosmopolis is a develop-
ment of intelligence it is not merely another specialized field for the opera-
tion of common sense. Rather, it is a development of intelligence beyond
common sense from whose perspective the historical operations and limita-
tions of common sense could be understood, and from whose perspective
common sense’s positive and negative contributions to the whole historical
process can be understood.!?3

In a very general sense cosmopolis includes the very project which
Lonergan has begun in his own life’s work. It concerns a developed
understanding of those operations which distinguish human life as, in a
limited but nonetheless essential sense, self-regulating or self-constituting.
It concerns an account of human history as essentially constituted by human
acts of intelligence and it concerns the specific ways in which the horrors
and deformations of human life are to be explained in terms of the limita-
tions and perversions of these acts. It concerns the fact that such a grasp
of the limitations of intelligence can lead to a subsequent reduction in the
impact of such limitations and to a development in the competent opera-
tion of intelligence. But it also concerns the fact that such a grasp of the
limitations of intelligence leads to a fuller and richer appreciation of the
limitations of the human condition. For to grasp the possibility for the rever-
sal of the general bias is also to grasp that the fulfillment of the conditions
for such a reversal appears unlikely.!24

Clearly cosmopolis is conceived by Lonergan to be the foundation of the
possibility for the reversal of decline. But if his presentation would have
ended with Insight, chapter seven, Lonergan would have left us with an
account of the human situation whose central problem, intelligence’s in-
ability and refusal to develop, could only be resolved if the human situa-
tion were to undergo significant structural change. For clearly, cosmopolis
is the very thing that the bias of common sense precludes. However, his
account of the possibilities for the reversal of decline does not end with
Insight, chapter seven. And it is clear in chapters eighteen to twenty that
Lonergan recognizes that as long as the analysis is restricted to man, the
sufficiently widespread proliferation of cosmopolis must be considered
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unlikely.!2s
It is certain that Lonergan appreciates the dilemma that his presentation
leaves for man. For in his subsection of chapter twenty entitled ‘‘The Ex-
istence of a Solution,’’ he defines what he means by the human “‘problem.”’
“‘First of all, I have employed the name, problem, in a technical sense, so
that it is meaningless to speak of a problem for which no solution exists.’”!2¢
If Lonergan’s analysis of the human situation and his introduction of the
notion of cosmopolis as the condition for reversal are to be something more
than a counsel of despair then his intended meaning needs to be re-examined.
And I would suggest that a first clue in this re-examination is to be found
at the end of chapter eighteen.
Earlier, in the chapter on Common Sense as Object, it was concluded
that a viewpoint higher than the viewpoint of common sense was need-
ed; moreover, that X was given the name, cosmopolis, and some of
its aspects and functions were indicated. But the subsequent argument
has revealed that, besides higher viewpoints in the mind, there are
higher integrations in the realm of being;

Finally, whether the needed higher integration has emerged or is yet
to emerge, is a question of fact. Similarly, its nature is not an object
for speculation but for empirical inquiry. Still, what can that empirical
inquiry be? Since our metaphysics and ethics have been developed
under a restriction to proportionate being, we have to raise the ques-
tion of transcendent knowledge before we can attempt an investiga-
tion of the ulterior finality of man.!??
It becomes perfectly clear in chapters nineteen and twenty that the view-
point higher than common sense, to which corresponds the higher integra-
tion in the realm of transcendent being, demands grappling, finally, with
the question of God.

7.7.2 Religion and the Human Sciences:
The Limits and Demands of Intelligence
in The Face of Moral Impotence

At this point, I would suggest that we stand at a most subtle, a most
central and a most complicated moment in Lonergan’s work. And it would
be worthwhile, here, to step back and to survey the issues that are at stake
by introducing another work which leads us to a similar moment. In 1974,
Robert Heilbroner published his penetrating and controversial book, An
Inquiry into the Human Prospect.'?®* And his summary statement of the
human situation, especially with regard to man’s natural capacities and pro-
pensities, bears some resemblance to Lonergan’s analysis of the general bias
and its longer cycle of decline.

To these obstacles we must add certain elements of the political pro-
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pensities in ‘“‘human nature’’ that stand in the way of rational, order-

ly adaptation of the industrial mode in the directions that will become

increasingly urgent as the distant future comes closer. ... The bonds

of national identity are certain to exert their powerful force, mobiliz-
ing men for the collective efforts needed but inhibiting the interna-
tional sharing of burdens and wealth. The myopia that confines the
present vision of men to the short-term future is not likely to disap-
pear overnight, rendering still more difficult a planned and orderly
retrenchment and redivision of output.'?®
Heilbroner recognizes here that the common sense exercise of practical in-
telligence (operating at a lesser rather than at a greater degree of competence)
will be the constitutive element in forging the future. He notes the ac-
celerating trend towards the exercise of political force as fears and in-
securities prevail.!3¢ He notes the role of the ‘‘group bias’* with its correspon-
ding blindness to the common good. And he closes with the characteristic
limitation of common sense, ‘‘the myopia that confines the present vision
of men to the short-term future.’’ This is not to suggest that Heilbroner
shares Lonergan’s analysis of the central conditions for the reversal of the
contemporary state of man. For Heilbroner identifies such conditions as
(1) ““‘governments capable of rallying obedience far more effectively than
would be possible in a democratic setting,’’'3! and (2) a new ‘‘collective
bond of identify with those future generations.’’'*2 However, Heilbroner
is insightful in noting that the human condition, with all its inherent limita-
tions and deformations is not to be expected to change. His somewhat ‘‘con-
servative’’ insistence on the “‘limits to the possibilities for change’’!3? con-
tains a critique both of the liberal view of the ‘‘self-made man’’!34 and of
the “‘radical’’ view with its “‘expectations that are founded to a large ex-
tent on the dynamics of socio-economic change.’’'?3 The point here is that
like Lonergan, Heilbroner rules out of court both a naive view of human
possibilities and an expectation of immanent change in the structure of the
human condition.

In his “‘Final Reflections on the Human Prospect,’’ Heilbroner indicates
what we can reasonably expect in the middle- to long-range future. And
it is here that some of the characteristics of Heilbroner’s own *‘higher view-
point’’ come to light. Since appropriately creative responses will not be
forthcoming in time we can expect ‘‘the outbreak of wars arising from the
explosive tensions of the coming period.”” Or we might expect such en-
vironmental crises as ‘‘large-scale fatal urban temperature inversions,
massive crop failures, resource shortages’’ to result from our failure to
mobilize sufficient technological and political initiative. But in either case
Heilbroner conceives such crises as operating as ‘‘negative feedbacks’’ to
“‘reduce the growth rates of the surviving nation-states and thereby defer
the danger of industrial asphyxiation for a period,”” or to ‘‘slow down
economic growth and give a necessary impetus to the piecemeal construc-
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tion of an ecologically and socially viable social system.”’'3¢ In short,
Heilbroner views man as standing within a grand-scale, dialectically
operating, environmental equilibrium “‘feedback-loop’’ system.'3” While
man’s attitudes, his political will, his intelligence and his creativity are unable
to adapt themselves to known but future threats to his long-term survival,
the structure of this ecological system is sufficiently benevolent towards man
as to force such changes in our attitudes and our actions in time for sur-
vival. Heilbroner explicitly takes issue with Meadows’ and Forrester’s ex-
pectations in The Limits to Growth'3® and with the British authors’ hopes
expressed in ‘‘Blueprint for Survival,”’'3® that an ‘‘appeal to collective
foresight’® might avert immanent disaster. But he shares in a much more
profound and subtle way, those authors’ conviction that world process is
not finally and completely hostile to humanity’s long-term survival.

Heilbroner’s ‘‘higher viewpoint’’ conceives world process as operating
with the structure of what Lonergan calls ‘‘recurrence schemes with defen-
sive circles.””'4 Within this equilibrium feedback scheme Heilbroner sees
human intelligence as, for the most part, conditioned by the operative en-
vironmental forces, and reflecting humanity’s conditioned survival
responses. ‘4! Consequently he asks how we can best live with the somewhat
drudgerous, tumultuous, and burdensome lifestyle that will be forced upon
the future generations in their efforts to adapt to extremely difficult living
conditions. He answers by proposing the myth of Atlas.

In these half-blind gropings there is, however, one element in which
we can place credence, although it offers uncertainty as well as hope. This
is our knowledge that some human societies have existed for millennia, and
that others can probably exist for future millennia, in a continuous rhythm
of birth and coming of age and death, without pressing toward those
dangerous ecological limits, or engendering those dangerous social tensions,
that threaten present-day ‘‘advanced’’ societies.

At this last moment of reflection another figure from Greek mythology
comes to mind. It is that of Atlas, bearing with endless perseverance the
weight of the heavens in his hands. If man is to rescue life, it must first
preserve the very will to live, and thereby rescue the future from the angry
condemnation of the present.'4?

The “‘angry condemnation of the present’ has been the result of in-
telligence’s and imagination’s somewhat unsuccessful attempts to dominate
natural process.!4* Heilbroner attributes to this ‘‘Promethean spirit’ not
only the cause of the present dilemma but also the root of the death wish
which leads modern man to ignore, and, indeed, self-indulgently to ac-
celerate those conditions which lead towards the tumultuous future of the
planet.!* But man need not resign himself to a future of complete self-
destruction. And the foundation of Heilbroner’s hope is a fact about man;
“the elements of fortitude and will from which the image of Atlas
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springs.””'*5 Like all of world process man is oriented towards survival in
an equilibrium system of forces and counter-forces. If our restless spirit
of aggressive creativity has resulted in our disturbing an equilibrium on the
planet, then this drive towards survival will surface when the counter-forces
of war, climatic changes, food and resource shortages lash back to restore
the balance. While Heilbroner conceives the myths of Atlas and Prometheus
to be ‘“‘immense projections of our own hopes and capabilities’” which are
““cast on the screen of our imaginations,”’ he nonetheless recognizes the
spirit of *fortitude and will’’ to be a true and powerful dimension of
humanity ‘‘from which the image of Atlas springs.”’'4¢ Man is oriented
towards survival, but survival will be possible only if we abandon “‘the lethal
techniques, the uncongenial lifeways, and the dangerous mentality of in-
dustrial civilization itself.”’ 147 The conditions along the road towards sur-
vival will call forth that will and that determination for survival which is
a profound part of what we are as human. We can project this dimension
of ourselves into our imaginations and into the collective imaginations of
future generations, as a myth about man and the cosmos, the myth of Atlas.
And such projections can reinforce our determination and our will to sur-
vive, and shape our attitudes to conform to the life conditions of the dif-
ficult age to come.

What is Heilbroner doing here?

I would suggest that Heilbroner has taken a first giant step back from
the massive rejection of religion that followed upon Marx’s, Feuerbach’s
and Freud’s discovery that religion emerges in a concrete, human, historical
and psychological context of events and operations. He has encountered
the limits which knowing must transcend if it is to face the most profound
and the most terrifying realities of human life. He has discovered that a
higher viewpoint is demanded by intelligence if man is to allow the imma-
nent criteria of intelligence full reign in human life. And while Heilbroner
may reject the subsequent question of truth which is equally demanded by
intelligence, and while he may restrict his horizon of data on human life
to exclude the concrete experiences of transcendence operative within life,
nonetheless, he has come face to face with the terrible question to which
God is an answer. I would suggest that Heilbroner’s courageous confron-
tation with the possibility that world process may, in fact, be hostile or
indifferent to humanity, is a perfect example of the way in which a higher
viewpoint on humanity, on history, on world process inevitably raises the
question of ultimate meaning, of transcendent knowledge, of religion, of
God. 148 . ]

I do not know whether Heilbroner would be offended at the suggestion
that his concerns and his approach in The Human Prospect bear many of
the characteristics of religion. My intent here is not to offend by suggesting
that Heilbroner’s presentation shares with traditional religions characteristics
that he would wish to reject as a personal stance on life. Rather, my intent
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is to respect and to admire Heilbroner’s seriousness and his comprehensive
vision and to point to his concerns as an instance of a somewhat renewed
and perhaps more original meaning for the word ‘‘religion.”” Furthermore
my intent is to appeal to Heilbroner’s own ‘‘higher viewpoint’’ as an il-
lustrative example of what is entailed in Lonergan’s notion of cosmopolis.

In the face of a future prospect so terrible as to involve a possible end
to the human race, Heilbroner’s horizons expanded to include questions
about the nature of humanity, the benevolence of world process, and the
grounds and limitations for hope in the future of humanity. His last chapter
ends with a set of speculations on the overarching structure of world pro-
cess, our place in this structure, the role of intelligence and imagination
and the root of suffering, human obtuseness and corruption in this struc-
ture. His speculations appeal to experiential data within human life. And
while his speculations go well beyond the limitations of the data his own
rejection of mistaken views suggests that the data on human experience is
sufficient to warrant a critical appraisal of possible higher viewpoints.
Whether Heilbroner’s analysis stands up in such a critical appraisal is not
my direct concern here. I would venture to say that some of his insights
would be rejected or significantly modified were they subjected to a dialec-
tical analysis that appealed to some empirically verifiable insights on cogni-
tional acts. However, my goal here is to indicate that a higher viewpoint
on humanity, on human history, on world process, on our orientations,
our ends, our grounds for hope, is the inevitable result of a line of ques-
tioning which begins with the profound experience of human limitations
and pushes to the limit intelligence’s demands for answers which satisfy
its own immanent criteria. Far from exceeding the limits of empirical in-
telligence such a higher viewpoint is forced upon us by empirical intelligence
itself. And as Heilbroner well understands, intelligence is none the less
ruthless in its demands for correct answers and for adequate data, even
if it grasps its own limitations in this realm of transcendent knowledge. !4

I would suggest that Lonergan used the word, cosmopolis, in Insight,
chapter seven, in an effort to point towards this dimension within human
experience, this set of questions and answers about transcendent being which
is Heilbroner’s concern in his final chapter of The Human Prospect and
which arises inevitably in a resolute attempt to understand human
possibilities and human limitations within history. I would suggest that he
knew that all serious questioning about human life, historical origins, and
grounds for human hope must necessarily lead to questions about relative-
ly or absolutely transcendent being regardless of how one might answer these
questions.'3° But I would also suggest that he used the word, cosmopolis,
at this point, early in Insight, in order to prevent the confusions and
misunderstandings that words like ‘‘transcendent being,’’ ‘‘grace,’’ and
“God”’ generally evoke. His goal was to point towards those dimensions
of God’s operation within human life to which religious experience responds
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and about which religion and theology ask and answer questions. And his
strategy was to avoid misleading the reader with references to traditional
religious answers and practices.

It is not clear to me whether Lonergan understood cosmopolis to be coex-

tensive with the full range of religious, philosophical and theological
knowledge of transcendent being. It would appear that the questions about
God which are raised and answered in Insight, chapter nineteen, are con-
ceived explicitly by Lonergan to be a prelude to a discussion of the objec-
tive correlate to the higher viewpoint, cosmopolis, namely faith, hope and
charity. His critical realist cognitional theory demands that a higher view-
point in the mind can arise only by virtue of a corresponding higher in-
tegration in the realm of being.'s' And from Lonergan’s concluding
paragraphs in chapter eighteen of Insight, it becomes clear that while the
higher viewpoint in the mind is what he designates by the term, cosmopolis,
the higher integration in the realm of being is the transformation of the
human subject resulting from God’s gift of grace.
Earlier, in the chapter of Common Sense as Object, it was concluded that
a viewpoint higher than the viewpoint of common sense was needed;
moreover, that X was given the name, cosmopolis, and some of its aspects
and functions were indicated. But the subsequent argument has revealed
that, besides higher viewpoints in the mind, there are higher integrations
in the realm of being; and both the initial and subsequent argument have
left it abundantly clear that the needed higher viewpoint is a concrete
possibility only as a consequence of an actual higher integration.

Finally, whether the needed higher integration has emerged or is yet to

emerge, is a question of fact. Similarly, its nature is not an object for
speculation but for empirical inquiry. Still, what can that empirical inquiry
be? Since our metaphysics and ethics have been developed under a restric-
tion to proportionate being, we have to raise the question of transcendent
knowledge before we can attempt an investigation of the ulterior finality
of man.'s?
For the present I think we can conclude reasonably that in Insight, Lonergan
intended the notion of cosmopolis to lead to the question of God, to the
arguments about God developed in chapter nineteen, and, most significantly
for my purposes here, to God’s ‘‘solution’ to the apparent impasse
presented by his analysis of the human situation, which he works out in
chapter twenty, ‘‘Special Transcendent Knowledge.”

It would be beyond the scope of this study to examine Lonergan’s con-
clusions about God which are worked out in Insight, chapter nineteen, and
to evaluate how his answers to theological questions stand in relation to
those of Marx and Heilbroner. | think it is safe to note Nicholas Lash’s
observations that Marx was, in fact, engaging in theological speculation.!3?
And from the brief exposition of Heilbroner’s Inquiry, above, 1 think it
is safe to conclude that his ‘‘higher viewpoint’’ on the human prospect in-
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cludes answers to questions about ‘‘the ultimate dimension”” which Fred
Streng identifies as a central characteristic of religions. What is of interest
here is how Lonergan conceives the solution to the human situation and
how this solution stands in continuity with the earlier chapters of Insight
and, at the same time, sets the stage for a shift in his attention in Method
and in the bulk of his works written after Insight.!34

7.7.3 God’s Love as the Wholly Transcendent Solution
Operative Immanently in the Lives of Subjects

In his ““Epilogue’’ to Insight, we get an indication as to what Lonergan
understood himself to be doing in chapter twenty, and how he conceived
the whole of Insight as a bridge between the human sciences and theology.
Still such human science would offer, not an adequate understanding of
its proper aspect of human activity, but only the measure of understanding
possible from the scientific viewpoint. For an adequate understanding
reveals the manner in which man can remedy the evil in his situation. But
the solution to man’s problem of evil has been seen to lie, not in a human
initiative, but in an acceptance of the solution that God has provided; and
while empirical human science can lead on to the further context of the
solution, the systematic treatment of the solution itself is theological. In
a word, empirical human science can become practical only through
theology, and the relentless modern drift to social engineering and
totalitarian controls is the fruit of man’s effort to make human science prac-
tical though he prescinds from God and from the solution God provides
for man’s problem.

My second suggestion is the obverse of the first. Grace perfects nature
both in the sense that it adds a perfection beyond nature and in the sense
that it confers on nature the effective freedom to attain its own perfection.!ss
A glance through the index to Insight reveals onto two entries beside the
word, “‘grace.’’ One might be led to conclude, from this, that Lonergan
was not concerned with grace, in Insight, but with the solution(s) to the
human problem which could be initiated by man. However, Lonergan’s
remarks above, as well as his conclusions on cosmopolis, summarized earlier,
would suggest that he saw no possible solution that could be secured on
the basis of purely human initiative. Consequently his analysis of ‘‘The
Heuristic Structure of the Solution’’ in chapter twenty must be understood
as an analysis of the locus of the operation of grace. It should become clear
that Lonergan understands the operation of God’s grace, in its capacity
to transform human subjects, to be the condition of possibility for the
development and the fully competent operation of human intelligence and
responsibility.

His analysis of the structure of the solution begins with the fact of the
goodness of being. Like all facts Lonergan’s judgment here is an insight
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into the data of human experience which is pronounced v-probably true.
And his proof is an extrapolation of the structure of proportionate being
into the realm of transcendent being.'¢ But since Lonergan has ruled out
the possibility of a solution at the level of purely human agency, this fact
requires the introduction of further elements of his ‘‘higher viewpoint.”

Fifthly, the solution can consist in the introduction of new conjugate
forms in man’s intellect, will, and sensitivity.

For such forms are habits.

because man’s living is prior to learning and being persuaded, it is

without the guidance of knowledge and without the direction of ef-

fective good will; as long as that priority remains, the problem re-
mains. The solution, then, must reverse the priority, and it does so
inasmuch as it provides intellect, will, and sensitivity with forms or
habits that are operative throughout living.

Seventhly, the relevant conjugate forms will be in some sense
transcendent or supernatural.!s?

In accordance with the structure of emergent probability, the higher order
conjugate forms are integrations in and of a lower order manifold in dialec-
tical tension with an exigence of that manifold. Like all higher order in-
tegrations these habits are in no way a departure from the events and
routines of the manifold but they are an ordering of the sensitive drives,
passions, feelings, anticipations, habitual insights, values, outlooks, prac-
tical routines, skills, and aspirations of the human person.

Eighthly, since the solution is a harmonious continuation of the ac-

tual order of the universe, and since that order involves the successive

emergence of higher integrations that systematize the non-systematic
residues on lower levels, it follows that the relatively transcendent con-
jugate forms will constitute a new and higher integration of human
activity and that that higher integration will solve the problem by con-
trolling elements that otherwise are non-systematic or irrational.!s®
What is this higher order integration which will constitute a solution to the
problem of the general bias and its longer cycle of decline? In Lonergan’s
view it is the habit of ‘‘charity’’ in which the “will’’ is ordered towards
God, in which this habitual love of being manifests itself in an ordering
of the intellect, and in which the overall effect on the subject is a transfor-
mation in the orientation of one’s complete spontaneity. The solution con-
sists in an inversion of the priority of living over knowing how to live. For
with charity, the capacity of practical intelligence to devise and to imple-
ment courses of action which realize true value rests no longer simply upon
the capacity of developed intelligence, but now upon the affective, intelligent
and responsible spontaneity of the subject to seek and realize the good.
In the thirteenth place, then, the appropriate willingness will be some
type or species of charity. ...
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Again, a man or woman knows that he or she is in love by making

the discovery that all spontaneous and deliberate tendencies and ac-

tions regard the beloved. Now as the arm rises spontaneously to pro-

tect the head, so all the parts of each thing conspire to the good of

. the whole, and all things in all their operations proceed to the realiza-

tion of the order of the universe.!s

I would suggest that the deficiencies pointed out above in Lonergan’s
retention of the older, faculty psychology distinction between intellect and
will, show up again when Lonergan states that ‘‘good will follows
intellect.”’ %0 It might seem as if Lonergan were presenting an intellectualist
account of grace by affirming that an act of intelligence needs to precede
an act of love and that grace is, first and principally, a good insight. But
his meaning, I would suggest, is better understood by noting that with charity
the will follows the ‘“desire of intellect.”

For good will follows intellect, and so it matches the detached,

disinterested, desire of intellect for complete understanding; but com-

plete understanding is the unrestricted act that is God; and so the good

that is willed by good will is God. ¢!
The point Lonergan is making here is that just as intelligence, in its ap-
petite for understanding and truth, is oriented towards God, so too prac-
tical, responsible intelligence ‘‘follows’’ the earlier stages or operations in
the complete skill of intelligent, responsible human living in this hunger
Jor God. Whereas the actual operations of understanding and judging truth
may be performed either competently or incompetently, charity is the orien-
tation of practical, responsible living in accordance with the ultimate desire
of intelligent humanity, irrespective of the subject’s failures, defects, biases,
or incomplete development in some or all aspects of the overall range of
skills. Consequently while the charitable will ‘‘foliows’’ the “‘desire’’ of in-
tellect in the sense that it shares its orientation towards God, it need not,
and in fact does not, ‘‘follow intellect’” in the temporal sense of awaiting
the correctly judged insight. And for this reason Lonergan can conclude
that good will has the subsequent effect of functioning as the condition
of possibility for the perfection of intelligence.

In the fourteenth place, besides the charity by which the will itself

is made good, there will be the hope by which the will makes the in-

tellect good.

For intellect functions properly inasmuch as the detached and

disinterested desire to know is dominant in cognitional operations.

Still this desire is merely spontaneous. It is the root of intelligent and

rational self-consciousness, and it operates prior to our insights, our

judgments, and our decisions. Now if this desire is to be maintained

in its purity, if it is not to suffer from the competition of the attached

and interested desires of man’s sensitivity and intersubjectivity, if it

is not to be overruled by the will’s connivance with rationalizations,
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then it must be aided, supported, reinforced by a deliberate decision

and a habitual determination of the will itself,!62

I have discussed above, some of the problems associated with Lonergan’s
insistence that ‘‘the detached and disinterested desire to know’’ stands in
contrast and in competition with ‘‘the attached and interested desires of
man’s sensitivity and intersubjectivity.’’'¢* Whereas this mode of expres-
sion might seem to lead one to conclude that knowing stands opposed to
the other human and intersubjective desires, and that those other desires
constitute an intrusion into the proper operation of intelligence, I have sug-
gested that Lonergan’s analysis understands knowing as an act of coor-
dinating or integrating these other desires and that the integration effected
by knowing (most particularly knowing value) seeks an isomorphism with
a structured dynamism operative in all of human spontaneity.'¢ However,
Lonergan’s subsequent analysis of belief and faith, in Insight, does place
considerable emphasis upon the role of knowledge in the reversal of the
longer cycle of decline.

There is needed in the present a universally accessible and permanently

effective manner of pulling men’s minds out of the counter-positions,

of fixing them in the positions, of securing for them certitude that

God exists and that he has provided a solution which they are to

acknowledge and to accept. ...

Now the argument outlined above goes to prove that there is no pro-

bability of men generally moving from the counter-positions to the

positions by immanently generated knowledge. On the other hand,

as far as the argument goes, it reveals no obstacles to the attainment

of truth through the communication of reliable knowledge.'¢s
It is clear that his focus here upon the importance of knowledge (particularly
knowledge of value) in reversing the longer cycle of decline is a focus upon
knowledge as a communal, cultural, historical, religious inheritance and
that within the context of his analysis of charity, the condition of possibili-
ty for the appropriation of this knowledge in “‘belief*’ is a transformation
of the “will”’ in love.!¢ However, while ] am convinced- that the role of
knowledge in reversing the general bias cannot be underestimated I would
say that his analysis of the route towards reversal, in Insight, remains to
be complemented by a fuller study of the role and nature of conversions,
the massive effect of symbols, cultural traditions, economic and social modes
of life and work, and, most generally, the various ways in which human
spontaneity, patterns of action, and profound feelings aroused by literature
can shift the f-probabilities of virtuous action in cultures in the absence
of immanently generated or responsibly appropriated knowledge of fact.
Lonergan’s work in Method marks a first step in the direction of this com-
plementary study.!¢’

One final word needs to be said here on the particular way in which charity
constitutes a reversal to the historical cycle of decline generated by the
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general bias.

Now the will can contribute to the solution of the problem of the social

surd, inasmuch as it adopts a dialectical attitude that parallels the

dialectical method of intellect. The dialectical method of intellect con-

sists in grasping that the social surd neither is intelligible nor is to be

treated as intelligible. The corresponding dialectical attitude of will

is to return good for evil. For it is only inasmuch as men are willing

to meet evil with good, to love their enemies, to pray for those that

persecute and calumniate them, that the social surd is a potential good.

It follows that love of God above all and in all so embraces the order

of the universe as to iove all men with a self-sacrificing love.1é?
How this dialectical attitude of ‘‘will’’ would translate into concrete
economic, political, social programs of action remains to be discovered in
an analysis of history and an in-depth study of the economic, political, social
problems of our times. Lonergan’s account here focuses only upon the struc-
ture of a solution which would stop the ever-accelerating cycles in which
progressively deformed cultural patterns of experience become the data base
for progressively shrinking ranges of insights on human life, and such shrink-
ing ranges of insights become implemented as the practical routines of the
subsequent cultures. The root of this cycle of decline is common sense’s
tendency to generalize insights from common experience. As actual ex-
perience becomes more and more deformed common sense develops theories
that ratify the deformations, it despairs of the possibility of broader
explanations of human potentials, and it pronounces the rule of force as
the only corrective for the deformations. The dialectical attitude of “‘will,”
on the other hand, breaks the ever accelerating cycle of decline because it
refuses to respond in kind to the fact of evil. The “‘will’’ transformed by
love refuses to accept the fact of evil as the whole story, it refuses to ex-
plain the totality of life on the basis of an appeal to the massive prolifera-
tion of evil, and it refuses to base its practical response upon a despair of
man ever rising above the corruption of common practice.!6®

Lonergan conceives the charitable ““will>’ as practical intelligence’s grace-
full refusal to act in accordance with common sense’s generalizations from
corrupt practice. It is the refusal to meet evil with evil, to meet aggression
merely with the punitive rule of force. It is, more positively, humanity’s
willingness to respond to the fact of evil with an act of love, to look to
the historical evidence of such benevolence as an integral part of the founda-
tion for a science of man, and to base the programs of action of a society
upon a political theory which anticipates graceful benevolence and which
is itself animated by such benevolence. What we find in Insight, chapter
twenty, is the completion of Lonergan’s analysis of cosmopolis, begun in
chapter seven. With the transformation of the ‘“will”’ (clearly a misleading
term) in an act of charity, practical intelligence is liberated from its bond-
age to the experience of corrupt practice, and theoretical intelligence is given
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an orientation and a data base upon which to understand and act towards
realizing new human possibilities. While the solution is the liberation and
the orientation of intelligence towards truth and value the condition of
possibility for this operation of intelligence is not itself an act of intelligence,
the fruit of human initiative, but an act of grace which orders human in-
telligence and responsibility while at the same time respecting its essential
freedom.

Insight, chapter twenty, is clearly the transition to Lonergan’s book on
theology, the book which Lonergan set out to write when he began Insight,
and which he had to leave until Method. There is no doubt in my mind
that Lonergan understood a theology to be the only adequate foundation
for a science of man. And if I am right in noting the novelty of his emergent
probability foundations for a theology, then it is clear that Lonergan did
not conceive such a theology to be a completed enterprise. I would say that
his life’s work was devoted to laying foundations for a theology that could
take seriously the procedures and the discoveries of the nineteenth and twen-
tieth century natural and human sciences. And his call for a theology to
provide a foundation for a renewed human science was born of the convic-
tion that any other approach would paralyze human science with a heuristic
and a foundation that progressively stifled that of man which is most distinc-
tively human, his and her drive towards self-transcendence, towards God.
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Ibid.

Ibid., p. 225.
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See note 69 this chapter above.

In his article, ‘‘Lonergan’s Appropriation,’” Charles Davis suggests that while Method
turns to feelings, religious love and to the distinct transcendental notion of value, and
while these notions correct the overly intellectualist stance of Insight, still Lonergan’s
account of the human situation in /nsight would be transformed significantly if these
notions were integrated into a revised account; see pp. 120-123.

One might ask here whether Lonergan’s account of the happy conscience is, fundamen-
tally, an account of practical intelligence whose authentic or responsible performance
is known through a feeling. See, for example, Method, pp. 35, 268-9. Indeed is not
such a feeling the foundation of competent performance in all intelligent acts in this
view? The answer, I would suggest, involves distinguishing among classes of feelings,
noting that one particular class accompanies competent intelligent performance in the
intellectual pattern, and another accompanies responsible performance in the dramatic
pattern (i.e. all feelings are not of a kind), and recognizing that these particular classes
of feelings intend objects of their operations authentically performed and not vice ver-
sa. The fundamental criterion is not the feeling but authentic performance. Thus
Lonergan has spent his life understanding the dynamic structure of authentic
performance.

This is, fundamentally, the grounds for Lonergan’s notion of “‘belief** and his distinc-
tion of “‘belief”* from *‘faith.”” See Insight, pp. 703-721.

I am in no way using the words *‘competent’’ and *‘incompetent’* here in any *‘techno-
rationalist’* sense. Rather, an analogue would be the professional concert violinist who
can become and remain competent only through a lifetime’s passionate devotion to
skill and beauty. The qualifier to this analogate would be the fact that competence
in the area of human responsibility requires an additional psychological and religious
“‘conversion’’ which the musician may or may not require.

See Insight, p. 693, re ‘‘statistical fact.”

Ibid., p. 225.

Frederick Crowe and Walter Conn place considerable emphasis upon the changes in
Lonergan’s notion of *‘value’ that are evident in works written after Jnsight. See Crowe,
“‘An Exploration,”” and Conn, ‘‘Bernard Lonergan on Value.” The analysis which
follows provides some evidence that these changes were going on while Insight was
being written.

Grace and Freedom, pp. 93ff.

Sec also Insight, chap. 20.

Method, pp. 268-69; see also pp. 121-22. Crowe and Conn place the significant mo-
ment of Lonergan’s change with his 1968 Aquinas Lecture, The Subject. Conn, *‘Ber-
nard Lonergan on Value,”” pp. 247ff; Crowe, ‘‘An Exploration,” p. 127.

Grace and Freedom, p. 95.

See Copleston, A History of Philosophy, vol. 2, part 2, pp. 94ff, particularly p. 99.
Grace and Freedom, p. 96.

This fact is powerfully evident throughout Lonergan’s account of the development of
the state of the question on freedom and grace leading up to Thomas. For St. Augustine,
the facts of human freedom of the will and of God’s divine operation were taken as
given and the problem was one of reconciling their apparent mutual exclusion, Grace
and Freedom, pp. 2-4. Similarly through the work of St. Anselm and Peter Lombard,



86
87

88
89

91
92
93

LA SV 3

101
102
103
104
105

106
107
108

257

the efforts were to render coherent the efficacy of grace in rendering man free and
the starting point for the questions was always the distinction of intellect from will
and the way in which grace operates on the will, pp. 6, 9-10.

Insight, pp. 598-9.

In Chapters 2 and 6 of Wealth of Self, McShane distinguishes the act of questioning
from the insight which answers the question, on the one hand, and from the act of
formulation which further refines the insight in a subsequent set of questions and
answers. These three acts appeal to and seek to order or integrate the *‘data’ of “‘ex-
periential acts,”’ when the term ‘‘experiential acts’’ means simply any set of human
experiences which stands in relation to a ‘‘what question’’ which asks about its *‘nature.”’
These four types of acts are complemented by a further set of three acts, the ““is-
question,”’ the insight and the formulation, which when completed yield a v-probable
answer to the question of truth. These acts are then duplicated at the ‘‘responsible level’”*
when the questions ask not about the facts of reality but about the value of possible
courses of action. ‘‘Experience,”” (the first type of act) is not duplicated on the respon-
sible level but the remaining six are. And these thirteen are completed by a final act
of decision.

Insight, pp. 609-610.

Ibid., p. 601.

Ibid., pp. 609-616. Sec Method, pp. 35, 3641, 268 for the development in Lonergan’s
analysis of ‘‘practical reflection’’ and for the distinctions that Lonergan retains. See
also McShane, Wealth of Self, pp. 48-49.

Method, pp. 36-41.

Insight, p. 611.

Ibid., pp. 596, 598.

Ibid., p. 598.

See, for example, Method, p. 13 on the ‘‘eros of the human spirit.”’

Insight, pp. 614-15.

Ibid., p. 599.

Ibid., p. 613. Davis is correct in criticizing the position implied in these quotations,
“Lonergan’s Appropriation,”” pp. 118-119, 120-21. My attempt to reconstruct
Lonergan’s intended meaning has sought to meet these criticisms by noting that his
intention must diverge from this implication.

See Method, pp. 235-37, 237-44.

Since Lonergan’s notion of development places principal emphasis upon the higher
order transformations in one’s horizons, one’s attitudes, one’s spontaneity, one’s values
which result from a conversion to a more comprehensive integration of the materials
of life, his analysis of the ‘“‘systematic exigence,’’ the “‘theoretical differentiation of
consciousness’' takes on a new meaning. For the point of a higher viewpoint on life
is not so much its ability to yield further knowledge on life but its effect upon our
habitual capacities and spontaneity, to carry out responsibly the business of culture.
See Insight, p. 632.

Insight, pp. 225-6.

Ibid., pp. 227-8.

Ibid., p. 226.

Again in his response to E. MacKinnon, Lonergan recognizes the public character of
meaning and the conditioning role of this public meaning for acts of individuals. In-
dividual’s acts of meaning are most usually the grasp and practical implementation
of this public inheritance of culture. See Method, pp. 254-57.

Insight, pp. 226-8.

Lawrence, ‘“‘Political Theology,” p. 239.

The difference between common sense’s successive generalizations from ever-shrinking
ranges of current practice and a more critical ‘‘theoretical’’ operation of intelligence
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which seeks to understand man, not simply as he currently behaves, but as he could
be, as that to which he could aspire, rests, most fundamentally, in the range of ‘‘data’’
about man to which intelligence opens itself. In its resolute concern for immediate prac-
ticality common sense rules out any experience which would not seem to be immediately
relevant to the project at hand and which would not seem to be immediately verifiable
in an appeal to common practice. See Insight, pp. 176-181, 228-232, and chap. five
above. On intelligence's immanent norm of “‘progress,”’ see 6.5 and 6.6 above.
Gustafson, p. 7.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 8.

Ibid., p. 62.

Ibid., p. 9.

Ibid., p. 1.

See Insight, pp. 693-4. On the specific meaning of ‘‘statistical law,”’ see chap. three
above.

Insight, pp. 233ff.

See chapters three and four above on the meaning of ‘‘randomness’’ and its role in
emergence. See also Lonergan's notion of ‘‘liberty”’ in Insight, pp. 234-5. This notion
is integrally linked to the role of *‘trial and error’’ in the accumulation and develop-
ment of practical skills. See chap. five above.

Insight, p. 234.

The analysis of how, exactly, a restructuring of social, historical and economic condi-
tions can play a role in progress, remains, clearly, beyond the scope of this analysis.
1 would suggest that Charles Davis' article, ‘‘Lonergan’s Appropriation,”’ is a call for
Lonergan’s analysis to be extended to include a consideration of such a restructuring.
My presentation here is oriented towards showing that Lonergan's foundations do not
preclude such an extension. 1 would suggest that the limited but profound contribu-
tion of Lonergan’s analysis to the vast field of current literature on the import of social,
economic, cultural, psychological, conditions for human life rests in this insight that
such conditions must be oriented towards promoting subjective authenticity, develop-
ment, conversion, responsibility rather than bypassing or precluding them.

Insight, pp. 236-238.

Ibid., pp. 238-239.

Ibid., pp. 239-40.

Ibid., pp. 240-241.

See ibid., pp. 690-692.

Ibid., pp. 690, 691, 692, 693, 694.

Ibid., p. 694.

Ibid., p. 633.

Robert L. Heilbroner, An Inquiry into the Human Prospect.

Heilbroner, pp. 131-132.

In fact Heilbroner laments that force may well be the only solution, p. 110.

Ibid., p. 110.

Ibid., p. 115.

Ibid., p. 118.

Ibid., p. 119.

Ibid., p. 117.

Ibid., pp. 132-133.

This term was coined by Jay W. Forrester. See Principles of Systems, second preliminary
edition (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1968), pp. 1-5 to 1-10.

Donella H. Meadows, Dennis L. Meadows, J6 rgen Randers and William W. Behrens,
111, The Limits to Growth, second edition (New York: New American Library; a Signet
Book, 1974).



139

140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148

149

150
151

259

Edward Goldsmith, ed., Blueprint for Survival (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1972).
See Heilbroner, p. 133.

See Insight, p. 118; see also 3.3 above.

See Heilbroner, p. 133. See also pp. 104, 106, 107, 109, 110.

Ibid., pp. 141, 143-144,

Ibid., p. 142.

Ibid., pp. 142-143.

Ibid., p. 144.

Ibid., p. 144.

Ibid., p. 138; see also pp. 139-140.

In his account of religion, Frederick J. Streng shows how ultimate concerns which are
authentically religious can emerge in a context which bears little resemblance to those
of the traditional religions: ‘‘People today are often conscious of their ‘conditionedness’;
that is, they are aware of their limits and recognize that they must make decisions that
can bring important changes in their lives. Within this consciousness, they wrestle with
the larger questions of truth, reality, meaning, and the problems involved in living a
full life. Many ask what is really true, and what is the purpose of life, thereby ponder-
ing in the most comprehensive way what it means to be. When people make demands
on themselves and others in the name of a transpersonal and transcultural force (or
forces), when they perceive facets and images of life that expose the source of life,
wisdom and joy or when they become aware of modes of consciousness that transform
common events into moments of extraordinary significance, they are probing the ultimate
dimension. The fact that these perceptions may occur outside of traditional religious
life makes them no less ‘ultimate’ for those who experience them.” This dimension
of religion is by no means the whole of religion, and Streng goes to considerable lengths
to discuss the social, the institutional, the symbolic, dimensions of religions. The point
here is that Heilbroner’s concern bears significant characteristics of ultimate concern.
Understanding Religious Life, second edition (Encino, Cal.: Dickenson Publishing Com-
pany, Inc., 1976), p. 5; see also pp. 2, 7, 8.

In spite of considerable uncertainty regarding his analyses of ongoing world processes
and their possible outcomes, Heilbroner found himself, one year after the publication
of his Inquiry, firm in his conviction that the structure of his analyses and the overall
shape of his long-range predictions remained valid. In his postscript, ‘‘Second Thoughts
on the Human Prospect,”” Heilbroner goes to great pains to marshall intelligible
arguments in favour of his original conclusions, even in the face of a shifting data base.
See Heilbroner, pp. 154-162. While one might be inclined to call such resolute convic-
tion ““ideology,’’ my point here is not the content of his conclusions but the relentless
drive of his intelligence towards a *‘higher viewpoint.”” Whether or not such a drive
is always ‘‘ideological’’ depends upon whether the content should ever be judged true.
This was Lonergan’s concern in Insight, chap. 19.

See Method, pp. 101-3.

A full exposition of Lonergan’s argument here is surely beyond the scope of this study.
The whole of Insight is devoted to marshalling empirical evidence on cognitional acts
and developing arguments on the basis of this evidence towards the v-probable con-
clusion that knowing does, in fact, know being, that being is the condition of possibility
for such knowledge, and that knowing is an interrelated scheme of acts whose respon-
sible performance results in the gradual conversion or transformation of undifferen-
tiated human experiential events, into the objects of wonder, into the objects of im-
aginative and affective response, into insights, both fruitful and silly, into questions
which ask about the truth of these insights, into judgments which settle these ques-
tions, into widely imaginative projects for action, and into the execution of projects
that are judged worthwhile. In a very bare outline his argument here runs as follows.
The structure of being shows evidence of higher order transformations of lower order
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manifolds. Explanatory knowing proceeds as experiential data is converted from ex-
periential conjugates (correlative data whose meaning is expressed by appeal to the con-
tent of some experience) to explanatory conjugates (correlative data defined implicitly
in relation to each other by insights). And the fact of explanatory conjugates on a “‘higher
order”’ of terms and relations is evidence of such a higher order integration in the realm
of being (whatever such an integration might turn out to be) precisely because of know-
ing’s spontaneous and resolute orientation towards being. This fact can only be denied
by making an implicitly operative appeal to its truth. And while imagination can con-
jure up wild and wooly possibilities imagination is itself only one step in the wider scheme
of acts of intelligently knowing human experience. The overwhelming presence of ex-
periential data which raise questions about the structure and the benevolence of being
perenially drives intelligence to possible answers which are necessarily higher viewpoints
on man and world process. The fact that such higher viewpoints are held by those who
seem to deny traditional answers to the question of God makes the evidence for this
fact all the more convincing. To deny an objective correlate to this higher viewpoint
would be to deny the whole knowing process which led one to arrive at this viewpoint
on life or at any viewpoint on anything. See Insight, pp. 79-82, 255{f, 348ff, 437(f.
Insight, p. 633.

Lash, A Matter of Hope, pp. 252, 258-259.

On this shift in attention, see Charles Davis, ‘‘Lonergan’s Appropriation,” pp. 121-22.
Insight, pp. 745-746.

Ibid., pp. 641, 655, 657658, 694.

Ibid., pp. 696-697.

1bid., p. 697. See also pp. 723ff.

Ibid., p. 698.

Ibid.

Ibid., italics are mine.

Ibid., p. 701.

See 7.2, 7.6.1, 6.4.2, 5.3 above.

See 6.5 and 6.6 above on the relationship between *‘finality,”” historical progress and
decline, and the foundations of value. What is interesting about Lonergan’s analysis
of intentionally-oriented feelings, in Method, pp. 30-34, is that here he opens the door
towards understanding the human person as dynamically oriented towards truth and
value in a variety of ways. In addition, the cultivation of human feelings and habits,
either through the structures, the inheritance, the education of a culture, or through
one’s own discipline has the further effect of operating as an experiential exigence to
shift the f-probabilities of insights and judgments of truth and value.

Insight, pp. 702-3.

Lonergan’s definition of “belief” is quite distinctive. He distinguishes “‘faith’’ from
*‘belief”’ and defines belief as the judgment to accept or to implement a truth or a value,
not on the basis of an immanently generated cognitional act which assembles condi-
tions linking insights to the data of personal experience, but on the basis of the judg-
ment that another is a reliable authority or master. See Insight, pp. 702-720.
Contrary to Charles Davis, in ‘‘Lonergan’s Appropriation,”” pp. 121-23, I would argue
that such a development and complementary work would not affect substantially
Lonergan’s account of the general bias. Because reality is concrete the problem remains
the insufficient f-probability of practical intelligence (responsibility). For only concrete
subjective agency through practical intelligence can discern and implement values con-
cretely in a world of shifting experiential exigences. Faith transforms the situation by
transforming the subject into a person intent upon realizing good irrespective of the
concrete circumstances which invite the generalization of evil. Belief comes in not only
as belief of fact but more significantly as the communal cultivation and transmission
of attitudes and practical skills oriented towards love. Such attitudes and skills do not
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bypass concrete practical intelligence, they are its actuation, they enable its develop-
ment and they transform its orientation. The issue, once again for Lonergan, is a con-
cern for dynamic rather than static operators. Conversion, the complete transforma-
tion of the person, is to be understood after the analogy of *‘implicit definition’’ (see
chap. one above), wherein a higher integration (in this case a set of relations operative
at the fourth level of intentional consciousness) transforms the experiential and cogni-
tionally mediated spontaneity of the subject by clustering and orientating the elements
of the experiential manifold about a new centre. This transforms all subsequent in-
telligent and practical anticipations. Furthermore love does not alleviate the basic pro-
blem in the human situation, the necessity of doing before knowing how to do it. Love
enables man to live with him or herself without accelerating decline.

Insight, p. 699.

Lonergan’s analysis of charity, hope, faith and mystery is much richer than this brief
introduction would suggest. See Insight, pp. 700-701, 724-5, 727.
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Epilogue

The expressed goal of this study has been to understand Lonergan’s
heuristic, emergent probability, as the underlying dynamic structure unify-
ing his treatment of ethics in Insight, chapters six and eighteen and Method,
chapter two, and his discussions of human history in Insight, chapters seven
and twenty. In addition, my intention has been to show how emergent pro-
bability can operate as a structured heuristic for explaining evolutionary,
historical and ethical events and processes, which opens on to a realm of
being that is disproportionate to human knowing (transcendent being) and
which admits the essential relevance of transcendent being for a solution
to the core problem in human history, the general bias. To this end my
order of proceeding has been to present the central terms and relations of
emergent probability, as laid out in Insight, chapters one through four, and
then to discuss these central terms and relations as they are operative im-
plicitly or explicitly in the stated chapters on ethics and history.

Some work has been done on Lonergan’s ethics and on his philosophy
of history. However, none has treated explicitly the import of his notions
of randomness, statistical laws, direct and inverse insights, recurrence
schemes, and emergence as foundational for understanding the integral rela-
tionships linking his work in these two fields. It is emergent probability
which explains the meaning of Lonergan’s term, sublation. And while many
authors have noted the term sublation as a key concept throughout his work
since Method, few have adverted directly to the precise meaning of this term
as it is worked out in the first chapters of Insight. In addition, I would
suggest that since emergent probability was the explicitly stated heuristic
operative throughout Lonergan’s sketches of ethical foundations and
historical dynamics in Insight and Method my treatment here has con-
tributed to a more precise understanding of Lonergan’s intended meanings
there. Where particular preoccupations, questions and challenges guided
Lonergan’s formulations in these chapters, I would suggest that emergent
probability constitutes the proper hermeneutical context for distinguishing
the appropriate line of interpretation from those more immediately sug-
gested by various instances of stylistic or rhetorical excess. Where some such
excesses or inadequate conceptual formulations have led to obscurities or
contradictions in his thought I have sought to suggest clarifications that
would be in line with his more generally expressed intent. Finally, inasmuch
as Lonergan’s emergent probability is itself an original heuristic for unify-
ing a foundation in ethics with a theory of evolution and human history,
my exposition and clarification of Lonergan’s thought constitutes an original
contribution to the field of social ethics.

In general, the key to understanding how the terms and relations of
emergent probability are operative in Lonergan’s account of history as
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meaning and in his curious account of the solution to the moral and religious
problem in human history is to be found in his explanation of the structure
of practical intelligence. Randomness, classical laws, statistical laws, recur-
rence schemes, and emergence interrelate in the dynamic structure of prac-
tical knowing and doing. And these elements distinguish Lonergan’s ac-
count of practical intelligence from an older approach which has its roots
in a medieval faculty psychology. Rather than beginning with a distinction
which isolates various human *‘faculties,”’ Lonergan centres on evidence
of a curious, spontaneous structuration with unifies events and elements
of a random manifold of sensory, affective, appetitive routines and pro-
cesses which are mediated to the human central nervous systems, from the
inside, and the outside of the subject’s envelope of skin by a wide rang of
cyclically operative recurrence schemes. This spontaneous structuration (in-
tegration) occurs non-systematically, in accordance with coicidental con-
vergences in the manifold of randomly interacting neural events and pro-
cesses (the neural manifold). But the f-probable frequency of recurrence
of classes of such structurations can be increased with the acquisition and
development of skills which link ranges of acquired sensorimotor skills to
such integrative events in emergent recurrence schemes.

Originally these spontaneous integrations are the groups of sensory data
which yield the intentional presence of sensible unities. And because of the
vast systems of correspondences in which sensory receptors cycle and recy-
cle “in-formation”’ to the neural manifold, such structurations stand in some
correspondence with unities in the subject’s experiential field. But in addi-
tion to such sensory unities the human neural manifold has the wider flex-
ibility to accommodate more intricate sets of correspondences among such
sensory unities, and more significantly, to generate somewhat ‘‘synthetical-
ly*’ further intricate correspondences and integrations in the imagination.

This flexibility is the condition for the occurrence of a totally new and
much more powerful, higher order event, the insight. Like the more basic
integrations of sense the insight can stand in a recurrence scheme of sen-
sorimotor, imaginative and intelligent events and skills, such that the
developed competence in effecting the recurrence of the scheme of ques-
tions, anticipations, attention to experiential ‘‘data,’’ trying out integrative
possibilities and modifying questions, can increase substantially the f-
probabilities of further insights in determinate fields of life. Again, the in-
tegrative event is a spontaneous convergence of events in a randomly in-
teracting manifold rather than a cog in a clockwork of systematically unified
classical processes. And so the skill linking the events of the scheme never
guarantees the insight’s occurrence. However, the (‘“‘horizontally’’) recur-
ring scheme can shift the f-probabilities of the recurrence of the insights
which emerge (‘‘vertically’’) to re-order the experiential manifold thus
transforming the developed skill and the subject’s entire spontaneity.

In addition to skills linking questions, anticipations, images, clues and
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insights, there also emerge further series of schemes in which the subject
adopts a new posture with respect to insights and asks about their adequacy
in integrating available experiential elements, their perfection in accom-
modating relevant but more remote data, their efficiency in streamlining
cognitionally integrative unities, and their heuristic power in opening up
new experiential vistas. And so the wider series of schemes of intelligence
orient the subject ‘‘upward’’ with an immanent norm which is a product
of the series’ own dynamic structure of interrelations. While such schemes
and series set the subject in relation to his or her environment with a hunger,
an appetite for knowledge of fact, more significantly they facilitate the sub-
ject’s engagement with the materials of life with an ability to constitute a
set of relations both in his or her ‘‘internal’’ and ‘“‘external’’ environments,
in accordance with the pattern or order emergent in the cognitional events.
Thus an intelligibility is introduced onto the scene of world process which
is to be explained not completely in terms of systematically or randomly
interacting environmental conditions but essentially (if not completely) in
terms of the internal terms and relations of the cognitional event. The sub-
ject can effect an order or pattern in his or her own repertoire of skills and,
again, the integrative events occur and recur in accordance with statistical
laws. But when the systematic links among the events in the cognitional
and practical skills become habitual, and when the subject’s repertoire of
acquired insights, questions and skills is in some sense appropriate to the
exigences of the experiential data, then the f-probabilities of the cognitional
and practical emergent events increase substantially. Such is the structure
of practical intelligence.

Because human beings do not operate in isolation but rather live in close
proximity to each other, the cognitional events and skills of one person fall
within the range of experience of another. And so the dialectic operative
between the experiential exigencies of a subject and the immanent norm
in the interrelated cognitional schemes is complemented by a second dialec-
tic. For the presence of another person in one’s life is the introduction of
a distinct integrating principle. Humans have the very curious capability
of taking on, almost wholesale, a structured attitude, a disposition, a skill,
a linked set of operations, an integrated cognitional unity (either intellec-
tual or practical) of another person. And Gibson Winter has appealed to
a notion from George Herbert Mead, the notion of role-taking, to explain
how this appropriation occurs. We seem to have the ability to assume the
‘‘viewing’’ perspective of another person, and to take on, as it were, the
“‘picture’’ of ourselves and the world as it is ‘‘seen from their eyes.”” Because
of this curious capacity, the content or objects of intelligent operations (and
most significantly those of practical intelligence) are most usually the cur-
rently operative meanings, symbols, habits, skills, values, anticipations of
a commonly shared culture. For the presence of another person as a distinct
integrating principle within the experiential horizons of a subject increases
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the f-probabilities of the cognitional integrations of that other person oc-
curring within the experiential manifold of the subject. And so a double
dialectic ensues, the dialectic between the subject’s own experiential ex-
igences and the immanent norms of his or her own (usually practical) in-
telligence, and a dialectic between such exigences and those integrations he
or she does or does not personally effect on the one hand, and the integra-
tions that another would seem to have effected, on the other. Because the
role-taking occurs with an extremely high f-probable frequency humans are
social in a distinctively human sense. Because the role-taking is hardly ever
complete and because it sits in a dialectical relationship with other immanent-
ly operative capacities and skills this sociality includes a communal tension.

Once children have reached a very basic level of competence in the ac-
quisition and implementation of linguistic skills, their lives are, for the most
part, shaped in accordance with immanently generated cognitional acts of
practical intelligence even though such acts remain, in the greatest measure,
the more or less modified reactuation of the meanings, values, concerns
and anticipations of the common culture. But because each cognitional event
modifies the subsequent spontaneity of the subject, and because the field
of society includes systematic and random interactions among such events,
both the subjective and the objective poles of social life are in constant flux,
undergoing successive transformations which modify the experiential ex-
igences of subjects’ lives. One generation’s solutions to the problems of
living are learned by the next. And these solutions constitute the habitual
spontaneity of that next generation. But in the interim the exigences of life
have changed as the various solutions implemented by that previous genera-
tion collided with each other and with the events of the environment. In
addition, events constituted by individual subjects have linked with those
of other subjects in mutually conditioning groups or schemes. And while
individuals have responded to the apparent recurrences in their social en-
vironment by making their needed contribution to the schemes on cue, no
one has devised the schemes and no one has understood their overall func-
tioning structure. Thus society and human history have been and continue
to be constituted by acts of meaning even though novel insights into the
data of experience remain rare and no one has grasped the immanent in-
telligibility operative at any point in world process. In the main, historical
trends are to be understood in terms of the f-probable recurrence of classes
of popular practical insights. And the emergence, stability, and demise of
such statistical trends are to be explained more regularly in terms of the
absence or refusal of novel discovery, and in terms of the power of the in-
tersubjective drive towards mutuality, than in terms of insights in the in-
tellectual pattern of experience.

While the capacity for role-taking and the drive towards mutuality with
other subjects fulfills the conditions for huge leaps forward in the rates at
which subjects can learn and become the sedimented products of the trial
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and error discoveries of previous cultures, this social principle is not without
its pitfalls. For in itself this principle is uncritical. Intersubjective life is con-
stantly in a state of flux, but publicly available meanings and routines re-
main adequate only as long as other things have remained equal. Because
human living problems are concrete, what is needed is a flexibly operative,
doubly dialectical skill in which subjects regularly consult a wider range
of human experiences and insights relevant to more remote members of
humanity. But because communally and socially operative events of prac-
tical cognition shape the spontaneity and the heuristic anticipations of sub-
jects, such consultations are what the drive to mutuality tends to preclude.
And so a group bias emerges, reinforcing the deformations in the operative
insights of the group until the evidence of such deformations becomes ob-
vious to all. At this point the obvious experiential exigences are mobilized
as a principle for the reversal of decline and they remain operative until
their own deformations begin their own reversal.

In the short run these cycles of decline and progress operate self-
correctively. But in the long run they promote an additional and far more
serious form of decline whose origins are rooted in what Lonergan calls
the general bias. As with the group bias, the general bias is operative in
the subject’s dynamic structure of common sense intelligence. But because
the general bias is rooted in the simple fact that practical intelligence creates
more problems than it can solve, its effects are not limited to groups,
cultures, or factions. As the insights of one age set the experiential routines
of another age, the data for the insights of that subsequent age shrink to
include only those partial insights which were made operative earlier. What
intelligibility can be discerned in social historical processes is limited to what
remains operative and reasonable from the earlier age. And since intelligence
seeks to verify its insights in the data of daily experience the succession of
ages will mark a diminishing body of intelligible experiences. As the ages
display, to greater and greater degrees, an absence of intelligibility, in-
telligence is judged progressively irrelevant for handling the routines of
culture. And the only possible solution to the general bias, intelligence’s
appeal to more remote evidence on life’s possibilities, is more and more
ruled out of court. Thus there follows a longer cycle of decline in which
appeal to practical and theoretical intelligence is supplanted by an appeal
to the use of force.

In his account of the solution to the problem of the general bias and its
longer cycle of decline, Lonergan focuses upon the dialectically structured
drive of explanatory and practical intelligence as the locus of the operation
of a distinct principle — a wholly transcendent principle — and as the
mediator of the fruits of this salvific principle. This is so because human
history has as its distinctively human component the mediating acts of prac-
tical intelligence. Were the solution to prescind entirely from such human
acts, human history would cease to be human for essential freedom would
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be precluded. But the salvific principle remains wholly transcendent in the
sense that it in no way relies upon immanently generated knowiedge (either
theoretical or practical). Such immanently generated knowledge is what the
general bias precludes. And it remains wholly transcendent in the additional
sense that an account of its structure and its relation to proportionate be-
ing requires a distinctive type of inverse insight.

As with all movements to a ‘‘higher viewpoint®’ the first dimension of
this inverse insight is the grasp that the available tools for the explanation
of the relevant data are inadequate. The anticipations of an intelligibility
operative at the level of historical process, systematizing historical events
towards progress (or even towards survival) are replaced by the realization
that a social surd is a constitutive element of the structure of historical pro-
cess. There is an absence of intelligibility in the routines and processes of
history, not simply because of the fact of randomly interacting classical
laws, but also because common sense intelligence is regularly inadequate
to its challenges. To understand this defect in common sense requires mov-
ing beyond common sense to a higher viewpoint in which the structure and
role of common sense can be understood. This much Marx, Dilthey and
Heilbroner understood.

But the inverse insight also grasps that because common sense is unable
to recognize its inadequacy, the problem of human living is moral im-
potence. Only a widespread f-probable frequency of highly developed per-
sonal growth could reverse the general bias with its longer cycle of decline.
For the locus of history is human subjects and historical progress demands
widespread subjective growth. But such growth is precisely what the general
bias both precludes and reverses. The problems of human living are con-
crete and manifold and constantly in a state of flux so no other solution
but widespread personal development will meet their shifting exigences. And
yet such development is not only infrequent, it is increasingly so. For com-
mon sense is resolutely empirical and the evidence for its generalizations
are common practice.

However, the history of human life would seem to be a history in which
decine is not the whole story. And so the inverse insight grasps that the
whole story is not simply beyond the range of common sense, it is not simply
the fact of moral impotence, but it is also disproportionate to any human
knowing. And because a higher order integration can emerge and operate
wherever a non-systematic manifold occurs, the inverse insight operates as
a pivot for the turn to a wholly transcendent solution operative in the realm
of human living, systematizing the manifold without bypassing or precluding
the essential freedom which characterizes human life, and rendering such
freedom effective by liberating it from the constraints of bias.

While an explanation of the human situation in the theoretical differen-
tiation of consciousness involves this threefold inverse insight, the opera-
tion of the solution to the human problem does not await this inverse act
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of intelligence. In fact what intelligence grasps in this ‘‘higher viewpoint™’
is that the solution is already operative in human life, retarding the rate
of decline and maintaining the possibility for the reversal of decline. But
since the solution does not supplant practical intelligence, but rather
demands its cooperation, the role of theoretical and practical intelligence
remains vital for the long-term survival of the planet.

The general structure to the solution to the human problem is in line with
the structure of all insights, all ““higher viewpoints,”’ all emergent schemes.
The solution is a spontaneous structuration occurring in the lives of sub-
jects, ordering the non-systematic manifold of experiential anticipations,
orientations, and habitual inclinations (on the fourth level of intentional
consciousness) in accordance with a wholly transcendent principle, a prin-
ciple which (in the face of experiential evidence which would argue against
its immediately practical expedience) refuses to return evil with evil. By defin-
ing implicitly the subject’s entire range of practical anticipations about a
new centre of terms and relations the ‘‘conversion’’ effectively liberates prac-
tical intelligence from the progressive enslavement to the general bias. And
so far from precluding essential freedom, the solution presupposes essen-
tial freedom and renders practical intelligence effectively free. Finally, since
acts of practical intelligence progressively modify the subject (and the in-
tersubjective field) in accordance with the trends implicit in their structure
(trends toward progress or decline), this liberation will be cumulative, con-
ditioning a more thorough grasp both of practical possibilities and of self-
knowledge in the theoretical differentiation of consciousness.

Lonergan’s account of the solution in Insight, chapter twenty, includes
a long excursus on “‘belief.’’ And in this excursus his emphasis upon the
communication of reliable knowledge would seem to place intelligence at
the centre of the solution to the problem which intelligence itself created.
And so in Method his concern is with the “‘conversions’’ which reorientate
the subject in a spontaneously emergent structuration. But the solution in
Insight begins with an account of an event which would seem to bear
remarkable similarity to his account of religious conversion in Method.

Moreover, to will the good of a person is to love the person; but God

is a person, for he is intelligent and free; and so good will is the love

of God. Further, good will matches the detachment and

disinterestedness of the pure desire to know, and so good will is a

love of God that is prompted not by a hope of one’s own advantage

but simply by God’s goodness.

Again, a man or woman knows that he or she is in love by making
the discovery that all spontaneous and deliberate tendencies and ac-
tions regard the beloved. ...

Again, the order of the universe includes all the good that all per-
sons in the universe are or enjoy or possess. But to will the good of
a person is to love the person; and so to will the order of the universe
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because of one’s love of God is to love all persons in the universe

because of one’s love of God.!

The subsequent account of “‘belief*’ is set in the context of his discussion
on how the “‘will”’ (what he comes to call fourth level intentional con-
sciousness in Method) transforms the orientation of understanding towards
the grasp of the truth regarding transcendent knowledge. But the condi-
tion of possibility of such a grasp is the prior liberation of ‘‘will”’ in love.
And so the basic structure of Lonergan’s account of the solution remains
unchanged from Insight to Method.

Beyond an initial sketch of the structure of a problem and its solution
lies the extremely complex task of consulting and integrating the wealth
of concrete knowledge on social, political, economic, historical, religious
life which currently is available from the natural and human sciences. But
this integration will proceed dialectically and Gibson Winter's account of
social ethics in Elements is an example of such a dialectical analysis, not
simply in search of expanding knowledge of human affairs but also in search
of foundational contributions and deformations in the theories and methods
which give rise to such knowledge. Because of the creative, synthetic
character of that spontaneous structuration which is discovery, empirical
knowing is never locked completely into the constraints either of theoretical
anticipations or of limited data. And so dialectic can proceed both in the
search for new data and new theories (armed with a novel heuristic) and
in anticipation of major or minor modifications to one’s heuristic (con-
fronted with the overwhelming power of new evidence). It is with this ongo-
ing dialectic in view that I have sought to understand and to present what
I would suggest is a rather novel approach to the problems of ethics, history
and society. And if my critical exposition of this aspect of Lonergan’s work
contributes to this ongoing dialectic, even as a step towards its own further
clarification or modification, then my intent will have been fulfilled.
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FOOTNOTES - EPILOGUE

1 Insight, pp. 698-699.
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From the Forward by Philip McShane

Reruns regularly show their age to their clear disadvantage. Science
fiction of a decade ago can be comic rather than thrilling. Here we
have a rerun of a decade ago that is mightily successful. It is not
science fiction, but science fact. What is that fact? It is the fact that
Kenneth Melchin puts up front in the title. It is the fact of Emergent
Probability as an explanatory world view, an achievement of four
hundred years of science that came into focal blossoming in the mind
of Bernard Lonergan during the early forties.

What Melchin does here is something very rare. He does not let you
off the hook, comfortably swimming the ocean of post-scientific
meaning. He wishes you to tackle the tough climb towards an
explanatory appreciation of the fundamental form of our universe.
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