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MATTIIEW ARNOLD RE-APPLIED ( 2 )

Joseph Fitzpatr ick

Matthew Arnold had a profound concern for rel igion. He

said that had he been born in a previous generation he would

most l ikely have been an Anglican clergyman, l ike his father

and many of his forebearsi But Arnold belonged to a generation

of English men and women whose rel igious faith had been as-

saulted by developments j .n science and in scholarship: the

Darwinj-an theory of evolut ion in his native England and the

h is to r ica l  c r i t i c i sm o f  the  b ib le  emanat ing  a t  tha t  t ime main ly

from Germany. Arnold witnessed the painful loss of faith of

his close fr iend and fel low poet, Arthur l{ugh Clough, and

the memory of Cloughrs experience remained with him in the

years fol lowing his fr iend's premature death at the age of

43  in  1861 .  When a t  the  end o f  the  1860s Arno ld  e lec ted  to

address the rel igious j-ssue i t  was with the intention of ef-

fect ing a reconci l iat ion between tradit ional faith and the

modern mind shaped by the new cri t icism and the new scienti f ic

outlook. Arnold set out his nelr interpretat ion of Christ ian

belief in four books, al l  publ ished within the space of a

decade.  "The th ingr "  he  wro te ,  t ' i s  to  recas t  re l ig ion . "  r

I  shal l  argue that some of Lonerganrs key theological

notlons, notions that were to help determine the basic orienta-

t ion of his ref lect ions on theological method, have their
source  in  h is  engagement  w i th  Arno ld rs  re l ig ious  wr i t ings .
I put i t  this vray to deflect any suggestion that Lonergan

simply repeats Arnold on rel igion, that he merely "takes over, '
Arnold. Far from it .  As one might expect, a considerable intel-

lectual distance separates the twenti .eth century Roman Cathol ic

theologian of professed conservative views and the nineteenth

century  l i te ra ry  c r i t i c  who has  w i th  jus t i ce  been ca l led  " the
foirhder of English:: modernism"l2 the systenatic and techni-
cal thinker from the man of letters who championed 'r f lexible

common sense". When comparing Lonergan and Arnold the dif fer-

ences  are  as  ins t ruc t i ve  as  the  s imi la r i t ies .

Th is  a r t i c le ,  then,  has  two ob jec t ives .  The f i rs t  i s
to argue, on the basis of a range of dist inct ive ideas hetd

ln common, that Matthew Arnoldrs rel igious writ ings posit ively

inf luenced Lonergan's development of a method for theology.

6 9
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7 0 METHOD

Th is  ob jec t i ve  w j . I l  se r ve  as  a  p r i nc i p l e  o f  se l ec t i on  i n  t he

f i r s t  pa r t  o f  t he  a r t i c l e  whe re  I  o f f e r  a  summary  o f  A rno ld ' s

re l j - g i ous  t hough t .  Bu t  wh i l e  t h i s  pa r t  w i l l  be  se lec t i ve  A r -

no ld r s  cen t ra l -  pos i t i on  w i I 1 ,  I  t r us t ,  emerge  w i t hou t  d i s t o r -

t i on .  The  second  ob jec t i ve  w j - f 1  be  t o  sugges t  f u r t he r  how

the  i n t e l f ec tua l  d i saq reemen t  be tween  A rno ld  and  Lone rsan

inf l -uenced Lonergan to wr j - te Method in Theol a s  h e  d i d .

I .  A rno l - d ' s  Re l i q i ous  Thouqh t

I t  i s  f a i r l y  s a f e  t o  s a y  t h a t  A r n o l d ' s  r e l i g i o u s  w r i t i n g s

a re  t oday  t he  l eas t  r ead  o f  a I I  h i s  r { r o r k .3  Bu t  i n  h i s  c l ay

A rno ld ' s  r e l i g i ous  books  we re ,  i f  any th i ng ,  mo re  w ide l y  r ead

and  d i scussed  and  t he  cause  o f  g rea te r  con t rove rsy  t han  h i s

l i t e ra r y  c r i t j - c j , sm  o r  even  h i s  po fem ica l  essays  on  soc ie t y

and  cu l t u re ,  wh j - ch  have  s tood  up  we l l  t o  t he  passage  o f  t ime .

H i s  r e l i g i ous  t hough t  i s  ou t ] i ned  i n  S t .  Pau I  and  P ro tes tan t i sm ,

pub l i shed  i n  187O i  L i t e ra tu re  and  Doqma ,  pub l i shed  i n  1873 ,

God  and  t he  B ib l " e ,  pub l j - shed  i n  1875 ;  and  Las t  Essays  on  Chu rch

and  Re I i q i on ,  pub l i shed  i n  1877 .  A  sho r t e r ,  popu la r  ed i t j . on

o f  L i t e ra tu re  and  Doqma  was  pub l i shed  i n  1883 .

I n  t he  open ing  pa rag raph  o f  S t .  Pau l  and  P ro tes tan t i sm

Arno ld  cha l l enges  Renan ' s  c l a im  t ha t  Pau l ,  r dho  i s  j . den t i f i ed

h t i t h  P ro tes tan t i s rn ,  i - s  com ing  t o  t he  end  o f  h i s  r e i gn .  Pau I

i s  no t  com ing  t o  t he  end  o f  h i s  r e i gn ,  A rnoLd  con tends ;  i ndeed

h i s  r e i gn  j - s  j us t  beg inn ing .  Wha t  i s  com ing  t o  an  end  i s  P ro -

t es tan t i sm :  "The  P ro tes tan t i sm  wh i ch  has  so  used  and  abused

S t .  Pau I  i s  com ing  t o  an  end ;  i t s  o rgan i za t i ons ,  s t r ong  and

act ive as they look are touched $/ i th the f inger of  death"

t p p .  1 - 2 1 .  A r n o l d  s e t s  a b o u t  r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  P a u L a n d  . t o  a c h i e v e

th i s  he  l ays  down  a  key  rne thodo log i ca l  p r i nc i p l e .  Wha t  i s

impo r tan t  i n  a  r e l i g i ous  t eache r ,  he  says ,  and  "g i ves  h im

h i s  pe rmanen t  wo r th  and  v i t a l i t y "  i s  " t he  sc i en t i f i c  va l - ue

o f  h i s  t e a c h j - n 9 , "  t h e  " f a c t s  w h i c h  c a n  b e  v e r i f i e d "  t p .  5 1 .

He  con t i nues ,  "The  l i cense  o f  a f f i rma t i on  abou t  God  and  h i s

proceedings .  .  .  is  more and more met by the demand for  ver i -

f j . c a t i o n "  I I b i d . ] .  T e r m s  I i k e  ' s c i e n c e r ,  ' t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  s e n s e ' ,
' ve r i f i ca t i on r ,  ' f a c t s '  abound  j . n  t he  ea r l y  pages  o f  t he  essay

and recur in the books that  fo1Iow. Arnold is  propoundj .ng

a  c r i t i caL ins t r umen t  he  hopes  $ r i l I  be  e f f ec t i ve  i n  r e l i g i ous

d i scou rse  and  pu t  a  s t op  t o  t he  t heo log ians '  hab i t  o f  r r p rov i ng

any th i ng  abou t  any th i ng " .  I n  a l l  h i s  r e l i . g i ous  w r i t i ngs

Arnold suggests the need for  Chr ist ian theology to look again



MATTHEW ARNOLD ( 2 )

at  i t s  foundat ions  because sc ience and c r i t i ca l  scho la rsh ip

have cal led in guestion much that was once taken for granted

or considered susceptible of proof.

St. PauI and Protestantism is a sustained attack on the

Calvinist ic theological scheme or system, characterized by

"or ig ina l  s in ,  f ree  e lec t ion ,  e f fec tua l  ca l l ing ,  Iand]  jus t i f i -

ca t ion  th rough imputed  r igh teousness"  tp .  101.  As  Ca lv in ism

has developed, i ts doctr i .nes have become harsher and more

rigid: "and to complete the whole, a machinery of covenants,

cond i t ions ,  barga ins  and par t ies  cont rac tors ,  such as  cou ld

have proceded from no one but the Anglo-Saxon man of business,

Br i t i sh  o r  Amer ican"  Ip .  12 ] .  The bas ic  mis take  o f  the  Pur i tan

approach to Paul, according to Arnold, is to treat poetry

as  i f  i t  h re re  a  sc ien t i f i c  t rea t ise .  Pau l  i s  a  Hebrew,  he
'o r ien ta l i zes"  - -  i .e .  he  speaks  f igura t ive ly ,  metaphor ica l l y ,

symbolical ly. I t  j ,s the methodology of Puritanism that is

a t  fau l t .  To  read the  b ib le  cor rec t ly  i t  i s  necessary  to  have

an understanding of the human mind and i ts history, and ac-

qua in tance w i th  nany  grea t  l r r i te rs  Ip .  1911-  "no  man

who knows noth ing  e1se,  knows even h is  B ib le ' r  Ip .  311.

Focussing in part icuLar on The Ep+stle to the Romans,

Paulrs "mature and greatest workr ' ,  Ainolcl picks out what was

for PauI the guiding thread in al l  he did and wrote. This

v ras  Pau l ts  t t@t t ,  h j .s  master  inpu lse ,

" the  govern ing  word  o f  S t .  Pau l ' s  en t i re  mind  and l i fe r r  tp .

341.  A l though Pau l  was  no t  a  sc ien t i f i c  wr i te r ,  he  se ized

ho ld  o f  a  sc ien t i f i c  fac t :  tha t  a l l  men have a  na tura l  des i re

fo r  r igh teousness ,  fo r  r igh t  conduct .  Th is  i s  " the  law as

reason and consc ience,  God as  mora l  law"  tp .  31 ] .  The ru le

of reason and conscience is "an aim to which science does

homage as  a  sa t is fy ing  ra t iona l  concept ion"  t lb id . l .  To  serve

God is "to fol low that central clue in our moral being which

un i tes  us  to  the  un iversa l  o rder "  [p .  32 ] .  S in  and r igh teous-

ness can prove lhemselves scienti f ical ly, because they are

based on hunan experience, on human self-knowledge. I t  is

this basis in experience that establ ishes the desire for r ight-

eousness as scienti f ic: "the moral Iaw in human nature, however

this law may have originated, 1s in our actual experience

among the  grea tes t  o f  fac ts "  tp .  301.  Arno ld rs  a rgument  in

the f irst chapter of St. Paul and Protestantism is curious

but perfect ly logtcal.  On the one hand, PauI must not be mls-

taken for a scienti f ic writer, the author of a scienti f ic

treatise; he is oriental,  f igurative, poetical.  On the other

7 1
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hand ,  Pau l ' s  r r r r i t i ng  i s  no t  pu re l y  imag ina t i ve  o r  f i c t i ona l ;

because  i t  i s  based  on  one  c ruc i a l ,  s c i en t i f i c  f ac t ,  t he  f ac t

t ha t  men  seek  r i gh teousness .

A rno ld  c i t es  many  t ex t s  f r on  t he  psa lms ,  t he  gospe l s

and  Pau l r s  ep i s t l es  t o  suppo r t  h i s  con ten t i on  t ha t  t he  des i r e

fo r  r i gh teousness  $ ras  a  cen t ra l  p reoccupa t i on  o f  t he  O ld  Tes ta -

men t  Jews  and  t ha t  Pau l  con t i nued  i n  t he  same  ve in .  He  re fe r s

to  Pau l r s  l i s t s  o f  mo ra l  hab i t s  t o  be  pu rsued  o r  avo ided ,

a n d  s e v e r a l  t j - m e s  [ p p .  2 5 ,  3 1 ,  4 6 ]  h e  r e p e a t s  P a u l r s  c a t a l o g u e

o f  t he  f r u i t s  o f  t he  sp i r j - t :  " 1ove ,  j oy ,  peace ,  pa t i ence ,

k i ndness ,  goodness ,  f a i t h ,  m i l dness ,  se l f  con t ro l t t  i n  Ga la -

t i a n s  V ,  2 2 - 2 3 ,  R o m a n s  v i i ,  4  a n d  T i t u s  i i ,  1 2 .  T h e  ' r s u p e r -

s t r uc tu re "  o f  Pau I ' s  t heo logy ,  he  says ,  was  bu j . 1 t  on  " t he

soL id  g round  o f .  h j - s  hea r t y  des i r e  f o r  r i gh teousness "  t pp .

2 4 -  5  I  .

I n  t he  second  chap te r  A rno ld  cons ide rs  two  s i des  t o  pau l ' s

t h i nk i ng .  The re  i s  " ' I he  vo lun ta r y ,  r a t i ona l  and  human  wo r l d

o f  r i gh teousness ,  mo ra f  cho i ce .  e f f o r t ,  Iwh i ch ]  f i I l ed  t he

f i r s t  pJ .ace  i n  h j - s  sp i r i t . "  Bu t  he  a l - so  r ega rded  cod  as  " t he

power by which we have been 'upholden ever s ince we were born,

.  By  t h i s  e l - emen t  we  a re  r ecep t i ve  and  i n f l uenced ,  no t

or j .g inat j .ve and infJ-uencingi  now, $re a1I  receive far  more

t h a n  w e  o r i g i n a t e "  t p p .  3 9 - 4 0 1 .  W h e r e  t h e  p u r i t a n  s t r e s s e s

rnan rs  pass i v i t y  be fo re  God ,  concen t ra t i ng  exc l us i ve l y  on  God ts

ac t i v i t y ,  Pau l  comb ines  t he  i n f l _uence  o f  God ' s  po r , r e r  i n  us ,
t t t ha t  p roduces  resu l - t s  t r anscend ing  a l - 1  ou r  expec ta t i ons " ,

w j . t h  ou r  o r vn  agenc ies  o f  r eason  and  consc ience  t p .  401 .  I t

i s  a  t $ / o -way  p rocess  o f  ac t i ng  and  be ing  ac ted  upon .  A rno l - d

o f f e r s  an  ana logy  f r om human  expe r i ence .

"O f  such  a  mys te r i ous  power  and  i t s  ope ra t i on  some  c l ea r
not ion may be got  by anybody who has ever had any over-
power ing at tachment.  Everyone l (nows how being in love
changes  f o r  t he  t ime  a  man ,s  sp i r i t ua l  a tmosphe re  and
makes  an ima t i on  and  buoyancy  whe re  be fo re  t he re  was  f l a t _
ness and dul- lness .  And not  only does i t  change the
a tmosphe re  o f  ou r  sp i r i t s  .  bu t  i t  a l so  sens ib l y
and  power fu l l y  i nc reases  ou r  f acu l t i e s  o f  ac t j - on  .  .  .
An indolent  man: j  $r i l I  shovr energy gui te easj . Iy
f r om be ing  i n  1ove .  Th i s ,  I  say ,  we  l ea rn  f r om the  ana logy
o f  t he  mos t  eve ryday  expe r j - ence ' ,  I pp .  40 -41 ] .

I t  i s  on  t he  bas i s  o f  such  an  ana logy  t ha t  A rno ld  exp la i ns

Pau l r s  conve rs i on  t o  Ch r i s t .  I t  r . r as  f o r  t he  sake  o f  r i gh t -

eousness  t ha t  Pau l  " f eL t  h imse l f  app rehended ,  t o  use  h i s  own
exp ress  j , on ,  by  Ch r i s t ' r  I  p .  41  ]  .  "Fo r  us ,  who  app roach  Ch r i s t im_

i t y  t h rough  a  scho las t i c  t heo logy ,  i t  i s  Ch r i s t ' s  d i v i n i t y

which establ ishes his bei .ng wi thout  s in.  For pauL, who approactred
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christ ianity through his personal experience, i t  was Jesus

Chr is t ' s  be ing  w i thout  s in  wh ich  es tab l i shes  h is  d iv in i ty ' l

tpp. 42-31. Arnold is here attacking the Puritan notion of

conversion as instantaneous and mechanical,  a rrmiraculous"

process in which man takes no active part but is simply the

passive recipient of imputed r ighteousness. This is nonsense

and l ies  a t  the  hear t  o f  the  Pur i tan  misunders tand ing  o f  Pau l .

Rather ,  Pau l  fe l t  tha t  by  per fec t l y  iden t i f y ing  h imse l f  w i th

Jesus, "by appropriat ing Jesus and in no other way", he could

"get the confidence and the force to do as Jesus didrr Ip.

471.  Th i .s  was "Eg jLEh.  More  fu l l y  he  IPau l ]  ca l l s  i t :  'Fa i th

that worketh !@ggtr_&E'." t lbid. l  PauI combined "the world

of reason and morals and the world of sympathy and emotion.

The world of reason and duty has an excel lent clue to action,

but wants moti-ve polteri  the world of sympathy and inf luence

has an irresistable force of nnotive-power, but wants a clue

f o r  d i r e c t i n g  1 t s  a c t i o n "  t p .  5 1 1 .

By dying with Christ,  Arnold continues, "you become trans-

formed by the renewing of your nind and r ise with him . .  .

You r ise with hirn to that harmonious conformity with the real

and e terna l  o rder "  [p .  52 ] .  fh is  i s  how fa i th ,  work ing  th rough

Iove, helped Paul. And because Jesus identi f ied himself vt i th

our neighbors the process is completed by our attachment to

a l l  men tp .  541.  "The th ree  essent ia l  te rms o f  Pau l ine  theo l .ogy

are not, therefore, as popular theology makes them: cal l inq,

ius t i f i ca t ion ,  sanc t i f i ca t ion .  They  are  ra ther  these:  dv inc

wi th  Chr ls t ,  resur rec t ion  f rom the  dead,  @"

1 p .  5 s l .

Arnold goes on to dispute bel ief in a physical resurrec-

t ion ,  c la iming  tha t  in  PauI 's  mature  wr i . t ing  i t  was  the  sp i r i -

tual signficance of resurrection that predoninated i t  is
tta resurrection @, and a resurrection to r ighteousnesst '  .

He accepts, however, that Paul bel ieved in a physical resurrec-

t ion and in l i fe after death. There are other aspects of Paul-

ine bel ief that Arnold f inds uncongenial and these he tends

to  a t t r ibu te  to  PauI 's  hab i t  o f  " iuda iz ing t ' ,  h is  impor ta t ion

into hls theology of the tenets and methods of judaic scholas-

t icism. Such habits lrere natural in someone with PauI's train-

ing and background, but they erere secondary. Arnoldrs way

with those aspects of Pauline bel ief that clash with his own

interpretat ion is rather 91ib and sweeping. In a manner that

as to become more . pronounced in Literature and Doqma, he

appears to fabricate a cri t ical notion -- in this case Paulrs

7 3
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reg re t t ab le  hab i t  o f  " j uda i z i ng t  - -  wh i ch  i s  i nva luab le  i n
exc i s i ng  f r om the  " cen t ra l - "  pau l i ne  t heoJ -ogy  wha teve r  A rno rd

cons ide rs  t o  be  a  d i sposab le  acc re t j , on .  No t  unna tu ra l l y ,  A r_

no ld ' s  way  w i t h  d j - f f j . cu l t j - es  gave  r i se  t o  t he  rnany  ob jec t i ng

vo i ces  t ha t  we re  ra i sed  aga ins t  h i r n .  Un fo r t una te l y ,  f o r  many

th i s  mean t  t ha t  Ma t t he ! ,  A rno l - d  was  cas t  as  t he  au tho r  who

ca l l - ed  i n  ques t i on  t r ad i t i ona l  Ch r i s t i an  be l i e f s  and  t he  pos i_

t j , ve  case  he  pu t s  f o rwa rd  was  ove r l ooked .

I n  t he  f i na l  sec t i on  o f  S t .  pau l  and  p ro tes tan t i sm  A rno ld

re f l ec t s  on  a  t heme  tha t  he  deve lops  more  f u l l y  i n  L i t e ra tu re

and  Doqma  name ly ,  t he  m isch ie f  done  t o  t heo logy  by  t he

in t r oduc t i on  o f  me taphys i cs  and  , ' t he  hab i t s  o f  t he  Greek

and  Roman  schoo l s " .  Th i s  i s  a  p rocess  i n  wh i ch  S t .  Augus t i ne ,

a l be i t  a  g rea t  r e l i g i - ous  gen ius ,  was  i ns t r umen ta l .  Then  came

t h e  ' r P r o t e s t a n t  
P h i I l i s t i n e " .  " S i n c e r e ,  g r o s s  o f  p e r c e p t i o n ,

p r o s a i c r "  h e  t r a n s l a t e d  " p a u l t s  r n y s t i c a l  i d e a ' ,  i n t o  ' , a  l e g a I

t r a n s a c t i o n ,  a n d  r e s e r v e d  a l L h i s  i m a g i n a t i o n  f o r  H e l l  a n d

the  New Je rusa lem ' r  I p .  79 ] .  A rno ld  conc ludes  by  r e -emphas i z i ng

the  need  t o  adop t  a  sc i en t i f i c  app roach  t o  t heo logy  t p .  g0 l .

C lea r I y ,  by  appea l i ng  t o  r i gh teousness ,  a  no t i on  he  f ee l s

can  be  vouched  f o r  on  g rounds  o f  expe r i ence ,  A rno l_d  be l - i eves

he has found the key to what such an approach would be.

fn L i terature and Doqma ArnoId makes a bol-d and for th_
r i gh t  s t a temen t  o f  h i s  pos i t l on  w i t h  aL1  t he  power  o f  r he to r i c

he  can  command .  I n  t he  p re face  he  i nd i ca tes  t ha t  h i s  ob jec t

" i s  t o  r eassu re  t hose  who  f ee l  a t t achmen t  t o  Ch r i s t i an i t y ,

t o  t he  B ib re '  bu t  who  recogn i ze  t he  g row i -ng  d i sc red i t  be fa r t i - ng

rn i r ac l es  and  t he  supe rna tu ra l "  I p .  v i i  o f  t he  popu la r  ed i . t j . on ] .

Hence fo r t h  Ch r i s t i an i t y  mus t  be  v i nd i ca ted ,  no t  by  m i racJ .es ,
h i r +  h , ,  l l  i  L ^  ! - - - ! L r luuL  uy  r r s  nacu ra l -  t r u t h " .  Th i s  t r u th  i s  encapsu la ted  i n
t he  O l -d  Tes tamen t  as  "Sa l - va t i on  by  r i gh teousness "  and  i n  t he
New Tes tamen t  as  "R igh teousness  by  Jesus  Ch r i s t "  I p .  x ] .

A rno ld  deve lops  t he  d i s t i nc t i on  rnade  i n  h j . s  ea r l j - e r  essay
be tween  sc i ence  and  l i t e ra tu re ,  and  asse r t s  t ha t  t he  b i b re
shou ld  be  read  as  l i t e ra tu re .  Me taphys i cs  shou ld  have  no th i ng
to  do  w i t h  r e r i g i on  wh i ch  i s  no t  abou t  i deas  bu t  abou t  conduc t ,

and  as  such  i s  easy  t o  unde rs tand ,  a l be i t  d i f f i cu l t  i n  pe r f o r_

mance .  "Conduc t  i s  t h ree  f ou r t hs  o f  human  I i f e , "  A rno ld  t e l l - s
us  aga in  and  aga in .  "Re l i g i on  i s  .  e t h i cs  he igh tened ,

enk ind led ,  I i t  up  by  f ee l i ng  mbra l i t v  t ouched  by  emo t i on "

t p p .  1 5 - 1 6 1 .  T h e  J e w s  o f  t h e  O l d  T e s t a m e n t  s a $ r  G o d  a s  a  m o r a l

por4ter  and not  as a First  Cause whose exj ,stence is  deduced

by  abs t rac t  r eason ing .  They  had  an  expe r imen ta l  awa reness
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of God because they perceived that there is so much in moral i ty

that is i tnot ourselves i ts source I ies elsewhere". The

moral dif ferentiat ion of consciousness (to employ Lonergan's

term) arose when men looked to their permanent and not just

their transitory happiness; the rel igious when they vtere

th r i l led  a t  do ing  th is  tp .  371.  The an t i thes is  f requent ly

posited between natural and revealed rel igion is false. "For

tha t  in  us  wh ich  is  rea l l y  na tura l  i s ,  in  t ru th ,  revea led .

We awaks,-t l-z to the consciousness of i t ,  vte are aware of i t

coming forth in our mind; but we feel that we did not make

it,  that i t  discovered us, that i t  is what i t  is whether we

wi l l  o r  no"  [ Ib id . ] .  The major  percept ion  o f  the  anc ien t  . fews

lras that rrr i .ghteousness tendeth to l i fe'r .  Similarly God for

then was no abstract idea but the ttEternal" or t t the enduring

power ,  no t  ourse lves ,  wh ich  makes fo r  r igh teousness"  Ip .  46 ] .

We should revert to the Jewish perception, place rel igion

once more on a sol id experimental basis, and be done with

the netaphysics and dogma that are the source of disputes

and d isagreements  tp .  441.

Arnold gives a number of naturaList ic explanatlons of

how, even among the OId Testament ,Jews, certain doctr ines

and bel iefs came about. The experience of exi le, for example,

gave b i r th  to  the  no t ion  o f  the  Mess iah  [p .  56 ] .  Such a  be l ie f

shores up the wil l  to l ive by r ighteousness, i t  lends support

to the basic tenet that ' rr ighteousness tendeth to l i fe". But

unl ike the basic tenet such a doctr ine does not have a "f irm
exper imenta l  g round" ,  i s  no t  ver i f iab le .  " I t  i s  exac t ly  what

ls expressei l  by the German word, rAuberglaube', 
9IELEI:!9!,

be l ie f  beyond what  i s  cer ta in  and ver i f iab le"  Ip .  581.  As

far as miracles are concerned, Arnold does not attempt to
prove that they are impossible in cod and the Bible he

accepts that there is no val id inductive proof of the impossi-

bi l i ty of miracles; he simply asserts that they are impossible.

The reason is that we know whence stories of miracles come:
t ' the Time-Spir i t  is sapping the proof from miracles i t

i s  the  ' ze i t -ce is t '  i t se l f "  Ip .  96 ] .  The eschato logy  a t t r ibu ted

to Jesus ls said to have been imported by the reporters who

frequently fai led to understand the words of Jesus they re-

ported. , tesus transcended his t ime and his disciples, "and
yet, .  planting hls profound views of thought in their

memory along with their own notions and prepossessions, to

come out a1l mixed up together, but st i l l  dist inguishable
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one  day  and  sepa rabJ -e ;  and  l eav ing  h i s  wo rd  t hus  t o  bea r  f r u i t

f o r  t h e  f u t u r e "  t p .  1 2 0 1 .

Jesus '  bas i c  con t r i bu t i on  t o  t he  bas i . c  and  ve r i f i ab l e

Jew ish  be l i e f  i n  r i gh teousness  was  t o  sh i f t  t he  f ocus  f r om

conduc t  t o  " t he  f ee l i nqs  and  d i spos i t i ons  whence  conduc t  p ro -

g$g "  t pp .  67 -681 .  Jesus  re f i ned  t he  i dea  o f  r i gh teousness

by  means  o f  h i s  me thod  and  h i s  sec re t .  H i - s  me thod  i s  r evea led

in  h i s  e rnphas i s  on  consc rence ,  on  man ts  hea r t  and  t hough t s

as  t he  sou rce  o f  h i s  ac t i ons ;  h i s  sec re t  i s  t he  l aw  o f  t he

c ross ,  t he  way  o f  se l f - r enunc ia t i on  t pp .  126 -281 .  Ca tho l i c i sm

lays  ho l - d  o f  Jesus '  sec re t  and  t he re i n  l i e s  i t s  g rea tness i

P ro tes tan t i sm  Iays  ho ld  o f  Jesus '  me thod ,  s t r ess i ng  i nd i v i dua l

consc ience  and  conve rs i on ,  and  t he re i n  l - i e s  i t s  g rea tness .

Wha t  i s  r equ i r ed  j - s  a  ba lance  o f  t he  two .  Jesus '  t r u t h  i s

g rasped  by  l i v i ng  i t t  i t  i s  a  p rac t i ca l  r u l e .  A rno ld  vehemen t l y
' d i s t ances  

Jesus  f r om ph i l osophe rs  and  a l l  me taphys i cs .  I t

i s  t r ue  t ha t  Jesus  app l i ed  ce r t a i n  t r ad i t i ona l  t i t l e s  t o  h im-

se l f  bu t  A rno1d  a t t emp ts  t o  show  tha t  he  used  t hese  t e rms

in  a  sp i r i t ua l  sense  on l y .  I ndeed  Jesus  seems  t o  have  f o reseen

how h i s  wo rds  wouLd  be  m is i n te rp re ted  by  h i s  d i sc i p l es ,  by

Pau I  and  Pe te r ,  by  t he  au tho r  o f  t he  Fou r t h  gospe l .  He  " f o resaw

the growth of  creeds,  the growth of  dogma, and so through

a l l  t he  con fus i on  wo rse  con founded  o f  counc iLs ,  schoo lmen ,

a n d  c o n f e s s i o n s  o f  f a i t h  . "  I p .  1 4 9 1 .  O n e  c a n n o t  h e l p

wonder ing why i f  Jesus foresaw these dangers he did not  take

better  care to ensure that  they did not  come about,  but  at

t h i s  s t age  i n  h i s  expos i t i on  A rno ld  i s  no t  d i sposed  t o  pause

and  cons ide r  such  ob jec t i ons .

A rno ld ' s  a t t i t ude  t o  doc t r i nes  i s  amb iguous .  He .  appea rs

to  cons ide r  i t  f a i r l y  i nev i t ab le  t ha t  doc t r i nes  shou ld  have

a r i sen  and  speaks  o f  t he rn  i n  a f f ec t i ona te  t ones  as  " f a i r y -

t a l es t t ,  t t ex t r a -be l i e f s t '  .  A t  o the r  t imes  "aube rg laube t '  becomes

a  t e rm  o f  abuse .  The  reason  i s  t ha t  he  w i shes  t o  dea l  gen t l y

w i t h  "popu la r  r e l i g i on "  bu t  ha rsh l y  w i t h  " t he  pseudo -sc i ence

o f  d o g m a t i c  t h e o l o g y "  t p p .  1 9 8 - 9 9 1 .  H j - s  a t t a c k s  o n  c o u n c i l s ,

schoo lmen  and  c reeds  a re  sha rp  and  sa rcas t i c  - -  t he  A thanas j - an

c reed  i s  desc r i bed  as  " I ea rned  sc i ence  w i t h  a  s t r ong  dash

o f  v i o l en t  and  v i nd i c t i ve  t empe r "  t p .  152 ) ,  aga in ,  " t he  age

which developed dogma had nei ther the resources nor the facul ty

f o r  s u c h  a  c r i t i c i s m "  t p .  1 5 5 1 .  T h i s  h a r s h n e s s  d e r i v e s  f r o m

a  be l i e f  t ha t  t he re  has  been  a  t r ag i c  r eve rsa l  i n  t he  Ch r i s t i an

o rde r  o f  t h i ngs .  F ron  be ing  "ex t r a -be l i e f s r r  doc t r i nes  have

deve loped  t o  become  the  ve ry  po in t  o f  Ch r j - s t i an i t y ,  obscu r i ng
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i ts true nature, causing dissenslon and bringing Christ ianity

into intel lectual disrepute by making i ts val ldity rel iant

on  mi rac les  and the  fu l f i lment  o fp rophec ies .  The t rue  theo-

loglcal doctors are not Augustine, Luther, Bossuet or Butler

but men such as the author of the @ (a

book Arnold loved), St. Frances de sales and the Anglican

Bishop Wilson. "Religion has been made to stand on i ts apex

instead of on i ts base. Righteousness is supported by ecclesi-

ast ical dogma, instead of eccleslast ical dogma being supported

on r igh teousness"  Ip .  1611.  He c lear ly  hopes  tha t  h is  own

efforts to r id Christ ianity of the clutter of dogma wil l

clear the way for "the better t i rne which wil l  arr ive" tp.

2021. I t  was Arnold's hope that as t ime went on and legend

and miracle ceased to be regarded as facts, the Christ ian

legends would st i I I  be loved "as poetry".

God and the Bib1e is Arnoldrs reponse to the many cri t i -

cisms provoked by Literature and Doqna. For the most part

he is content to rehearse the arguments put forward ln the

earl ier book, adding some new instances and i l l .ustrat ions.

One remark may, however, be thought relevant to the present

lnguiry. Arnold accepts as true the observation of a t ' iudi-

cious Cathol ic" that the Protestant nations have greater

freedom, order and stabi l i ty than the Cathol ic nations; this

he attr ibutes not to the Protestant theology of the sixteenth

century, but to the Protestant "return to the individual

conscience -- to the method of Jesus". I f  protestantism could

res tore  to  Catho l i c ism the  method o f  Jesus ,  " i t  w i l l  have
given to the Cathol ic nations what enables them to do the
res t  fo r  themse lves"  Ip .  x ix ] .  Th is  agrees  w i th  Arno ld ts
general posit ion on the future of Chrtst ianity and is rein-
forced when at the end of Last Essavs on Church and Reliqion
he says, "A cathol ic Church transformed is, I  bel ieve, the
Church  o f  the  fu tu re"  lp .  2271.

In the second chapter of Last Essays, enti t led t 'Bishop

Butler and the Zeit-Geistr i ,  ArnoLd attacks what he perceives

to be the attempt of the great English eighteenth century

divine to ground Christ ian bel ief on rat ional argument. What-

evbr the nerits of Arnold's observations 1n respect of Bishop

Butler, they do reveal his advocacy of an approach that dif-

fers from any attempt to argue opponents into lntel lectual

submission. The rrground bel ieft '  of Christ ianity is not demon-
strat ion based on miracles and metaphyslcs. But to bel ieve

that r ighteousness ls salvation and that this 1s found in
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J e s u s  t h i s  i s  " t h e  g r o u n d - b e l i e f  o f  a l I  C h r i s t i a n s

l a n d l  i s  i n  i t s e l f  a n  i n d e s t r u c t i b l e  b a s i s  o f  f e l l o w s h i p "

t pp .  58 -601 .  lVha t  m igh t  be  t e rmed  t he  "apo loge t i c s "  app roach

to  Ch r i s t i an  be l i e f  i s ,  i n  A rnoLd ' s  r eckon ing ,  dooned  t o  f a i t u re .

The way of  Jesus r . ras not  to argue but  to reveal-  to men what

t hey  a re i  i - t  i s  t h i s  wh i ch  t r ans fo rms  t hem and  makes  t hem

wan t  t o  change  t he i r  behav io r .  A rno ld  con t i nues ,  " t he  ob jec t

o f  r e l i g i on  i s  conve rs i on ,  and  t o  change  peop le ' s  behav iou r "

Lp .  921 .  Bu t l e r ,  he  says ,  was  on  su re r  g round  when  he  re fe r red

men  " t o  a  l aw  o f  na tu re  o r  v i r t ue ,  b r r i t t en  on  t he i r  hea r t s

.  Bu t l e r  d i d  be l i eve  i n  t he  ce r t a i n t y  o f  t h i s  l aw .  I t

w a s  t h e  r e a l -  f o u n d a t i o n  o f  t h i n g s  f o r  h i m "  t p .  1 4 3 1 .

I f .  C r i t i c i s m  o f  A r n o l d

I t  i s  no t  ve r y  d i f f i cu l t  t o  f i nd  f au l t  w i t h  t he  cogency

o f  many  o f  A rno ld ' s  a rgumen ts  o r  t o  i nd i ca te  t he  weaknesses

in  h i s  pos i t i on .  Re fe r r i ng  among  o the r  t h i ngs  t o  A rno l "d ' s

re l i g i ous  w r i t i ngs ,  T .  S .  E l , i o t  has  remarked  w i t h  some  j us t i ce

tha t  "A rno ld  has  l - i t t l - e  g i f t  f o r  cons i s t ency  o r  f o r  de f i n i t i on .

Nor had he the power of  connected reasoning at  any J-ength:

h i s  f t i g h t s  a r e  e i t h e r  s h o r t  f l i g h t s  o r  c i r c u l a r  f I i g h t s . " {

The  mos t  t r enchan t  c r i t i c i sm  o f  A rno ld  on  re l i g i on  came  f r om

F .  H .  B rad ley  who  as  a  me taphys i ca l  t h i nke r  o f  some  s tand ing

appea rs  t o  have  l os t  pa t i ence  w i t h  A rno ld r s  a t t acks  on  me ta -

phys i cs  and  hab i t  o f  d i sa rm ing  c r i t i c i sm  by  p ro tes t j - ng  h i s

" i nap t i t ude "  f o r  " abs t ruse  reason ing t t . 5  My  conce rn  i n  t h j - s

a r t i c l e  i s  no t  t o  conduc t  a  who l -esa l - e  c r i t i que  o f  A rno1d  bu t

t o  p resen t  h i s  pos i t i on  as  sou rce  ma te r i a l  f o r  Lone rgan ' s

r e f l e c t i o n s  o n  t h e o l o g i c a l  m e t h o d .  A c r i t i q u e o f

A rno ld  shou ld  emerge  i n  t he  p rocess  o f  r e l a t i ng  A rno ld ' s  t h i nk -

i n g  t o  L o n e r g a n ' s .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  B r a d l e y ' s  a t t a c k  i n  h i s  E t h i -

ca1  S tud iesG  shou ld  p rov i de  v i v i d  i l l u s t r a t i on ,  shou ld  any

be  requ i r ed ,  o f  t he  haza rdous  t ask  f ac i ng  anyone  da r j - ng  enough

to  ' t ake  ove r '  A rnoLd .  B radJ -ey ' s  a t t ack  can  conven ien t l y  be

o f f e red  he re  as  r ep resen ta t i ve  o f  t he  ques t i ons  - -  t he re  a re

many more --  anyone defending Arnold woul ,d have to ansrrrer .

No r  . does  i t  he l p  us  t o  say  IB rad ley  w r i t es ]  t ha t  r e l i g i on
i s  r rmo ra l i t y  t ouched  w i t h  emo t i on "  .  A1 I  mo ra i i t v
i s ,  i n  one  sense  o r  ano the r ,  " t ouched  by  emo t i on , ' .  I t t osc
emo t i ons ,  h i gh  o r  l ow ,  can  go  w i t h  and  " t ouch t ,  mo ra l - i t y ;
and the moment we leave our phrase-making and begj .n E.o
re f l ec t ,  r r t e  see  t ha t  a1 l  t ha t  i s  mean t  iS  t ha t  r no raJ , i t y
" t ouched "  by  r e l j . q i ous  emo t i on  i s  r e l i g i ous  .  .  .  Re l i g i on
i s  mo re  t han  mora l i t y .  I n  t he  re l i g i ous  consc iousness
we  f i nd  t he  be l i e f ,  howeve r  vague  and  i nd i s t j - nc t ,  i . n
an  ob jec t ,  a  no t -myse l f ;  an  ob jec t ,  f u r t he r ,  wh i ch  i s
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rea l .  An  idea l  wh ich  is  no t  rea1,  wh ich  is  on ly  in  our
heacls, cannot be the object of rel igion . But when

"culture" went on to tel l  us what God is for science,
lre heard words we did not understand ?-bout "stream",
and "tendencies" and "the Eternalrt ;  and had i t  been anyone
else we were reading, we should have said that, in some
li terary excursion, they had picked up a metaphysical
theory, now out of date, and putt ing i t  in phrases, the
meaning of which they had never asked themselves, had
then served i t  up  .  .  .  as  the  las t  resu l t  o f  specu la t lon ,
or of that "f lexible common senset '  which is so much better

. When the l i terary varnish is removed is there any-
th ing  more? [Brad ley  adds  in  a  foo tno te : ]  We hear  the
word- "veri f iable" from Mr. Arnold pretty often. What
is  to  ver i f y?  Has Mr .  Arno ld  pu t  "such a  ty ro rs  ques t ion"
to  h imse l f?  I f  to  ver i f y  means to  f ind  in  ou tward  exper i -
ence, then the object of true rel igion can not be found
as this or that outward thing or qual i tyr and so can
not  be  ver i f i .ed .  I t  i s  o f  i t s  essence tha t  in  th is  sense
i t  shou ld  be  unver i f iab le .

I I I .  Arno ld 's  In f luence on  Lonerqan

My case suggest ing  tha t  Mat thew Arno ld 's  re l ig ious  v , r i t -

ings provide important source material for Lonergan's elabora-

t ion of his theoLogical method rests on a wide range of points

on wh ich  Lonergan 's  pos . i t ion  conta ins  s imi la r i t ies  to  Arno ld 's .

The case is cumulative. No one strand of evidence is strong

enough by i- tse1f to establ ish the I ink between Arnold and

Lonergan, but a mutt ipl ici ty of strands do consti tute a strong

bond l inking the two authors. of course, such a "stronq bond"

is not conclusive proof. what I  am offering is a guess, an

informed speculat ion. In these matters we cannot establ ish

cer ta in t ies .  We can be  cer ta in  on  the  negat ive  f ron t :  we

can,  fo r  example ,  say  tha t  Lonergan d id  no t  accept  Arno ld 's

posit ion on the status of doctr ines or on the nature of dogma-

t ic development slnce Lonergan f lat ly contradicts Arnold on

these points. But we cannot with certainty clain that Lonergan

was pos i t i ve ly  in f luenced by  th is  o r  tha t  fea ture  o f  Arno ld 's

theological thought. As Lonergan himself puts i t  when speaking

of the nature of historical investigation, "we aim at cert i tude

only in the negative conclusionsl in posit j .ve ones we are

content with probabil i ty. The degree of probabil i ty attained

wiII  appear from the nature of the induction to be made".?

Let me now attempt to indicate those features of Loner-

gan's that bear a resemblance to features we have found in

Arnold. When I have completed this posit ive task -- the task

o f  pos i t ing  te l l ing  s imi la r i t ies  - -  I  sha l l  tu rn  to  the  nega-

t ive task, the task of posit ing tel l ing disagreenents between

Lonergan's thought and Arnoldrs. There is good reason to

be l ieve  tha t  the  d iss imi la r i t ies  a re  as  s ign i f i can t  as  the
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s i m i l - a r i t i e s :  a s  w e  s h a l l  s e e ,  A r n o l d  c o u l d  e a s i l y  b e  c a s t

as  t he  p ro to t ype  o f  a  way  o f  t h i nk i ng  Lone rgan  was  ass iduous l y

t o  oppose .  I t  shou ld  pe rhaps  be  added  t ha t  i n  c l a im ing  t h i s

t ype  o f  nega t i ve  i n f l uence  on  Lone rgan  I  canno t  speak  w i t h

c e r t a i n t y  e i t h e r .  T h i s  i s  b e c a u s e  I  a m  s t i l L i n v o l v e d  i n  g u e s s -

r t o r k .  I  am  mak ing  t he  pos i t i ve  c l a im  t ha t  Lone rgan  reac ted

in  a  nega t i ve  o r  adve rsa r i a l  way  t o  ce r t a i n  aspec t s  o f  A rno ld ' s

t hough t .

A .  T h e  S i m i l a r i t i e s

(1  )  The  f i r s t  o f  t he  s i gn i f i can t  s im i l a r j . t i e s  be tween

the  two  au tho rs  i s  i nd i ca ted  by  A rno ld ' s  ques t  f o r  a  ve r i f i a -

b l e  t heo logy  o r  a t  l eas t  a  ve r i f i ab l e  bas i s  f o r  t heo togy .

We  have  a l so  seen  t ha t  f o r  A rno ld  ve r i f i ab i l i t y  i s  an  essen t i a l

cond i t i on  f o r  t heo logy  o r  r e l i g i ous  be l i e f  be ing  cons ide red

sc ien t i f i c .  As  B rad ley  no ted ,  A rno ld  i s  no t  exac t l y  f o r t hcom ing

in  de f i n i ng  wha t  he  means  by  ve r i f i ca t i on ,  i n  answer i ng  t he

ques t i on ,  "wha t  i s  t o  ve r i f y? " ,  t hough  he  does  o f f e r  mo re

c lues  t han  B rad ley  i s  w i11 in9  t o  concede .  I n  h i s  a r t i c l e  on
t rVe r i f i ca t i on :  A  Su rvey  o f  Lone rgan rs  Usage t ' ,  Des  o tG rady

shos rs  t ha t  "Ve r j - f i ca t i on  was  p resen t  as  an  i dea l  i n  Lone rgan , s

wo rk  f r om the  ou t se t t t . s  Mo reove r ,  i n  Lone rgan t s  ea r l y  usage

o f  t he  t e rm  r t ve r i f i ca t i on " ,  
" i t  i s  pa r t  o f  wha t  i t  means  f o r

a  d i s c i p l i n e  s u c h  a s  h i s t o r y  t o  b e  r s c i e n t i f i c " ' ;  ' , a n  h i s t o r i -

ca l  me thod  t ha t  wou ld  l ead  t o  ve r i f i ab l e  r esu l t s  wou ld  be

sc ien t i f i c t r . s  Anyone  read ing  t he  ea r l y  Lone rgan ' s  I n t r oduc t i on

to  h i s  d i sse r t a t i on  on  "g ra t i a  ope rans "  canno t  f a i l  t o  be

s t ruck  by  h i s  r epea ted  re fe rences  t o  t t ve r i f i ca t j - on t t ,  
" ve r J - f j _ -

ab le " ,  " sc j , ence "  and  t t s c i en t i f i c t t ,  
and  wha t  i t  i s  t ha t  makes

h i s to r i ca l  i nqu i r y  sc i en t i f i c .

Lone rgan ' s  ea r l y  ques t  f o r  ve r i f i ca t i on  i n  t heo log i ca l
j .nqui . ry appears to accompany his growing suspic ion of  the

method of  establ- ishing theological  conclusions by means of

l og i ca l  deduc t i on .  Log i ca l  deduc t i on ,  Lone rgan  a rgues ,  i s
no t  an  app rop r i a te  me thod  i n  emp i r i ca l  i n ves t i ga t i ons  such
as  h i s t o r y  o r  t he  i n t e rp re ta t i on  o f  a  w r j . t e r ' s  mean ing . ro

Ve r i f i ca t i on  j . s  o f  an  hypo thes i s .  I t  i - nvo l ves  re fe rence  t . o
t he  da ta  o r  t ex t .  I t  does  no t  y i e l d  ce r t a i n t i es  bu t  p robab i l i _

t i es . r l  Lone rgan rs  ana l ys i s  o f  ve r i f i ca t i on  be tokens  h i s  ea r l y

conce rn  w i t h  t heo log i ca l  me thod  and  h i s  conce rn  t o  es tab r i sh

theo logy  as  a  p rope r l y  emp i r i ca l  d i s c j , p l i ne .  Th j . s  conce rn

i s  sa t i s f i ed  by  Lone rgan t s  p roposa l  i n  Me thod  i n  Theo loqv

that the first phase of theology comprises research, interpretation,
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h is to ry  and d ia lec t i c .  Each o f  these four  func t iona l  spec ia l -

t ies employs empir ical- methods of investigation, seekj 'ng to

es tab l i sh  conc lus ions  as  ver i f ied  hypotheses .  But  more  than

that. The very manner in which these four functional special-

t ies relate to each other represents the methodology of empir i-

ca1 inquiry on a larger scale. Lonergan sees the four func-

t iona l  spec ia l t ies  o f  theo logy 's  pos i t i ve  phase,  the  spec ia l -

t ies of mediated theology, as being devoted to the assimilat ion

of the past, and this is a thoroughly empir ical endeavor'

Research establ ishes the data, i .nterpretat ion is concerned

to  unders tand the i r  mean ing ,  wh i le  h is to ry  contex tua l i zes

the neanings and narrates what happened; dialect ic in turn

atternpts to sort out confl icts concerninq values, facts, mean-

ings  and exper iences . t '  Lonergan 's  ques t  f rom an ear ly  da te

fo r  ver i f i ca t ion  to  be  a l lo t ted  i t s  r igh t fu l  p lace  in  the

in te l lec tua l  d isc i .p l ine  o f  theo logy  f inds  i t s  fu l f i lment  in

the f irst phase of theology as set out in Method in Theoloqv.

l2l We have seen how Arnold t ime and again insists that

the  sc ien t i f i c ,  ver i f iab le  component  o f  Pau l ine  theo logy  is

tha t  man has  a  na tura l  des i re  fo r  r igh teousness .  The OId  Tes ta-

ment tenet, to which Arnold attaches preeminence, is that

" r i .gh teousness  tendeth  to  l i fe " .  Th is  can,  he  c la ims,  be  tes ted

by experiencei i t  is veri f j -able because based on human experi-

ence,  on  man 's  se l f -knowledge.  I t  was  th is  tenet  wh ich  Jesus

refined through his method and his secret. The notion of r ight-

eousness  is  Arno ld 's  ma jor  methodo log ica l  p r inc ip le .  I t  de ter -

mines  the  on ly  de f in i t ion  o f  God tha t  Arno ld  w i l l  a l low.  I t

i s  h is  occam's  Razor  wh ich  he  uses  to  exc lude a l lmetaphys ica l

p ropos i t ions  about  God as  F i rs t  Cause,  e tc .  and to  re fuse

ontological status to al l  but a very few rel igious proposit ions.

I t  i s ,  indeed,  a  somewhat  severe  Occamts  Razor ,  one wh ich

cuts out just about everything not reducible to i tself .  But

gran ted  a  cer ta in  absurd i ty  in  Arno1d 's  pos i t ion ,  i t  can  be

seen to be a sincere attempt to impose discipl ine on theology

and to prevent theologians "proving anything about anything".

As an gsIpr$ i t  has i ts virtues.

Is i t  merely a coincidence that from early in his career

Lonergan r,ras inspired by a similar enterprise? Crowe says

that "the young Lonergan is already in search of ra matrix

or system of thoughtr that would stand outside of, and be

a guide fott  actual theology".r3 Lonergan sees such a matrix

as paral lel to the service rendered to science by mathematics:
i lThe quanti tat ive sciences are objective simply because they
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are  g i ven  by  ma thema t i cs  an  a  p r i o r i  s cheme  o f  such  gene ra l i . t y

t ha t  t he re  can  be  no  t endency  t o  do  v i o l ence  t o  t he  da ta  f o r

t he  sake  o f  ma in ta i n i ng  t he  scheme" . l a  Immed ia te l y  we  can  see

the  supe r i o r  soph i s t i ca t i on  o f  Lone rgan ' s  de f i n i t i on  o f  wha t

such  a  r na t r j . x  shou ld  be ,  compared  w i t h  A rno ld ' s  unw ieLdy  i n -

strument $rhich repeatedly does do v io lence to the data in

o rde r  t o  ma in ta i n  j - t s  own  i n teg r i t y .  Bu t  i s  j - t  no t  poss ib l e

that  Lonergan savr the germ of  h j .s  idea in Arnold?

More  we igh t  i s  g i ven  t o  t h i s  suppos i t i on  when  we  cons ide r

t he  na tu re  o f  A rno ld ' s  a  p r i o r i  ma t r i x .  I t  i s ,  as  we  have

seen ,  man ' s  na tu ra l  des i r e  f o r  r j . gh teousness  and  t he  be l i e f

t ha t  r i gh teousness  t ende th  t o  l i f e .  Re l i g i on  p rov i des  t he

mo t i ve  f o r ce  f o r  man ' s  ques t  f o r  r i gh teousness .  No \ , /  i t  t ook

Lonergan many years to work out  h is t ranscendental  method

which was j -n t .urn to provide the f ramework for  the method

o f  t heo logy ,  p rov i d i ng  as  i t  does  t he  bas i s  f o r  t he  e i gh t

f unc t i ona l  spec ia f t i es  he  ass i gns  t o  t heo logy .  Wha t  i s  t r ans -

cenden ta l  me thod  bu t  an  un rave l l i ng  o f  man ' s  na tu ra l  des i r e

fo r  r i gh teousness?  O f  cou rse ,  t he  un rave l J - i ng  i s  t he  wo rk

o f  a rduous  ph i l osoph i ca l  i nqu i r y  and  p ro found  i ns i gh t ;  t o

se t  f o r t h  an  i n t eg ra l  v i ew  o f  human  consc ious  i n t en t i ona l i t y

vrhj .ch can be summarized in the t ranscendental  precepts

be  a t t en t i ve ,  be  i n t e l l i gen t ,  be  ra t i ona l ,  be  respons ib l e - -

is  an immense achievement.  I  make no at tempt to compare Arnold

r r i t h  Lone rgan  as  a  me thodo log i s t  o f  t heo togy .  Bu t ,  l i ke  A rno ld ,

Lone rgan  cons ide rs  man ' s  na tu ra l  des i r e  f o r  t he  good  t o  be

an  emp i r i ca l J - y  ve r i f i ab l e  t r u th ,  no t  i n  t he  sense  t hac  man

knows i t  through his senses but  in the sense that  man knows

i t  t h rough  i n t r ospec t i ve  awa reness ,  i ns i gh t  and  j udgmen t  -

i . e .  ,  t h rough  se l f - know ledge .

Wha t  i s  mo re ,  A rno ld  be l i eves  t ha t  man ' s  des i r e  f o r  r i gh t -

eousness  pu t s  h im  i n  t ouch  w i t h  t he  sou rce  o f  un i ve r sa l  o rde r

and  p rov i des  an  accep tab le  de f i n i t i on  o f  God ,  "The  E te rna l ,

no t  ou rse l ves ,  wh i ch  makes  f o r  r i gh teousness r r .  Now  Lone rgan

too  be l i eves  t ha t  man ' s  d i s i n t e res ted  des i r e  t o  know  the  t r u th

and  h i s  des i r e  f o r  t he  good  a re  pa r t  and  pa rce l  o f  h i s  na tu ra l

des i r e  t o  see  cod :  " t he  i n t e l l ec tua l ,  t he  mora l  and  t he  reJ - i g -

i ous  a re  t h ree  phases  i n  t he  s i ng le  t h rus t  t o  se l f - t r anscen -

dence " . r s  And  Lone rgan ' s  a rgu rnen t  f o r  t he  ex i s t ence  o f  God

can ,  I  be l i eve ,  be  sgua red  w i t h  t he  A rno ld i an  de f i n i t i on  j us t

quo ted .  Lone rgan  conce i ves  God  as  t he  cond i t i on  f o r  man rs

interrectual ard moral life; the transcerdentaLfraflsrork within srhich nan

operates, though it is the sqrrce of nnnrs freedcrn ard creativity, is also
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not  o f  mants  mak ing  or  do ing .  Arno ld 's  l im i ta t ion  o f  God

as the condit ion of man's r ighteous conduct reveals a signif i-

can t  omiss ion  o f  re fe rence to  man 's  in te l lec tua l  na ture ,

on which I shal l  comment later. But when one has made al l

the appropriate qual i f icat ions -- to the effect that Lonergan

explains at length what he means whereas Arnold substi tutes

assert ion for argument and analysis -- the fact remains that

there  is  bas ic ,  fundamentaLagreement  be tween our  two au thors

on this central feature of man's makeup and that i t  is meth-

odo log ica l l y  c ruc ia l  to  bo th .

(3 )  One o f  the  most  innovat ive  and surpr is ing  fea tures

of Lonergan's proposed method for theology is his displacement

of fundanental theology. Tradit ional ly, a student embarking

on a Roman Cathol ic theologlcal course began by studying

fundamental theology under a series of headings: Inspirat ion,

Reve la t ion ,  The Church ,  e tc .  The doc t r ines  se lec ted  were

considered fundamental because they acted as a foundation

for the theological courses to be folfowed over the succeed-

ing years. Once i t  was shown that scripture was the inspj.red

word of God, or that Jesus claimed to be God and "proved"
it  by his miracles and ful-f i lment of prophecies, or that

the Church was founded with the authority to teach a1l nati .ons,

the lrray was open for a deductivist method of establ ishing

theological conclusions. This approach to theology r,ras not

unl ike the approach Arnold saw and cri t ici-zed in Bishop Butler.

I t  purported to place theology on a basis of rat ional argument.

Now Lonergan.  wou ld  agree w i th  Arno ld rs  s t r i c tu res  on  But le r :

you  cannot  a rgue peop le  in to  fa i th .  "The apo log is t rs  taskr "

Lonergan writes, ' r is neither to produce in others nor Eo
jus t i f y  fo r  them Godrs  g i f t  o f  h is  love .  On ly  God can g ive

tha t  g i f t  and the  g i f t  i t se l f  i s  se l f - jus t i f y ing .  peop le

in love have not reasoned themselves lnto being in love."t5
Instead of attempting to rest one set of doctr ines on another

set considered to have some logical priori ty, Lonergan dis-
places fundamental theology and proposes a nelr basis for

theologyrs normative, mediat ing phase. This new basis is

conversion.

Matthew Arnold lamented the fact that doctr ines hacl

taken priori ty over faith and conversion in the course of

Christ ian history. Religion had been made to stand upon i ts

"apex" instead of on i ts true base. "Righteousness is sup-
ported by ecclesiast ical dogma, instead of ecclesiast ical

dogma being supported by r ighteousness.t ' r? To put on the

8 3



B 4 METHOD

r igh teousness  f ound  i n  Jesus  was  t he  p rope r  " g round -be l i e f "

o f  a I I  Ch r i s t i ans  and  a  bas i s  f o r  f e l 1owsh ip . r 8  A rno ld  ve ry

c l ea r l y  g i ves  p r i o r i t y  t o  f a i t h  and  conve rs i on  ove r  doc t r i nes .

By  mak ing  conve rs i on  t he  f ounda t i on  (a l ong  w i t h  t he  f i r s t

f ou r  f unc t i ona l  spec ia l t i e s )  o f  t heo logy ' s  no rma t i ve  phase ,

Lone rgan  appea rs  t o  be  i n  ag reemen t  w i t h  A rno ld .  He  a l so

s t resses  t he  scope  p rov i ded  by  t h i s  " ne$ t "  f ounda t i on  f o r  ecu -

men i ca l -  encoun te r  and  f e l l owsh ip :  "Be I i e f s  do  d i f f e r ,  bu t

beh j - nd  t h i s  d i f f e rence  t he re  i s  a  deepe r  un i t y .  Fo r  be l i e f s

resu l t  f r om  j udgmen ts  o f  va l . ue ,  and  t he  j udgmen ts  o f  va l ue

re l , evan t  t o  r e l i g i ous  be l i e f  come  f r om fa i t h ,  t he  eye  o f  r e -

I i g i ous  l ove ,  an  eye  t ha t  can  d i sce rn  God '  s  se l f - d i sc l osu re .  " r s

Lone rgan ' s  concep t i on  o f  conve rs i on  i s  no t  d i ss im i l a r

t o  A rno ld ' s .  L i ke  A rno1d ,  he  repud ia tes  wha t  he  ca l l s  t he

"o l d  P ro tes tan t s t "  no t i on  o f  impu ted  rne r i t 20  as  we I I  as  any

no t i on  o f  conve rs i on  as  a  pass i ve ,  mechan i s t i c  p rocess .  Ra the r

conve rs i on  i s  a  f a l l i ng  i n  l ove  w i t h  God ,  an  ac t  o f  se l f - t r ans -

cendence  t ha t  g rounds  a l t  se l f - t r anscendence .2 r  Fa i t h ,  i n  t u rn ,

i s  t he  know ledge  bo rn  o f  r e l i g i ous  1ove .22  A  s j .m i l a r  connec t i on

between fa i th and love in the context  of  conversion is  made

by  A rno ld .  Fo r  bo th  men  conve rs i on  l s  no t  usua l l y  an  i ns tan -

taneous af fa i r  but  rather something that  takes t ime and ef-

f o r t . 23  Fo r  bo th ,  conve rs i on  y i e l ds  " t ha t  ha rves t  o f  t he  Sp i r i t

t ha t  i s  l ove ,  j oy ,  peace ,  k i ndness ,  goodness ,  f i de l i t y ,  gen t l e -

ness  and  se l , f - con t ro l " . 2a  The re  i s ,  t hen ,  a  sympa thy  o f  unde r -

standing between Lonergan and Arnold on the nature of  conver-

s i on  and  i t s  p l ace  i n  Ch r i s t i an  be l i e f .  Th i s  syn rpa thy  i s  r e i n -

f o r ced  by  t he  ana logy  be tween  be ing  conve r t ed  and  f a11 in9

in love.  We have al ready heard Arnold on th j ,s .  In Method in

Theo loqy  Lone rgan  quo tes  t he  o l d  La t i n  t ag ,  ' rN ih i l  
ana tum

n i s i  p raecogn i t um,  Know ledge  p recedes  l ove t ' ,  and  i ns tances

t l vo  excep t i ons  t o  t h i s  r u l e .

The re  i s  a  m ino r  excep t i on  .  .  .  i nasmuch  as  peop le  do
fa l l  i n  l ove ,  and  t ha t  f a l l i ng  i n  l ove  i s  some th ing  d i s -
p ropo r t i ona te  t o  i t s  causes ,  cond i t i ons ,  occas ions ,  an te -
ceden t s .  Fo r  f a l l i ng  i n  l ove  i s  a  new  beg inn ing ,  an  exe r -
c i se  o f  ve r t i ca l  l i be r t y  i n  wh i ch  one ' s  wo r l d  unde rgoes
a  nev r  o rgan i za t i on .  Bu t  t he  ma jo r  excep t i on  t o  t he  La t i n
t ag  i s  God ' s  g i f t  o f  h i s  l ove  f l ood ing  ou r  hea r - l s .  Then
we are in the dynamic state of  being in love .  .  . "

Lonergan makes use of  the analogy of  a man and woman in love

elsewhere in h is vrr i t ings but  nowhere does Matthew Arnold

appear among his sources.  But  might  i t  not  be that  Lonergan

had  encoun te red  t he .no t i on  i n  A rno ld  and  seen  i t s  app rop r i a te -

ness as an analogy for  understandlng how God's love works



MATTHEW ARNOLD ( 2 )

i n  man? For  Arno ld 's  use  o f  what  he  ca l l s  " the  ana logy  o f

the most everyday experience" is remarkable in i ts similari ty

to the use made by Lonergan of the same analogy. For both

authors rel igious conversion makes r ighteousness joyful.  As

Lonergan puts i t ,  a man who has undergone conversion acts

"with the easy freedom of those who do alt  good because they

are  in  love" .26Arno l -d  pushes  the  ana logy  fu r ther  to  i l l us t ra te

how in Pauline thought man is depicted not only as acting

and str iving through reason and conscience, but as being "re-

ceptive and inf luenced": "This element in which we l ive and

move and have our being, which stretches around and beyond

the str ict ly moral element in us, around and beyond the f ini te

sphere of what is originated, measured and control led by our

own understanding and wil l  this inf ini te element is very

present  to  Pau l ts  thoughts . "  Pau l ,  he  says ,  cou ld  t tpass  na-

tural ly" between the two worlds, the one voluntary, rat ionalt

mora l l -y  s t r i v ing ,  the  o ther  " the  d iv ine  wor ld  o f  in f luence,

sympathy ,  e rno t ion i ' .27  I t  i s  t rue  tha t  Arno ld 's  account r  as

so often, remains vague and that his later writ ings do not

explore this therrre further and indeed have the effect of cur-

tai l ing the notion of divine revelat ion, of God speaking to

man. But the notion is there, albeit  in fair ly rudimentary

fo rm.

In the case of Lonergan further explorat ion did occur.

I t  i s  we l l  es tab l i shed tha t  as  Lonergan 's  th ink ing  deve loped

he came to an enlarged understanding of the signif j .cance of

human and divine love. The relat ionship between the two "vec-

tors", one from below upwards and the other from above down-

wards, while i t  informs the thought in Method in Theoloqv,

is  p robab ly  bes t  expressed in  h is  la te r  essays .

For human development is of two quite dif ferent kinds.
There is development from below upwards, from experience
to growing understanding, from growing understanding
to balanced judgment, from balanced judgment to fruit ful
courses of act ion, from fruit ful courses of act ion to
the new si. tuations that cal l  forth the further under-
standing, profounder judgment, r icher courses of act ion.

But there also is development from above downwards.
There is the transformation of fal l ing in love
I{here hatred only sees evi l ,  love reveals values. At
once i t  conmands commitment and joyful ly carr ies i t  out,
no matter what the sacri f ice involved. where hatred rein-
forces bias, love dissolves i t ,  whether i t  be the bias
of unconscious motivation, the bias of individual or
group egoism, or the bias of omnicompetent, short-sighted
common sense. tlhere hatred plods around in ever narrower
vicious circles, love breaks the bonds of psychological
and social determinisms htl th the convict ion of faith
and the power of hope. 'E
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(4 )  Le t  me  b r i e f l y  i t em j . ze  t he  po in t s  o f  s im i l a r i t y  be -

t$reen Arnold and Lonergan that  lead me to suggest  a posi t ive

i n f l uence  by  t he  f o rmer  on  t he  l a t t e r ' s  r e f l ec t i ons  on  t heo -

I og i ca l  me thod .

T h e  c r i s j . s  o f  r e l i g i o n  i n  a  c r i t i c a l  a n d  s c i e n t i f i c
age  ca l l s  f o r  a  new  app roach .

Rel j .g j .on needs to be recast .  Theol-ogy needs to f ind
new  founda t i ons .

- -  Theo log ians  need  a  c r i t i ca l  me thodo logy  t o  gu ide  t he i r
wo rk .

Wha t  i s  needed  i s  an  emp i r i ca l  t heo logy ,  one  t ha t
y i e l ds  ve r i f i . ab l e  know ledge  and  i s  t r u l y  sc i en t i f i c .

Theo log i ca l  be l i e f s  can  no  l onge r  r es t  on  so -ca I l ed
ra t i ona l  a rgumen ts  such  as  t ' p roo f s "  f r om  m i rac l es  o r
appea l s  t o  i nsp i r ed  au tho r l t y .

- -  They  shou ld  r es t  on  t he  "na tu ra l  t r u t h "  o f  Ch r i s t i an i t y ,
on  wha t  i t  makes  o f  man  as  he  i s .

Man ' s  ques t  f o r  r i gh teousness ,  h i s  mo ra l  na tu re ,  i s
t he  po in t  o f  con tac t  w i t h  t he  d i v i ne .

Man  i s  mo ra l l y  s t r i v i ng  bu t  a l so  r ecep t i ve  o f  God ' s
i n f l uence .

- -  The  ob jec t  o f  r e l i g i on  i , s  conve rs i on .

- -  Conve rs i on  i s  l i ke  f a l l i ng  i n  l ove .

- -  Conve rs i on  i s  f a i t h  ac t i ng  t h rough  l ove .

Conve rs i on  i s  t ak i ng  on  Jesus '  me thod  and  sec re t ,
i t  i n vo l ves  a  change  o f  hea r t ,  t he  p rac t i ce  o f  se l f - r enun -
c i a t i o n .

- -  Conve rs i on  i s  t he  t r ue  "g round -be l i e f "  o f  Ch r i s t i ans .
Doctr ines shoul-d be grounded on conversion,  on r ighteous-
ness ,  r a the r  t han  r i gh teousness  on  doc t r i nes .  Re l i g i on
in the recent  past  has been made to stand on i ts  apex
ins tead  o f  on  i t s  t r ue  base .

Conve rs i on  p rov i des  a  bas i s  f o r  t r ue  f e l l owsh ip  and
shou ld  he lp  t o  ove rco rne  t he  d i ssens ion  caused  by  d i sag ree -
men t  ove r  doc t r i ne .

The main hope for  Chr ist iani ty is  a reformed Roman
Ca tho l i c  Chu rch ,  one  i n  wh i ch  t he  impo r tance  o f  conve r -
s i on ,  o f  consc ience  and  se l , f - t r ans fo rma t i on ,  has  been
red i scove red .

Nord i f  I  am r ight  in cLaiming that  these j -deas are to

be found in Arnol ,d and that  they are also key concept j ,ons

in understanding the work of  Lonergan, then I  concl_ude that

Arnold inf luenced Lonergan j -n a profound and posi t ive vray.

A rno ld ' s  ma jo r  ag reemen t  e r i t h  Lone rgan  l i e s  i n  t he  cen t ra l

r o l e  he  asc r i bes  t o  conve rs i on .  H i s  ma jo r  d i sag reemen t  i s

that  for  h im conversion is  a subst i - tute for  doctr ines whereas

fo r  Lone rgan  conve rs i on  i s  a  p recond i t i on  f o r  doc t r i nes .  I t

now remains for  me to l rd icate more exact ly  just  why Matthew

Arno ld ' s  a t t emp t  t o  r ecas t  r e l i g i on  f a i l ed .  We  can  ga in  a
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measure of Lonerganrs achievement in Method in Theoloqv by

examining the fai lures of the past. I  recal l  Lonerganr at

the conclusion of one of his seminars on method in Rome' hold-

ing up a copy of Hones.!1!e-!eg and saying ( in effect),  t 'Anyone

who wonders whether the issue of theological method is impor-

tan t  shou ld  read th is  book . "

B .  T h e  D i s s i m i l a r i t i e s

I am tempted to change the above heading from the plural

to  the  s ingu la r  and ca l l  i t  s imp ly  " the  d iss imi la r i t y " .  The

reason is that there i-s one decisive feature of Arnold's thought

tha t  se ts  i t  apar t  f rom Lonergan 's .  That  i s  Arno ld 's  be l ie f

in the omnicompetence of common sense. Lonergan appears to

have made use of Matthew Arnold in his investigations of the

uses  and l im i ta t ions  o f  comnon sense.  rn  a  p rev ious  ar t i c le

I  a rgued tha t  Lonergan uses  Arno ld 's  re f lec t ions  on  n ine teenth

century England to work out his notions of progress, decl ine,

group bias, general bias and "cosmopolis" in the seventh chap-

te r  o f  Ins iqh t ,  wh ich  is  en t i t led ,  "Common Sense as  Ob jec t " .

I  would suggest that Arnold is also the prototype exemplar

of the l imitat ions of common sense which Lonergan is at pains

to point out. I f  Lonergan is correc! in stat ing that "theologi-

caI development is fundamental ly a long delayed response to

the development of modern science, modern scholarship, modern

philosophy"r2s then ArnoId r,ras not weIl  eguipped to recast

re l ig lon .  He knew l i t t le  sc ience and was pos i t i ve ly  hos t i le

to phi losophyi he viewed theory and system with suspicion

and placed complete rel iance on the common sense of the man

of  le t te rs  tha t  he  was.  But  Arno ld rs  ph i losoph ica l  innocence

Ieaves his statement of his posit ion very vulnerable. To begin

with, while purport ing to exclude aII metaphysics from Christ ian

theology, he makes the cri terion of experiential veri f icat ion

the  tes t  o f  the  va l id i ty  o f  Chr is t ian  teach ing .  Th is  i s  sus-

p ic ious ly  l i ke  metaphys ics  and,  as  Brad ley  no tes ,  so  a lso

are hj.s definit ion of God and his statement that "r ighteousness
tendeth  to  l i fe " .  Fur thermore ,  Arno ld 's  suggest ion  tha t  manrs

natural desire for r ighteousness is experiential and thereby

satisfying to science is problematic: the experiential veri f i -

cat ion science invokes involves the use of the senses and,

as  Brad ley  a lso  no tes ,  Arno ld 's  no t ion  o f  ver i f i ca t ion  appears

not to rely on the senses. The dist inct ion between the data

of sense and the data of consciousness would have been of

use to Arnold. Final ly, by speaking of r ighteousness as a
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un i ve rsa l  l aw  o f  na tu re ,  A rno ld  i s  gu i l t y  o f  d raw ing  conc lu -

s i ons  wh i ch  h i s  f o rm  o f  na i ve  rea l i sm ,  h i s  supposed  re l i ance

on that  a lone of  which we have di rect  exper ience,  cannotwarrant .

A rno l - d ' s  ep i s t e rno log i ca l  i nnocence  a l - so  i nduces  h i r n  t o

adop t  a  t ho rough l y  ah i s t o r i ca l  app roach  t o  t he  Ch r i s t i an  t r a -

d i t j . on .  He  i s ,  i n  f ac t ,  an  a r cha i s t ,  d i s ca rd i ng  a l l  t he  deve l - -

opments that  have taken place in the formul-at lon of  Chr ist ian

bel ief  betrreen the New Testament and his or , rn age.  Arnold the

man  o f  l e t t e r s  be l i eves  t ha t  me taphys i ca l  f o rmu la t i ons  o f

Ch r i s t i an  beL ie f s  r esu l t  f r om  the  b l unde r  o f  t r ea t i ng  poe t r y

as  i f  i t  we re  sc i ence .  He  i s  unaware  t ha t  i n  t he  cou rse  o f

h i s t o r y  t he re  a re  ongo ing  d i f f e ren t i a t i ons  o f  human  consc ious -

ness  and  t ha t  "w i t h  eve ry  d i f f e ren t i a t i on  o f  consc iousness

the same object  becomes apprehended in a d i f ferent  and more

adequa te  f ash ion " . 30  A rno ld  has  no  concep t i on  o f  wha t  common

sense  know ledge  i s ,  o f  wha t  t heo re t i ca l  know ledge  i s ,  and

how the two relate.  He cannot,  therefore,  see how the common

sense  and  t he  sys tema t i c  modes  o f  t h i nk i ng  can  be  two  d i f f e r -

ent  vtays of  apprehending the same real i ty ;  and so he is  dr j -ven

to the conclusion that  the systemat ic development of  theology

i s  no th i ng  l ess  t han  a  g ross  d i s t o r t i on  o f  t he  o r i g i na l  message .

I t  is  to th i .s  brand of  th inking that  Lonergan refers when

he  w r i t es ,  "Scho la r sh ip  bu i l ds  an  impene t rab le  wa I I  becween

sys tema t i c  t heo logy  and  i t s  h i s t o r i ca l  sou rces . "3 r

There is  a somewhat b land absence j ,n Arno1d of  any aware-

ness that  h is osrn inte l lectual  hor izon determi-nes what he

f i nds  i n t e I I i g i b1e  and  un in te l l i g i b l e  i n  t he  Ch r i s t i an  t r ad i -

t i on ,  de te rm ines  h i s  own  se lec t i ve  app roach  t o  t he  i n t e rp re ta -

t i on  o f  t he  b i b l e  and  h i s  unde rs tand ing  o f  h i s t o r y .  H i s  ho r i zon

makes  h im  re j ec t  m i rac l es  on  t he  ba re  g rounds  t ha t  t hey  a re

" i ncompa t i b l e "  w i t h  t he  mode rn  m ind .  He  i s  a t  once  an  a r cha j , s t

and  a  mode rn i s t .  A rno ld ' s  app roach  t o  m i rac l es  i s  i n  some

r . r ays  su rp r i s i ng  i n  v i ew  o f  h i s  h i gh1y  deve loped  l i t e ra r y  and

re l i g i ous  sens ib i l i t y .  He  sees  t hen ,  t i ke  Hume ,  as  no th i ng

more  t han  f r eak i sh  occu r rences ,  v i . o l a t i ons  o f  t he  es tabL i shed

Laws  o f  na tu re .  He  f a i l s  t o  g rasp  t he i r  s i gn i f i cance  as  enac ted

pa rab les .  G i ven  A rno ld r s  sens ib i l i t y ,  t h i s  i s  su re l y  a  p r ime

example of  the sel f -deluding bl indness of  comnon sense which

Lone rgan  exco r i a tes  so  round l y .

A I so  cu r i ous ,  i n  v i ew  o f  h i s  p rev i ous  w r i t i ngs ,  i s  A rno ld r s

reduct ion of  re l ig ion to conduct .  In Cul ture and Anarchv he

cons ide rs  he l l en i sn ,  r ep resen ta t i ve  o f  r eason ,  unde rs tand ing

and  "1 i gh t " ,  and  heb ra i sn ,  wh i ch  re fe r s  t o  conduc t ,  du t y  and
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conscience, and comes to the conclusion that England has too

much of the latter and not enough of the former. Right reason

and those who fol low lts dictates are the heroes of Culture

and Anarchv, though Arnold does insist that hel lenism and

hebraism have the same goal, the goal of perfect ion. But in

h is  s t r i c t l y  re l ig ious  wr i t ings  ArnoLd is  thorough ly  hebra ic ,

accord ing  to  h is  own def in i t ion .  He I im i ts  re l ig ion  to  conduct

and sets up a barr ier bet\,reen doing and thlnking. His reason

appears to be the wish to demolish the dogmas of Christ ianity

whlch he considers to be cloaking and obscuring "the one thing

necessary" -- self- transformation , conversion. But this amounts

to the supremacy of practical i ty over thought in a \day he

condemns in Culture and Anarchy. For similar reasons Arnold

speaks of God only as a moral force and not as an intel l igent

being. Lonergants transcendental method is not restr icted

to the moral imperative "Be responsible" but embraces also

the intel lectual and rat ional i .mperatives, "Be intel l igentr l

and "Be ra t iona l " .  Hence i t  i s  qu i te  appropr ia te  in  Lonerganrs

scheme for faith to seek understanding: God is not only a

moral force but the source of the universe's rat ional i ty and
in te l l ig ib i l j - t y .  Arno ld 's  reduc t ion  o f  re l j .g ion  to  conduct
over looks  manrs  need fo r  in te l lec tua l  sa t is fac t ion  and hence
a lso  fo r  emot iona l  and aes the t ic  sa t is fac t ion .  I t  i s  doubt fu l
i f  h is  aus tere  re l ig ion  cou ld  i .nsp i re  men to  bu i ld  ca thedra ls ,
write poetry and produce great art as tradit ional Christ ianity

has done.32 It  is i .ronic that Matthebr Arnold, the poet and
lover of l i terature and l i turgy, the author of Culture and
Anarchy ,  shou ld  f ind  h imse l f  in  th is  pos i t ion .

Conclusion

Wr i t ing  prev ious ly  about  Lonerganrs  i .n te l lec tua l  re la t ion-
ship with Matthew Arnold, I  said that reading Arnold was l ike
taking a peek at Lonergan's notebook: you come across rough
sketches of an idea, questions to be answered, an agenda for
future consideration and development -- certainly not a f in-
ished product. As I read Arnoldrs rel igious writ ings I became
increasingly convinced that Lonergan had been through this
material,  that he had been engaged and chal lenged by i t  and
that i t  had inf luenced his thinking. I  could, of course, be
vrrong. Other explanations of the similari t ies I  have indicated
are possible. I t  could be that Arnold and Lonergan fed from,
the same or a similar source. Tri t l ing places Arnoldrs re-
l igious writ ings in the l ine of Kant, Ritchl and Schleiermacher
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and  Lone rgan  had  good  know ledge  and  unde rs tand ing  o f  a l I  t h ree .

Bu t  T r i l - l i ng  goes  on  t o  say  t ha t  A rno ld  was  i n f l uenced  more

by  Sp inoza  and  Co le r i dge  t han  by  t he  Ge rman  Kan t i ans  o r  pos t -

Kan t i ans ,  espec ia l l y  i n  r espec t  o f  wha t  we  m igh t  ca l l  t he

"na tu ra l ,  I aw"  e l emen t  i n  h i s  t h i nk i ng ,  t he  no t i on  t ha t  mo ra l i t y

i s  G o d ' s  1 a w  w r i t t e n  o n  m a n ' s  n a t u r e . 3 3  I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  A r n o l d

deve loped  h i s  own  syn thes i s .  I t  i s  t h i s  unusua l  bLend  o f  i deas

common to Arnold and Lonergan, together hr i th the evldence

that  Lonergan found Arnol-d a very useful  exemplar of  both

the v i r tues and the v ices of  cornmon sense,  that  persuades

me that  Arnold l ras an important  inf luence on Lonerganrs th inking.

Having saj-d th is much f  must  imrnediately reaf f i rm the

modesty of  my proposal .  That  Lonergan absorbed j ,nf luences

f rom sco res  o f  o the r  sou rces  i s  no t  i n  ques t i on .  Ne i t he r  i _s

there any guest ion that ,  supposj .ng my hypothesis to be correct ,

t ha t  a re  ac res  o f  Lone rgan rs  w r i t i ngs  and  key  aspec t s  o f

h i s  t hough t  i n  wh i ch  no  t r ace  o f  Ma t t hew  A rno ld  can  be  de -

tected.  Nor can there be any doubt about the immensely super ior

soph i s t i ca t i on  o f  Lone rgan ' s  t hough t  t ha t  qoes  w i t hou t

say ing .  A rno ld  $ ras  a  d i s t i nc t l y  c rude  t h i nke r  whose  j , deas ,

as  we  have  seen ,  we re  sco rned  by  c r i t i c s  o f  t he  s ta tu re  o f

E I i o t  and  B rad ley .  Bu t  i f  I  am  co r rec t ,  t h i s  l as t  po in t  r e -

f l ec t s  g rea t  c red i t  on  Lone rgan .  I f  he  has  made  use  o f  A rno ld

he has done so only by t ransforming hi rn.  He is  rather I ike

the  a r ch i t ec t  o f  ( I e t  us  say )  a  nev r  un i ve r s i t y  cen te r  who

makes  use  o f  sec t i ons  o f  a  cu r i ous ,  imag ina t i ve ,  bu t  r a the r

down-a t -hee l  o l d  mans ion ,  i nco rpo ra t i ng  t hem 1n  h i s  new  des ign .

Some  pa r t s  have  had  t o  be  re j ec ted  as  un f i t ,  o t he rs  r epa i r eda r rd

s t r eng thened ,  some  ex tended ,  o the rs  g i ves  a  su re r  f ounda t i on .

Bu t  when  comp le te  i t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  t o  t e l l  whe re  t he  o l d  sec t i ons

begin and end for  a l - I  have been blended into the new and much

vas te r  s t r uc tu re -  wha t  an  examp le  o f  s ympa the t i c  unde rs tand ing !

Wha t  an  examp le  o f  v i s i on  and  imag ina t i on  be ing  b rough t  i n t o

un i son  w i t h  r i go r  and  sys ten !  Wha t  wou ld  A rno ld ,  t ha t .  no to r i ous

enemy  o f  sys tem,  have  made  o f  t h i s  t r ans fo rna t i on  o f  h i s  pos r -

t i on?  G i ven  t he  ve rd i c t  o f  h i s t o r y  on  h i s  pos i t i on ,  Ma t t he r . ,

A rno ld  couLd ,  I  f ee1 ,  be  no th i ng  l ess  t han  f l a t t e red .

to
o f

NOTES
rMa t thew  A rno ld ,  L i t e ra tu re  and  Doqma ,  London ,  ' 1g73 ,

xv i i i .  I n  t he  res t  o f  t h i s  a r t i c l e ,  r r r hen  re fe rence  i s  made
L i t e ra tu re  and  Doqma ,  i t  i s  t o  t he  sho r t e r ,  popu la r  ed i t i on
1 8 8 3 .

2  B .  W i I l ey ,  N ine teen tb  Cen tu r y  S tud ies :  Co le r i dse  t o
M a t ! h e $ ,  A r n o l d ,  i o n d ,
p .  2 7 5 .



MATTHEW ARNOLD ( 2 )

3 Arnold t s rel igious works
they are by now included in the

2o B.  J .  F .  Lonergan,
ad usum auditorum, Rome,
and pp .  489-491.
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of print for decades ;lrere out
I

In Method: Journal of Lone

De Verbo Incarnato, edit lo
pp .  432-502,  espec ia l l y  pp .

Arno ld ,  ed i ted  by  R.  E .  Super .  P .  J .  Keat ing  expresses  a  w ide ly
shareA view when explaining the exclusion of any of Arnoldrs
re l ig ious  wr i t ings  f rom Arno ld 's  Se lec ted  Prose IPengu in ,
1970) ,  wh ich  he  ed i ted .  "The wr i t ings  on  re l ig ion ,  to  wh ich
Arnold gave pride of place when he anthologized himself in
1880,  I  have omi t ted  comple te ly ,  because,  o f  a l l  Arno ld 's
work, these seem to me to carry least well  to the modern
reader "  Ip .  71 .  F .  R.  Leav is  makes a  s i rn i la r  po in t  when con-
s ider ing  Arno ld 's  essay  on  "The Study  o f  Poet ry t ' :  "The e lement
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ical or phi losophical thinker had better be abandoned expl i-
c i t l y  a t  once"  tp .  56 ,  The Cr i t i c  as  Ant i -Ph i losopher r  F .
R.  Leav is ,  ed i ted  by  A.  S ingh,  London,  19821.  Jus t  about  the
only 'modern' academic to place himself in the l ine of Arnold
is R. B. Braithwaite who argued in a famous essay that re-
I ig ious  language is  e th ica l l y  bu t  no t  fac tua l l y  s ign i f i can t t
in the course of which he said, "But the patron saint whom
I  c la im for  my way of  th inking is  that  great  but  neglected
Christ ian thinker Matthew Arnol-d . "  see  "An Enp i r i c is t  '  s
View of the Nature of Religiors Eleu.efr'r [1953] in The Existence
of  God,  ed i ted  by  John H ick ,  London,  1964,  p .  247.

4 T .  s .  E l i o t ,  s e l e c t e d  E s s a y s ,  L o n d o n ,  1 9 5 1 ,  p .  4 3 1 .
ssee L i te ra tu re  and Doqma,  p .  5 .
6F.  H.  Brad ley ,  E th ica l  S tud ies ,  1876,  ox fo rd  Un ivers i ty

P a p e r b a c k  E d i t i o n  1 9 6 2 ,  p p .  3 1 5 - 3 1 8 .
7  B.  J .  F .  Lonergan,  "The

Pre face  and In t roduc t ionr "  1940.
S t u d i e s ,  V o I .  3 ,  N o .  2 :  1 3 .

Gra t ia  Operans  D isser ta t ion :

E  D .  o ' G r a d y ,  i n  ,
V o 1 .  5 ,  N o .  1  :  1 5 - 1 6 .

s T b i d . ,  p .  1 8 . 1 o r b i d . ,  p p .  1 9 - 2 0 .  t r r b i d .

r2B.  J .  F .  Lonergan,  Method in  Theo loqy ,  London,  1972,
p .  1 3 4 .

r3  F .  E .  Cror " re ,  The Lonerqan Enterpr ise ,  Cowley ,  1980,
p .  1 8 .

1u Lonergan, -_ "The Gratia Operans Dissertat ion: Preface
and Introductionr" p. 12.-

r s B .  J .  F .  L o n e r g a n ,
p .  1 3 3 .  S e e  a l s o  p .  1 2 7 .

A Second Collect ion, L o n d o n ,  1 9 7 4 ,

r6lonergan, Method in Theoloqy , p. 123.
r7M.  Arno ld ,  L i te ra tu re  and Doqma,  p .  161.
r 8 M. Arnold, Last Essays on Church and Reliqion, London,

1 8 7 7 ,  p p .  5 8 - 6 0 .
r  s lonergan,  Method in  Theo loqy ,  p .  119.

t tlonerganr' Method in Theoloqv , p. 241 .
2 2 t b i d . ,  p .  1 1 5 .

altera,
440-442
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FROIII CRISIS TO INSIGHT

Hugo Meynell

Un ivers i ty  o f  Ca lgary

A less concise, but probably nore accurately descript ive,

t i t le for this art j-cle would have been, "From Phenomenology

to General ized Empir ical Method." r intend to show, as simply

and clearly as possible, how some basic problems raised by

Husser l ' s  ph i losophy are  reso lved by  tha t  o f  Lonergan. r

l low are we to just i fy our claims to knowledge of the

real worId, and dist inguish actual knowledge from knowledge

falsely so cal led? This has been a recurrent problem for phi lo-

sophers from the Greeks onwards, but has been especial ly press-

ing ,  as  i t  seens ,  s ince  the  t ime o f  Descar tes .  Edmund Husser l

developed the '  phenonenological '  style of phi losophy largely

as an attempt to ansrter this question; as he sa\,t  i t ,  such

a phi losophy would have to be free from any a priori  metaphy-

sical commitment, and lndeed from any presuppositLons whatever,

being based on a thorough examination of experience. For so

far as a phi losophy retains any start ing-point or method of

proceeding which is not cLarif ied and just i f iedr i t  may reason-

ab ly  be  ob jec ted  to  as  uncr i t i ca l  and dogmat ic .2  Husser l  com-

p la ins  o f  the  'unsc ien t i f i c '  charac ter  o f  a l l  ph i losophy pre-

vious to his own; he sees the continuing divergence of phi lo-

sophical opinions and points of view as symptomatic of this.3

Phenomenologists are apt to be at one with posit ivists

in the aversion which they feel to tradit ional metaphysics.

However ,  wh i le  a l l  pos i t i v is ts  a im a t  the  abo l i t ion  o f  meta-

physics, some phenomenologists wish rather to provide founda-

t ions for the erection of a new metaphysics.q Again, while

the phenomenologist as such would not be incl ined to dispute

the existence of an external world, she would insist that

the doctr ine that such a world existed should be just i f ied

on a phenomenological basis, through an analysis of actual

experience. To say that the external world exists, with the

objects and events which nake i t  up, without such just i f icat ion,

is to be no less dogmatic than the ideal ist metaphysician,

in his insistence that what pass for external things are real ly

products of mind. We may well conclude that we may make mean-

ingful and true statenents about such an external world; al l

o  l es8  by  Hugo  Meyne l l
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tha t  t he  phenomeno log i s t  i n s i s t s  i s  t ha t  we  shou ld  be  ab te

to  exp la i n  and  p rov i de  g rounds  f o r  such  a  c l a im .

Bas i c  t o  phenomeno logy  1s  t he  no t i on  o f  ' r phenomeno log i ca l

cons t i t u t i on " .  Th i s  a ims  t o  sho rv  how ,  s t a r t i ng  f r om bas i c

and indj .sputable phenomenological  facts,  " rnre advance f ronr

sub jec t i ve  expe r i ences  whe re  ou r  ana l ys i s  mus t  beg in  t o  an

ob jec t i ve  wo r l , d  wh i ch  we  sha re  w i t h  o t t r e r  peop Ie " . s  Cogn i t i ve

expe r i ences  I he re  t he  phenomeno log i s t  d i f f e r s  f r om the  pos i -

t i v i s t 6  I  a re  o f  ob jec t - cons t i t u t i ng  even t s  v rh i ch  a re  t o  be

exp la i ned  i n  r e f l ec t i ve  consc iousness .  Bu t  how  a re  we  t o  de te r -

r n i ne  and  t o  j us t i f y  ou r  s t a r t i ng  assump t i ons ,  and  t he  p r i nc i p l es

acco rd i ng  t o  v rh i ch  we  bu i l d  upon  t hem,  i n  t h i s  " phenomeno log j . -

ca I  cons t i t u t i on "?  Husse r l  i n s i s t s  t ha t  know ledge  no t  on l y

h a s  t t o b j e c t i v e  - J . o g i c a I "  c o n d i t i o n s ,  b u t  a l s o  " n o e t i c "  o n e s .

Th i s  i s  as  much  as  t o  say ,  t ha t  wh i l e  one  has  t o  bea r  i n  m ind

tha t  t he  f ac t s  t ha t  we  know  mus t  be  ob jec t i ve ,  i ndependen t

o f  human  sub jec t s ,  i t  i s  a l so  t o  be  emphas i zed  t ha t  t hey  a re

able to be known by subjects vrho employ their  rn inds Ln an

app rop r i a te  b ray .  He  wou ld  ag ree  w j - t h  such  s t i c k l e r s  f o r  ob jec -

t i v i t y  as  Go t t l ob  F rege  and  Be r t r and  Russe l l ,  t ha t  t r u t h  i s

not  merely a matter  of  what one person or  even many persons

may  be l i eve ;  bu t  he  v i go rous l y  con tes t s  t he  k i nd  o f  " ob jec -

t i v i sn "  t ha t  wou ld  f a i l  t o  t ake  i n t o  accoun t  t he  sub jec t i ve

aspec t  o f  know lec l ge .T  Th i s  l as t  i s  t he  bu rden  o f  Husse r l - ' s

a t t ack  on  "na tu ra l i sm" .  I t  i s  an  i nev i t ab ]e  r eac t i on  t o  " na tu r -

a l j - sm" ,  as  he  sees  i t ,  t ha t  a  " h i s t o r i c i sm , ,  has  g rown  up  wh i ch

sees  a l l  i deas  and  concep t i ons  as  equa l l y  h i s t o r i ca l  c rea t i ons ,

" t rue for t t  the persons and groups who evofved them.8 "Hor. ,
a re  r r e  t o  unde rs tand  t he  f ac t  t ha t  t he  ' i n - i t se l f ,  

o f  t he

ob jec t i v i t y  can  be  t hough t  o f  by  us  and  moreove r  ' app rehended '

i n  cogn i t i on  and  t hus  i n  t he  end  ye t  become  , sub jec t i ve ' ;

I r r ha t  does  i t  mean  t ha t  t he  ob jec t  ex i s t s  , i n  i t se l f '  and  i s

a t  t he  same  t ime  ' g i ven '  j . n  know ledge  .  .  . ? "e

Wha t  we  have  t o  ge t  t o  g r i ps  w i t h  i s  ou r  r , ob j ec t_cons t i _

t u t i ng  sub jec t i v i t y " ;  t he  ac t i v i t y  unde r l y i - ng ,  f o r  examp le ,

t he  f o rma t i on  o f  s c j . en t i f i c  t heo r i es ,  wh i ch  ac t i v i t y  t he  t heo r -

i s t  he r se l f  gene ra l l y  f a i l s  t o  adve r t  t o  because  she  t akes

i t  f o r  g ran ted . r0  "We  mus t  r i se  above  t he  se l f - ob l i v i ousness

o f  t he  t heo re t i c i an  who  wh i l e  p reoccup ied  w i t h  t h i ngs ,  t heo r i es

and methods is  guj . te unavrare of  the inter ior i ty  of  h is produc-

t i ve  t hough t  and  who  wh i l e  l i v i ng  i n  t hese  t h i ngs ,  t heo r i es ,

methods,  never focusses his at tent ion on his own product ive

a c t i v i t y . t t l r
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Now there is an important dist inct ion to be made between

those mental acts which presuppose the real extra-nental exist-

ence of their objects, and those which do not. For example,

I can think about or desire something which is unreal ( l ike

a bank-account upon which I can draw indefinitely without

putt ing any money in, or a lap-dog which never urinates or

de fecates) .  On the  o ther  hand,  I  can  on ly  know or  perce ive

s ta tes  o f  a f fa i rs  wh ich  are  rea l .  (Thus  i t  i s  to  be  conc luded

that I  dj.d not actual ly perceive, but only seemed to perceive,

the  oas is  in  the  deser t  wh ich  tu rned ou t  to  be  a  mi rage.  S imi l -

arly, hovrever confidently you assert that there is a highest

prime number or a hereditary monarch of the United States,

you cannot properly be said to know either proposit ion, given

tha t  ne i ther  i s  in  fac t  t rue . )  But  i f  ob jec ts  a re  g iven to

usr as they appear to be, only in or through mental acts,

how do we es tab l i sh  whether  any  ob jec t  i s  rea l  o r  mere ly  ima-

ginary? Furthermore, of what nature is the self-unity which

stamps my mental acts as mi.ne, as opposed to those of some

other person? In atterapting to solve problems such as these,

I{usserl eventual ly came to postulate rrtranscendental subjec-

t ivi ty" and the "transcendental €9o", in order to avoid the

"psychologism" which seems inevitably to result from making

everything dependent on the empir ical ego, dnd the thorough-

go ing  re la t i v lsm wh ich  is  i t s  inev i tab le  consequence. t '

Those mental acts by which ne mean ' fgeneral objects"

or  "essences t t  such as  spec ies  and a t t r ibu tes ,  a re  fundamenta l l y

d i f fe ren t ,  in  Husser l ' s  v iew,  f rom those by  wh ich  we mean

individual objects or part iculars. l3 Holrever, lre can apprehend

such general objects no less direct ly than we can part icular

ob jec ts . rq  we cannot ,  as  he  sees  i t ,  ge t  very  fa r  in  our  account

of meaning unless rde acknowledge this fact. The history of

classical empir icism is ful l  of unsuccessful attempts to shor,t

how our ideas of general objects are derived from our experi-

ence of part icular objects (for example, our conceptions of
'horse t  o r  'g reen '  f rom par t i cu la r  exper i .ences  o f  horses  or
green things). Berkeley, for instance, argued that vre can

form a mentaf image of a tr iangle from our part icular experi-

ence of some tr iangle, and that this image may then be employed

by our thought to stand for al l  tr iangles. But the trouble

here is that the image of a tr iangle nust be of an equilateral

or r ight-angled or sone other part icular kind of tr iangle;

ye t  the  nean ing  o f ' t r iang le '  remains  the  same whatever  sor t

of image rre may happen to have conjured up in our minds. The

9 5
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fac t  i s  t ha t  $ re  canno t  accoun t  f o r  ou r  app rehens ion  o f  t he

mean ing  o f  such  gene ra l  t e rms  as  ' r ed '  and  ' t r i ang le r  w i t hou t

pos tu ta t i ng  wha t  Husse r l  ca l l s  an  ac t  o f  I ' i dea t i ng  abs t rac t i on "

o r  " i dea t i on " ,  as  a  r esu f t  o f  wh i ch  t he  ex i s t ence  o f  any  pe r -

ce i ved  ob jec t  f a f l - s  i n t o  t he  backg round  and  we  a re  ab le  t o

reach  i t s  " essence " .  " .  We  app rehend  t he  spec j - es  r ed  d i -

r e c t l y ,  i n  i t s e l f  a s  i t  w e r e ,  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  a  s i n g l e  p e r c e p -

t i on  o f  some th ing  rea l .  We  l ook  a t  t he  red  co lou r  o f  an  ob jec t

as  g i ven  t o  us  i n  a  pe rcep t i on ,  bu t  we  do  t h i s  i n  a  spec ia l

k i n d  o f  a c t ;  a n  a c t  w h i c h  a i m s  a t  t h e  ' i d e a I ' ,  t h e  ' u n i v e r -

sa l , ' . t t 15  Emp j - r i c i s t s  a re  ap t  t o  a t t emp t  t o  . r r i gg l e  ou t  o f  t hese

d i f f i cu l t i e s  by  t r y i ng  t o  accoun t  f o r  t he  mean ings  o f  t e r r ns

as  a  ma t t e r  o f  t he i r  ex tens ions  ( f o r  examp le ,  t he  mean ing

o f  ' ho r se '  i s  so rneho r / r  j u s t  a  ma t t e r  o f  r e fe rence  t o  ac tua l

ho rses ) .  Bu t  ev j - den t l y  t h i s  w i I I  no t  do  f o r  mean ings  o f  t e rms

wh i ch  a re  no t  i ns tan t i a t ed  i n  t he  rea l  wo r I d ,  and  hence  have

no  ex tens ion .  (And  i t  wou ld  be  r i d i cu l ous  t o  ma i -n ta i n ,  f o r

a l l  t ha t  i t  wou ld  f o l - l - ow  f r om an  accoun t  o f  mean ing  i n  t e rms

o f  ex tens i - on ,  t ha t  t he  t e rms  ' d ragon '  and  ' un i co rn '  a re  mean -

i ng less  mere l y  by  v i r t ue  o f  t he  f ac t  t ha t  t he re  a re  no  d ragons

o r  un i co rns .  )

Desca r t es  t r i ed  t c  d i scove r  t he  f ounda t i ons  o f  know ledge

by  doub t i ng  eve ry th i ng  t ha t  cou ld  be  doub ted ,  and  bu i l d i ng

on  t he  bas i c  ce r t a i n t i es  wh i ch  seemed  t o  su r v i ve  t he  pu rge . l 6

VJhat Husser l  cal led the " t ranscendental  epocha'r  i ,s  a r -at l ter

s im i l a r  pe r f o rnance  i n t ended  t o  ach ieve  t he  same  end .17  I n

ca r r y i ng  i t  ou t ,  I  suspend  t he  "na tu ra l  a t t i t ude " ,  and  a I I

j udgmen ts  abou t  t he  ex i s t ence  o f  t h i ngs  wh i ch  I  no rma l l y  assume

to  be  ou t  t he re  and  i ndependen t  o f  myse l f ;  t h i s  i s  an  a rduous

task . r s  The  ph i l osophe r ' s  bus iness  i s  t o  d i scove r  how  tha t

wo r l d  o f  f ac t s  i s  poss ibJ -e  o f  wh i ch  t he  na tu ra l  s c i en t i s t ,

l i ke  t he  pe rson  o f  common  sense ,  assumes  t he  ex i s t ence

sc ience  be ing  a  deve lopmen t  o f  " t he  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude " .  Wha t

t he  ph i l osophe r  mus t  do  i s  t o  " t r y  t o  exp la i n  wha t  i s  bas j - ca l l y

i nvo1ved  i n  ou r  r e fa t i . onsh ip  w j , t h  t he  wo r l d ,  how  the  wo r l d

comes into being,  g!_ j !_ jg lg.  " t '

S i nce  h re  may  no t  assume  unc r i t i ca l l y  t he  ex i s t ence  o f

a  r ea l i t y  i ndependen t  o f  ou rse l ves ,  such  an  assump t i on  canno t

any longer form the basis of  our understanding of  the concept

o f  t r u t h .  ( I t  i s  na tu ra l  t o  sdy ,  t ha t  t he  j udgmen t  r nade  by

someone ,  "House -mar t i ns  a re  summer  res i den t s  i n  Eu rope " ,  i s

t r u e  i f  a n d  o n l y  i f  i t i s  a  f a c t ,  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  a 1 l  c o n s c i o u s

judgmen ts ,  t ha t  house -mar t i ns  a re  summer  res i den t s  i n  Eu rope .
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But  i t  i s  the  very  ex is tence o f  such fac ts  wh ich ,  on  Husser l i s

view, ought to be problematic to the phi losopher). I f  confor-

mity with outer real i ty cannot be the cri terion of truth,

this would at f i rst sight seem to have as a consequence that

each individual person j .s . the arbiter of truth. we f ind here

a principal- reason which appears to just i fy Husserl in postu-

Iat ing a transcendental ego or consciousnessi truth can then

be correlat ive with transcendental though not with empj.r ical

consciousness, and ttpsychologj.sm" is avoided. But there remain

problems, quite apart from the obvious metaphysical extrava-

gance of postulat ing a transcendental consciousness over and

above the ordinary empir ical consciousness clearly character-

ist ic of human beings, and attr ibuting to i t  remarkable world-

consti tut ing capacit ies. Perhaps the greatest of these problems

is, how we are to regain the real world once i ts existence

is rendered problematic by the epoche, and thus is no longer

t rea ted  as  a  bas ic  fac t  to  be  taken fo r  g ran ted .  I t  i s  gu i te

largely a convict ion that Husserl has dug an unbridgable chasm

before his own feet at this point, which has made so many

of his fol, lowers protest that phi losophers nust indeed take

for granted the existence of the world, and confine themselves

to an account of the vicissitudes of human existence within

tha t  wor ld .20

How j.s one to make the leap from descript ive psychology

to transcendental phi losophy?'r (And how is i t  that the latter

en terpr ise  is  no t  fa ta l l y  in fec ted  w i th  the  re la t i v i . s t j . c  imp l i -

cations of the former, when i t  i -s taken as providinq the foun-

dations of knowledge in general?) As Husserl sees i t ,  Kant

sras moving in the r ight direct ion with his doctr ine of the

a priorir22 but did not take far enough the implications of

hls own apprehension of "the int imate connection between the

s t ruc ture  o f  sub jec t iv i t y  and the  s t ruc tu re  o f  ' the  wor ld ' . "

This defect is i l lustrated by Kantrs doctr ine of the , ' thing

in  i t se l f " ,  wh ich  is  supposed to  ex is t  independent ly  o f  the
cognit ive subject, and to be inaccessible to i t .  But Husserl
is far more cri t ical of those opponents of Kant who would
deny altogether the possibi l i ty or usefulness of a transcen-
dental and a priori  analysis of human cognit ion such as Kant

btternpted to provide. In contrast to that of Kant, Husserlrs

transcendental analysis has a bearing not only on the structure

of knowledge, but also on that of the world; i t  has implica-

t ions  such as  Kant rs  d id  no t  have.23  The u l t imate  e f fec t  o f

the phenomenological reduction here once again Husserl

9 7
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is  ve ry  r em in i scen t  o f  Desca r t es  - -  i s  t o  se t  up  t he  " t r anscen -

den ta l  consc iousness "  as  some th ing  wh i ch  canno t  be  "pu t  i n

b racke t s " ,  o r  be  sub jec t  t o  t he  epoch6 ;  i n  f ac t ,  i t  t u rns

ou t  t o  be  t ha t  on  wh i ch  eve ry th i ng  e l se  depends  f o r  i t s  ex i s t -

ence .  "The  who le  spa t i o - t empo ra l  wo r l d  i n  wh i ch  man  and  t he

human Ego v iew thernselves as subordinate real i t i -es j -s  such

tha t  i t  has  mere l y  i n t en t i ona l  ex i s t ence ;  i n  o the r  wo rds  ,

i t  ex i s t s  i n  a  seconda ry ,  r e l a t i ve  sense  o f  t he  wo rd  . ,

f o r  a  c o n s c i o u s n e s s . " l  B u t  i f  i t  i s  t h u s  " m e r e l y  i n t e n t i o n a . l ' r ,

i n  wha t  sense  and  by  wha t  t oken ,  one  m igh t  ask ,  i s  i t  r ea l

r a the r  t han  a  f i c t i on?  Why  shou ld  no t  t he  so -ca l f ed  "na tu ra l

wo r l d t t  be  j us t  a  d ream o r  a  n r i r age?  Fu r t he rmore ,  once  one

has  "b racke ted t t  t he  ex te rna l  wo r l d ,  and  changed  one ' s  pa r t i cu -

l a r  s t r eam o f  consc ious  expe r i ences  i n t o  t r anscenden ta l  con -

sc i ousness  by  t he  p rocess  o f  phenomeno log i ca l  r educ t i on ,  i t

becomes  d i f f i cu l t  i f  no t  i r nposs ib l e  t o  see  how  the re  cou ld

be  d i f f e ren t  s t r eams  o f  consc iousness ,  d i f f e ren t  consc ious -

nesses ,  o r  d i f f e ren t  egos .  I s  i t  poss ib l e  t o  ca r r y  ou t  t he

epoch6 in a thoroughgoing manner wi thout  being commit ted to

a  t r anscenden ta t  so l i ps i sm ,  whe re  one t s  os tn  ego  i s  t he  on l y

one  t ha t  ex i s t s?  Such  p rob lems ,  appa ren t l y ,  cou ld  neve r  be

sa t i s f ac to r i l y  r eso l ved  by  I ' l u sse r l . 2s

I I

The  appa ren t  f a i l u re  o f  Husse r l ' s  p rog ramme,  and  o f  t he

analogous programme of  the empir ic is ts,  has led many contenpor-

a r y  ph j - l osophe rs  t o  conc lude  t ha t  t he  ve ry  a t t enp t  was  m is -

t aken ;  t ha t  know ledge  has  no  f ounda t i ons ,  and  consequen t l y

ph i l osophe rs  shou ld  no t  was te  t he i - r  t ime  l ook ing  f o r  t hem.26

I  have .  no  space  he re  t o  c r i t j - c i ze  t h i s  ex t r ao rd i na ry  v i ew

a t  l eng th ;  bu t  i t  i s  pe rhaps  wo r th  po in t i ng  ou t  t ha t ,  i f  i t

i s  t aken  l i t e ra l J - y ,  i t  f o l l ows  t ha t  no  know ledge  c l a im  i s

bet ter  founded than any other,  and j - t  is  consequentJ.y wrong

to  ma in ta i n  t ha t  t he re  i s  mo re  adequa te  f ounda t i on  f o r  t he

cl-a im that  the moon is not  made of  green cheese, than for

the c la im that  i t  is  nade of  green cheese. I  have pointed

ou t  a  number  o f  d i f f i cu l t i e s  i n  t he  ca r r y i ng -ou t  o f  Husse r l ' s

prograrnme; yet  i t  remai.ns,  I  bel ieve,  that  what he wanted

to do,  to provide foundat ions for  knowledge, is  of  the utmost

impo r tance .  I s  i t  poss ib l e  t o  po in t  a  way  t o  t he  reso lu t i on

o f  t hese  d i f f i cu l t i . e s?  I t  seems  t o  me  t ha t  i t  . i s .  Wha t  has

to be done is to advert  to the fo l lowing two proposi t ions
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and the i r  rami f i ca t ions :  t11  I t  i s  se l f -des t ruc t ive  to  deny

that knowledge, or true bel ief founded on good reasonsr is

possible; [2] The real world, as opposed to the merely apparent

world or the world of or for a part icular conscious subject

or group of conscious subjects'  can be nothing other than

what true bel iefs are about, and bel iefs founded on good rea-

sons tend to be about.

There is no room here to defend these t l to proposit ions

at length, but some attempt must be made at a sketch of a

defense.2T If  I  maintain that knowledge, or true bel ief based

on adequate grounds, is impossible, I  may reasonably be con-

fronted with the fol lowlng di lemna. Is what I  maintain true'

and based on adequate grounds? If  i t  is, i t  is i tself  know-

ledge,  and so  incons is ten t  w i th  i t se l f .  I f  i t  i s  no t ,  i f  i t

is either untrue or based on inadequate grounds, then i t  is

c lear ly  po in t less  to  take  any  no t ice  o f  i t .  Fur thermore ,  un less

rny existence as a being capable of making reasonable aff irma-

t ions is presupposed, I  am not wor:th arguing with, and am

not to be supposed to be putt ing forth arguments worth l isten-

ing  to .28

And any idea of "the worLd" or "real i ty" other than what

true judgments are about, and judgnents well- founded in reason

tend to be about, turns out in the last analysis to be inco-

herent. Our knowledge could not conceivably be ineluctably

of a merely apparent worId, or a world-merely-for-us , since

any dist inct ion betvreen t 'appearancett and rrreal i tyrr,  between

a t twor ld -mere ly - fo r -us  t t  and a  t 'wor  ld -as-  i  t -  i  s - in - i t se l f t t  ,

only gets a purchase on our thought in terms of what i t  may

be reasonable to suppose at one stage, and what i t  would be

reasonabLe to suppose when judgment is more adeguately grounded,

when inguiry into experience has been more thoroughly carr ied

out .  My exper iences  ( fo r  example ,  the  speck  in  my v isua l  f ie ld

as of the planet Jupiter) may in some sense be internal to

myself i  but i t  would be merely confused to infer from this

that the objects of the judgments based on my experiences

( I i ke  the  p lanet  Jup i te r  i t se l f )  must  be  so .

I have good reason to aff irm ny olrn existence; but,

equally, I  have good reason to aff irm the existence of what

is other t ,han myself.  I f  the cri terion of real existence is

judgment for good reason, I  have good reason to bel ieve that

an English pol i t ic ian cal led Margaret Thatcher exists, and

that she is other than myself.  A larg.e anount of interlocking

evidence, which is hardly i f  at al l  to be accounted for

9 9
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othe rw i se ,  conve rges  i n  suppo r t  o f  t he  j udgmen t  t ha t  she  spen t

nuch  o f  he r  ch i l dhood  i n  G ran tham,  Eng land ,  whe reas  I  d i d

no t ;  t ha t  she  spends  a  h i - gh  p ropo r t i on  o f  he r  t i ne  i n  t he

Br i t i sh  House  o f  commons ,  wh i ch  I  do  no t ;  t ha t  she  w i l l  f i gu re

qu i t e  p rom inen t l y  i n  f u t u re  h i s t o r i es  o f  t he  twen t j . e t h  cen tu r y ,

whe reas  I  w j - I 1  no t .  So  much  f o r  t he  ex i s t ence  o f  en t i t i e s ,

$ rhe the r  pe rsons  o r  o the rw i se ,  wh i ch  a re  o the r  t han  nyse I f . 28

Where  t he  pe rsons  a re  conce rned ,  t he  ev i dence  i s  j us t  as  ove r -

whe l rn j - ng  t ha t  each  o f  t he ro  t h i nks ,  w i shes ,  f ea r s ,  unde rgoes

sensa t i ons  and  f ee l i ngs ,  and  so  on ,  much  as  I  do  myse l f .  Tha t

I  canno t  d i r ec t l y  expe r i ence  t hese  i s  bes ide  t he  po in t ,  g i ven

tha t  t he  u l t ima te  c r i t e r i on  o f  t he  rea l  i s  i udqmen t  based

on  t he  ev i dence  p rov i ded  bv  expe r i ence ,  r a the r  t han  expe r i ence

i t se l - f . 2s  Tha t  peopJ .e  se l - dom i f  eve r  sha re  s t r eams  o f  consc ious -

ness  i - s  aga in  con f i rmed  by  a  vas t  we igh t  o f  ev i dence .  when

Hen ry  i s  hacked  on  t he  sh in ,  i t  i s  Hen ry  and  no t  Geo rge  who

w inces  and  comp la i ns ;  and  howeve r  sympa the t i c  M i l d red  may

be  abou t  Euphemj -a ' s  headache ,  t he  headache  be l - ongs  i ne l uc tabJ -y

w i t h i n  E u p h e m i a ' s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  I n d e e d ,  e x c e l l e n t  e v i d e n c e

fo r  Hen ry ' s  sha rp  pa in  o r  t he  t h robb ing  sensa t i on  i ns i de  Eu -

phem j -a ' s  head  may  be  a  pa r t  o f  Geo rge ' s  o r  M i f d red ' s  expe r i ence ;

and  t h i s  i s  qu i t e  enough ,  on  t he  concep t i on  o f  know ledge  and

i t s  g rounds  j us t  ou t l i ned ,  f o r  us  t o  have  know ledge  o f  t he

con ten t s  o f  one  ano the r ' s  consc i - ousness .

I n  wha t  sense ,  l f  a t  a1 l ,  can  one  say  t ha t  eve ry th i ng

i s  f o r  consc iousness  on  t h i s  v i ew?  I t  wou ld  seem tha t  t he re

i s  a  g rea t  dea l  wh i ch  i s  no t  known  t o  any  human  be ing ;  bu t

i t  does  seem i ncohe ren t  i n  t he  l as t  ana l ys i s  t o  suppose  t ha t

sonething could be such that  i t  was unknowabLe to any con-

sc i ousness  wha teve r  on  t he  bas i s  o f  any  ev i dence  wha teve r .

I t  i s  no to r i ous  t ha t  t h i s  i s  t he  t r oub le  r r r i t h  Kan t ' s  " t h i ngs

in  t hemse l ves " ,  wh i ch  a t  once  a re  supposed  t o  be  rea l ,  and

sys tena t i ca l l y  e l ude  a l l  c l ea r l y  conce i vab le  c r i t e r i a  o f  " r ea l -

i t y "  and  " t h i ng -hood " .  Fo r  x  t o  be  rea l  i s  f o r  x  ac tua l l y

or  potent ia l - Iy  to be judged for  good reason to be other than

un rea l ,  t o  ex i s t  r a the r  t han  t o  f a i l  t o  ex i s t ;  f o r  y  t o  be

a  t h i ng  i s  f o r  y  ac tua l l y  o r  po ten t i a l l y  t o  be  j udged  f o r

good  reason  t o  be  i den t i ca l  w i t h i n  i t se l f  and  d i s t i nc t  f r om

o the r  t h i ngs ,  as  t he  Duke  o f  We l l i ng ton  i s  i den t i ca l  w i t h

the  v i c t o r  o f  Wa te r l oo  and  d i s t i nc t  f r o rn  t he  cap t i ve  o f  S tL .

H e l e n a .  3 o
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The dist inct ion just drawn between actual and potential

knowledge is of the greatest importance for epistemology and

netaphysics, since there is an obvious prima facie absurdity

in denying that a great deal existed and does exist without

actual ly being known. Oxygen and quasars (assuming that enti-

t ies of these kinds would survive in a ful ly explanatory ac-

count of the natural world) existed long before the late eight-

eenth century or the nineteen-sixt ies, when they rdere respec-

t i ve ly  f i rs t  s ta ted  by  human be ings  to  ex is t .  Bu t  the i r  ex is t -
ence hras al l  the same a matter of the fact that inquiry by
conscious subjects into the relevant data q!] issue in an

assert j-on for good reason that they exi lsted. That the structure

of the actual ly and potential ly known, in other words of the
ac tuaLwor ld  i t se l f ,  does  no t  i rnp ly  tha t  the  wor ld  ac tua l l y
depends on the human knower. The dist inct ion between actual
and potential knowledge also errables one to dispense with

the troublesome Husser.I ian dichotomy bet$reen the "transcenden-
tal ego" and "empir ical egostt.  Sure enough, as I have brief ly
argued, a fundamental clue to the ult imate nature and structure
o f  the  un iverse  is  tha t  i t  i s  po ten t ia l l y  knowab le i  i t  i s
indeed nothing other than what is in principle knowable to
human persons so far as they apply their minds appropriately
to the data of experience. (Whether this provides any ground

for assert ing that there exists at the basis of the universe
something analogous to the human ego is a separate and not
immediately relevant question.)31 The human person is cogni.-
t i ve ly  " t ranscendenta l "  as  in  p r inc ip le  po ten t ia l  knower  o f
the whol-e universe; but much Iess than "transcend entaL, '  in
her empir ical nature as very l imited by education and environ-
nent with respect to actual knorvledge.

I can inguire about the world in the usual manner, both
in matters of common sense and in the sci.ences. However, I
may al.so inguire about myself as an inquirer, and about the
overal l  nature and structure that the world cannot but have
in virtue of the fact that I  can fruit ful ly inguire into i t
and obtain knowledge. I f  the "transcendental epoch6,, is con-
ceived in this kind of way, as the movement of thought from
the former kind of inguiry to the latter, there seems to be
no dif f iculty about the return to t t the natural att i tudert,
given that the existence of things and of persons with minds
other than myself,  once one has come to concelve the rrtranscen-

dental epoch6r'  r ightly, is vindicated rather than put in jeo-
pardy. And substantial gains for the r,natural att i tudett may
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be  ach ieved  by  reso r t  t o  t he  epoche ;  a  wo r l d  t o  wh i ch  we  a re

i n t i na te f y  and  as  i t  we re  i n t e rna l l - y  r e l a ted  by  ou r  t hough t

may  seem a  f a r  mo re  sp i r i t ua l l y  a t t r ac t i ve  abode  f o r  us  t han

a  mere l y  " ex te rna l - "  wo r l d  w i t h  wh i chwe  have  no  i n t ima te  con -

nec t i on ,  and  wh i ch  f o r  t ha t  r eason  l t e  may  be  d i sposed  no t

so  much  t o  unde rs tand  as  t o  dom ina te  and  subdue .

Bu t  t he re  i s ,  a f t e r  a I1 ,  a  v ro r f d  o f  t h i ngs  and  f ac t s

wh i ch  ex i s t s  p r i o r  t o  and  i ndependen t l y  o f  human  consc ious

inqu i r y ;  t h j . s  comes  t o  be  knov rn ,  f undamen ta l l y  ( f r om  the  po in t

o f  v i ew  o f  t he  gene ra l i zed  emp i r i ca l  r ne thod ) ,  by  t he  t h ree fo l d

p rocess  o f  a t t end ing  t o  ev i dence ,  env i sag ing  hypo theses ,  and

accep t i ng  i n  each  case  t he  hypo thes i s  wh j - ch  bes t  f i t s  t he

ev idence .  The  upsho t  o f  t h i s  i s  t ha t  t he  t r ad i t i ona l  co r respon -

dence  t heo ry  o f  t r u t h ,  once  su i t ab le  qua l i f i ca t i ons  have  been

made ,  t u rns  ou t  t o  be  co r rec t  a f t e r  a I I .  I  speak  t he  t r u th

so  f a r  as  l ny  s t a temen ts  co r respond  w i t h  t he  f ac t s ;  my  s ta te -

m e n t  " t h e  C i t y  o f  c a l g a r y  i s  i n  t h e  P r o v i n c e  o f  A I b e r t a " ,

o r  " t he re  a re  aeg i t hogna thous  b i r ds  w i t h  webbed  f ee t " ,  i s

t r ue  i f  and  on l y  i f  t he  c i t y  o f  ca l ga ry  i s  w i t h i - n  t he  P rov ince

o f  A l - be r t a ,  o r  t he re  a re  aeg i t hogna thous  b i r ds  w i t h  webbed

fee t  - -  ne i t he r  o f  wh i ch  pu ta t i ve  f ac t  i s  i n  t he  l eas t  depen -

den t  on  wha t  I  may  happen  t o  a f f i rm  o r  deny .  Wha t  seems  t o

subve r t  t he  co r respondence  t heo ry  o f  t r u t h  i s  me re l y  a  f a l - I a -

c i ous  accoun t  o f  wha t  i t  i s  f o r  s t a temen ts  t o  co r respond  t o

fac t s ;  one  whe reby ,  sdy r  one  somehow d i r ec t l y  con f ron t s  t he

fac t s  t o  wh i ch  one ' s  t r ue  s ta temen ts  co r respond ,  o r  d i r ec t l y

app rehends  t hem th rough  sense  expe r i ence .  P la i n l y  such  a  con -

cep t i on  o f  t r u t h  w i I l  no t  accoun t  f o r  t r ue  s ta temen ts  abou t

t he  remo te  pas t ,  o r  t he  pa r t i c l es  o f  nuc fea r  phys i cs ,  o r  o the r

n i nds  (whe re  t he  f ac t s  conce rned  seem by  no  means  t o  be  app re -

hended  d i r ec t l y  by  t he  senses ) i  and  even  as  app l i ed  t o  t he

th i ngs  and  s ta tes  o f  a f f a i r s  i n  ou r  i t n i r ed ia te  env i r onmen t ,

i t  may  we I l  appea r  t o  b reak  down  unde r  ana l ys i s .  Bu t  t hese

ob jec t i ons  s imp l y  f a l l -  t o  t he  g round ,  i f  t he  f ac t s  o f  t he

wor l d  a re  supposed  t o  ex i s t  by  and  l a rge  p r l o r  t o  and  i ndepen -

den t l y  o f  t he  consc ious  ope ra t i ons  o f  consc ious  sub jec t s ,

bu t  neve r t he less  t o  be  no th i ng  o the r  t han  wha t  t r ue  s ta temen ts

s ta te ,  and  s ta temen ts  made  f o r  good  reason  (as  a  r esu l t  o f

adequa te  cons ide ra t i on  o f  r e l evan t  ev i dence ,  and  adequa te

env j - sagemen t  o f  r e l evan t  hypo theses )  t end  t o  s t a te .  Pheno -

menology indeed subverts.  crude vers ions of  the correspondence

theo ry  o f  t r u t h ;  bu t  t he  gene ra l i zed  emp i r i ca l  me thod ,  i n
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which I am arguing that phenomenology issues when ful ly and

cons is ten t ly  worked th rough,  v ind ica tes  a f te r  a l l  what  i s

essent ia l  to  the  theorY.

why is the phrase "general ized empir ical method" approp-

riate to the kiud of approach to phi losophy which I have set

forward as resolving various aporiae of phenomenology? The

main point of the phrase is that not only the data of sensation

and fee l ing  are  na t te rs  o f  exper ience,  bu t  so  are  the  opera-

t ions of our minds upon these data, and they ought to be taken

ser ious ly  as  such.  I  am aware  a f te r  a l l  o f  the  gues t ion ing '

the  hypothes iz ing ,  the  marsha l l ing  o f  ev idence,  and the  judg-

ment ,  wh ich  I  car ry  ou t  on  the  bas is  o f  and w i th  re fe rence

to  sensat ions  and fee l ings ,  as  we l l  as  o f  the  sensat ions  and

fee l ings  themse lves .32  Th is  $ /as  what  John Locke tdas  ge t t ing

at when he maintained that we have ideas of "reffect iont '  as

we l l  as  o f  "sensat j -on" ;  f rom the  po in t  o f  v iew o f  phenomeno logy

or  o f  genera l i zed  empi r i ca l  method,  i t  i s  a  p i ty  tha t  h is

ins igh t  was  los t  by  subsequent  empi r i c is ts .33

It is often assumed that phenomenology, for better or

v rorse .  i s  essent ia l l y  ind i f fe ren t  to  sc ience or  even an t i -

sc ien t i f i c ,  whereas  pos l t i v ism is  the  proper ly  sc ien t i f i c

phi losophy. That many phenomenologists have been hosti le to

sc ience may we l I  be  t rue .3q  But  the  assumpt ion  seems qu i te

!,rrong as applied to Husserl,  and i t  is even more so in relat ion

to the general ized empir ical method of Lonergan. Husserl r ightly

emphas ized the  c ruc ia l  ro le  o f  consc ious  ac t iv i t y ,  J -a rge ly

neg lec ted  or  repressed by  pos i t i v is ts ,  in  sc ien t i f i c  d iscovery

and progress. For Lonergan, science comes about simply by

a thoroughgoing application and ref inement of conscious pro-

cesses  un iversaLamong hurnank ind .3s  A hunter  in  a  p r im i t i ve

society notj-ces a f l icker or rust le among the feaves of the

jungle; hypothesizes that there may be a poisonous snake in

the  v ic in i ty ;  and judges  tha t  th is  i s  indeed so  (and so  is

ab le  to  save her  l i fe  by  tak ing  evas ive  ac t ion) .  S imi la r ly '

a contemporary scientist in her Iaboratory notices a streak

on a photographic plate; hypothesizes that this nay be due

to the presence of a previously unknown type of fundamental

par t i c le ;  and judges  tha t  th is  i s  ac tua l l y  the  case (and so

ls able very considerably to advance her career, perhaps win-

ning a Nobel prize). Hovtever, neither the primit ive hunter

nor the contemporary scientist is l iable to attend to the

conscious processes involved; this is what the phenonenologist

and the practi t ioner of general ized empir ical method set
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themsel-ves to do.  But  whatever may be t rue of  phenomenology

de  i u re  o r  de  f ac to ,  t he  gene ra l i zed  emp i r j - ca l  r ne thod  bo th

accoun t s  f o r  sc i ence ,  and  v j - nd i ca tes  i t  as  t end ing  t o  i n f o rm

us  o f  t he  rea l  t r u t h  abou t  t hose  aspec t s  o f  t he  wo r l d  w i t h

wh i ch  i t  deaJ . s ;  a I 1  t he  same ,  un l i ke  t he  r r sc j - en t i sm"  c l ose l y

assoc j . a ted  w i t h  pos i t i v i s rn ,  i t  does  no t  immed ia te t y  o r  dog -

rna t i ca l l y  f o rec l ose  t he  ques t i on  o f  whe the r  t r u th  abou t  some

aspec t s  o f  t he  wo r fd  o r  t he  human  cond i t i on  i s  no t  ava i l ab fe

by  some  me thod  $ rh i ch  i s  no t  " sc i en t i f i c "  a t  l eas t  i n  any  na r -

r ov r  sense .  I ndeed ,  by  p rov i d i ng  and  v i nd i ca t i ng  no rms  f o r

ra t i ona l  i nqu i r y  i n  gene ra l ,  i t  supp l i es  means  by  wh i ch  answers

t o  t h i s  g u e s t i o n  m a y  b e  f o u n d . 3 6

NOTES
r  Fo r  " gene ra l i zed  emp i r J , ca l  me thod "  as  Lone rgan t s  t e rm

fo r  h i s  own  ph i l osoph i ca l  p rocedu re ,  see  I ns i qh t .  I London ,
1 9 5 7 ) ,  p .  2 4 3 -

2  See  E .  P i vcev i c ,  l l u sse r l  and  phenomeno loqv  I London ,
. 1 . 9 7 0 1 ,  p p .  1 2 - 1 3 ,  2 0 .  " c e n f f i v i c  s a y s ,
" the method of  phenornenological  reduct j .on i ,s  a means of  de-
t ec t i ng  wha t  i s  cons t i t u t i ve  and  essen t i a l -  i n  ou r  cogn i t i ve
r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t h e  w o r l d r r  I o p .  c i t . ,  6 5 ] .  I n  e x t e n u a t i o n
o f  my  f r equen t  r e fe rences  t o  p i vcev i c ' s  book  i n  wha t  f o l l ows ,
I  should say that  I  have found th is author as admirabl .e in
convey ing  c l ea . r l y  and  d i s t i nc t l y  wha t  seems  t o  be  imp l i ed
b y  H u s s e r l ' s  " l a b y r i n t h i n e  p r o s e "  1 7 4 ) ,  a s  i n  s t a t i n g  t h e
p r ima  f ac i e  ob jec t i ons  t o  i t .

3See  Husse r l ,  " ph i l osophy  as  R igo rous  Sc ience , "  i n  pheno -
rnqng loqy  and  t he  C r i s i s  o f  ph i l _osophy  INew  yo rk ,  19G5 ] - ; -Tp .
7 4 - 5 ;  C a r t e s i a n  M e d i t a t i o n s  I T h e  H a g u e ,  1 9 6 0 ] ,  p .  5 .

qThe  
l a t t e r  $ /as  t r ue  o f  l l u sse r l  h imse l f ,  a t  l - eas t  t ov ra rds

the  end  o f  h i s  ca ree r :  "To  b r i ng  I a ten t  r eason  t o  t he  unde r -
s tand ing  o f  j - t s  o r vn  poss ib j - l i t i e s  and  t hus  t o  b r i ng  t o  i ns i gh t
t he  poss ib i l i t y  o f  me taphys i cs  as  a  t r ue  poss ib i l i t y  - -  t h i s
i s  the  on ly  way to  pu t  metaphys ics  o r  un iversa l  ph i losophy
on the  s t renuous road to  rea l i za t ion"  IThe Cr is is  o i  European

and Transcen omenol a n s t o n ,  1 9 7 0 1

s P i v c e v i c ,  p .  1 7  .
5  Acco rd i ng  t o  Husse r l ,  t he  pos i t i v i s t ' s  p reoccupa t i on

w i t h  sense -da ta  makes  he r  m i ss  t he  essen t i a l l y  i ' i n t en t i ona l "
cha rac te r  o f  men ta l  1 i f e ,  t ha t  i s ,  t he  f ac t  t ha t  sensa t i ons ,
concepts and so on are of  and aboul  th i ,ngs.  "Even l lume says
(and how could he avo_id-  i t f  )  :  

- - i f f iessions 
of  ,  percept ions

o f ,  t r e e s ,  s t o n e s ,  e t c . "  I C r i s i . s ,  p .  2 4 2 . )  C f . . J l r t e s i a n  M e d i _
t a t i o n s ,  p .  3 3 .

- -  
7 _ P i v c e v i c ,  p p .  1 9 - 2 0 ,  4 0 - 4 2 .  O n  F r e g e ' s  c h a r g e  a g a i n s t

Husse r l  t ha t  t he  l a t t e r  g ras  gu i l t y  o f  " psychoJ .og i sm ' , ,  and
the manner i -n r . rh ich Husser l  later  took th ia to heart ,  see
P i v c e v i c ,  p p .  3 0 - 3 5 .

"  Phenomenol .oqv and the Cr is is of  pb! lpe-eph-f , p p .  7 8 - 9 .



r 2 P i v c e v i c ,  p p .

I  3  on  t t essences t t  
,

s o p h v ,  p .  1 1 1  .

FROM CRISIS TO INSIGHT 1 0 5

e Husserl,  Loqische Untersuchunqen, Vol. I I i  quoted by
P ivcev ic ,  p .  42 .

r0  " Ivha t  was  lack ing ,  and what  i s  s t i I l  l ack ing '  i s  the
actual self-evidence through which he who knows and accom-
p l i shes  can g ive  h imse l f  an  account  .  .  .  o f  the  imp l ica t ions
of meaning which are closed off through sedimentation or tra-
d i t iona l i ia t ion  i .e . ,  o f  the  cons tan t  p resuppos i t ions  o f
h is  Iown]  cons t ruc t ions '  concepts ,  p ropos i t ions '  theor ies l
t @ g '  P .  s 2  )  -

1r Husserl,  Formale und Transzendentale Loqik; quoted by
P i v c e v i c ,  p p .  4 3 - 4 .

4 6 - 7 ,  4 9 ,  5 1

see Phenomeno losy  and the  Cr is fSqfBh! -Lc :

r u r b i d . ,  p .  1 1 5 :  " T h e  w h c l e  t h i n g  .  .  .  d e p e n d s  o n  o n e ' s
see ing  and mak ing  en t i re ly  one 's  own the  t ru th  tha t  jus t  as
inrmediately as one can hear a sound, so one can- i-ntuit  an
tessencet  - -  the  essence tsoundt ,  the  essence 'appearance

of  th ing ' ,  the  essence 'appar i t ion" ' ,  e tc .  IPhenoneno loqv
,  P .  , 1 1 5 . 1  I n  t h e  f i r s t  v o l u m e

@I writes of "phenomenology, whose only
aim is to be a doctr ine of essences in the framework of pure
in tu i t ion"  IPhenomeno loqv  and the  Cr is is  o f  Ph i losophv,  p .
93 , note I .

r s  o q i s c h e  u n t e r s u c h u n q e n ,  V o 1 .  r r / 1 i  P i v c e v i c ,  p . 6 2 -
r6Descar tes  is  descr ibed by  Husser l  as  " the  pr i rna l  founder

not only of the tnodern idea of objectivist ic rat ional ism but
also of the transcendental moti f  which explodes i t" t$ieig,
p .  731.  He adds ,  "Even today ,  and perhaps  espec ia l l y  today ,
everyone who would think for hj.mseLf ought, i t  seems to me'
to  s tudy  these f i rs t  Med i ta t ions  [o f  Descar tes ]  in  the  u tmost
depth, not belng fr ightened off by the appearance of primi-
t iveness, by the well-known use of the new ideas for the para-
doxical and basical ly wrong proofs of the existence of God,
or  by  many o ther  obscur i t ies  and ambigu i t ies  - -  and- -a lso  no t
be ing  too  gu ick ly  confor ted  by  one 's  own re fu ta t ions"  I Ib ld . t
p .  7 4 s 1 .

r7  rn  the  Cr i -s is ,  Husser l  wr i tes  o f  "a  sor t  o f  rad ica l '
skept ica l  epoc tG-wh ich  p laces  in  ques t ion  a l1  [one 's ]  h i ther to
exist int convict ions, which forbids in advance any judgmental
use  o f  them,  fo rb ids  tak ing  any  pos i t ion  as  to  the i r  va l id i t y
or inval idity. once in his l i fe every phi losopher must proceed
in this way . Prior to the epoche 'his phi losophy' is
to  be  t rea ted  l i ke  any  o ther  p re jud ice"  1p .  761.

l8 i lwe do not easi ly overcome the inborn habit of l iv ing
and thinking according to the natural ist ic att i tude, and thus
of natural ist ical ly adulterat ing the psycu*ical" IPhenomenoloqy
and the  Cr is is  o f  Ph i losophv,  p .  1091.

t t M y  i t a l i c s .  P i v c e v i c ,  p p .  7 0 - 7 1 .  C f .  C a r t e s i a n  M e d i t a -
t ions ,  pp .  21  ,  24 .

2 o P i v c e v i c ,  p p .  5 9 - 7 0 ,  7 3 ,  8 2 .
2r The trouble vri th des.cript ive psychology in i ts usual

sense is that. i t  must by i ts very nature overlook the norms
essential ly implici t  in knowledge. l low people happen to think,
and why they happen to think as they do' is one thingi how
they ggg!,! to think if they are to get to know the truth about
things, and whv they should think in this way i f  they are
to do sor is another. see
Ph i losophv,  pp .  88 ,  92 ,  '102 t  ' l
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22" In  so  f a r  as  phenomeno log t i ca l  i n ves t i ga t j - on  i s  essence
inves t i ga t i on  and  i s  t hus  a  p r i - o r i  i n  t he  au then t i c  sense ,
i t  t akes  i n t o  accoun t  a f l  t he  j us t i f i ed  mo t i ves  o f  a  p r i o r i sm"
lPheno rneno loqy  and  t he  C r i s j . s  o f  Ph i . l osophy  ,  p .  121  ) .

2 3 T h i s  I a s t  i s  P i v c e v i c ' s  j u d g m e n t ,  w h i c h  I  s h a l 1  a s s u m e
t o  b e  b r o a d l y  c o r r e c t  I P i v c e v i c ,  p p .  7 6 - 7 ] .  " .  .  .  I f  k n o w l e d g e
theo ry  w i l l  .  i n ves t i ga te  t he  p rob lems  o f  t he  re l a t i onsh ip
be tween  consc iousness  and  be ing ,  i t  can  have  be fo re  i . t s  eyes
on l y  be ing  as  t he  co r re l a te  o f  consc iousness ,  as  some th ing
r i n t ended '  a f t e r  t he  manne r  o f  consc iousness ;  as  pe rce i ved ,
remembered ,  expec ted ,  r ep resen ted  p i c t o r i a l l y ,  imag j -ned ,  i den -
t i f i e d ,  d i s t i n g u i s h e d ,  b e l i e v e d ,  .  .  .  e v a l u a t e d ,  e t c . "  I P h e n o -
meno l -oqy  and  t he  C r i s i s  o f  Ph i l osophy ,  p .  89 l .  On  t he  v i r t ues
a n d  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  K a n t ,  s e e  C r i s i s ,  p p .  9 1 - 3 ,  9 7 ,  1 0 3 .

' " I g g g 4 ,  r ;  q u o t e d  P i v c e v i c ,  7 7 .  2 s P i v c e v i c ,  7 4 - 8 ,  8 0 .
26C f  .  espec ia l l y  R i cha rd  Ro r t y ,  Ph i l osophy  and  t he  I r t i r r o r

o f  N a t u r e  I P r i . n c e t o n ,  1 9 7 9 1 .
2 7 C f .  I n s i q h t ,  C h a t r t e r  X I .
' 8  C f .  Lone rgan ,  Me thod  i n  Theo loqv  I London ,  1972 ) ,  pp .

1 6 - 1 7  .
2s  A t  may  t hus  reasonab l y  i f  unk i ndJ -y  be  sa id ,  t ha t  t he

so -ca l l ed  [ p rob le rn  o f  o the r  m inds "  i s  an  a r t i f ac t  o f  emp i r i c i sn r .
'  

3 o c f .  I n s i q h t ,  C h a p t e r  V I I I .
3 r I n  c h a p t e r  x l x  o f  I n s i q h t  i t  i s  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  l n t e l l i -

g i bJ - l i t y  o f  t he  un i ve r se  i s  on l y  f u l 1y  t o  be  exp la i ned  i f
God  ex i s t s .  Husse r l  a l so  sees  a  connec t i on  be tween  t he  ques t i on
o f  God  and  t he  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  o f  t he  un i ve r se  IC r i s i s ,  pp .
2 8 8 - 8 9 1 .

t ' I ! g i g ! ! ,  Chap te . r  x I .  w i t h  Lone rgan ' s  ph rase  r t gene ra l i zed

emp i r i ca l  r ne thod " ,  one  may  compare  Husse r l ' s  r ena rk  abou t
phenomeno log i s t s ,  "we  a re  t he  t r ue  emp i r i c i s t s r ' .

33  Locke ,  An  Essay  Conce rn ing  Human  Unde rs tand inq ,  l I ,
I ,  4 i  I I ,  V I ,  1  a n d  2 .  T h e  p o i n t  h a s  b e e n  w e l l  m a d e  b y  J .
Douglas Rabb. See hj-s John Locke on Ref l -ect ion:  A Phenonenoloqv
L o s t  I L a n h a m ,  1 9 8 5 J .

3 u c f .  P i v c e v i c ,  p .  8 4 . 3 s r n s i q h t ,  C h s .  r I  t o  r v .
36  The  p resen t  a r t i c l e  may  be  rega rded  as  comp lemen ta r y

to  t ha t  o f  W i I l i am  Ryan ,  " I n t en t i ona l i t y  i n  Edmund  Husse r l -
and  Be rna rd  Lone rgan ,  "  f n t e rna t i ona l  Ph i l osophv  Qua r te r l v ,
June  1973 ,  173 -190 .  I  have  a l - so  bene f i t ed  g rea tLy  f r om conve r -
sa t i on  w i t h  Pau l  K idde r  on  t h i s  sub jec t ;  c f .  h i s  " Lone rgan
and  t he  Husse r l i an  P rob lem o f  T ranscenden ta l  Sub jec t i v i t y , "

,  V o 1 .  4 ,  N o .  1  [ M a r c h
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A11 knowledge has i ts orj-gin in wonder about a concretely

gi-ven real i ty.r Few real j , t ies have created more wonder than

human consciousness and few have given r ise to such theoretical

di-spute. Two of the most signif icant interpreters of human

consc iousness  - -  B .  F .  Sk inner  and B.  Lonergan - -  have produced

two of the most incompatible j .nterpretat ions of consclousness.

Concerning consciousness Skinner concludes, "There \das

no more reason to make a permanent place for tconsciousness'

l in  a  sc ien t i f i c  descr ip t ion  o f  behav io r l  than fo r  'ph lo -

g is ton t  o r  v is  an ima. "2  Hav ing  e l im ina ted  consc iousness  f rom

the exp lanat ion  o f  human behav io r  Sk inner ,  qu i te  cons is ten t ly '

p roceeds to  re jec t  the  "human sub jec t . "  ' rA  proper  theory r "

he  te l l s  us ,  " .  .  .  must  abo l i sh  the  concept ion  o f  the  ind lv i -

dua l  as  a  doer ,  as  an  or ig ina tor  o f  ac t ion . "3  "The concept

o f  se l f  i s  no t  essent ia l  in  an  ana lys is  o f  behav io r  . r rq

Thus,  as  Winokur  conc ludes ,  fo r  Sk j .nner r  "Man h imse l f  has

been e l im ina ted  as  a  causa l  var iab le ;  he  is  jus t  a  p lace  where

causa l  var iab les  in te rac t  to  p roduce ta lk ing . "s

Lonergan is in strong disagreement with each of these

conc lus ions .  Concern ing  consc iousness  he  s ta tes :

But one cannot deny that, within the cognit j .onal act
as i t  occurs, there is a factor or element or component
over and above i ts content, and that this factor is what
dif ferentiates cognit iona I acts from unconscious occi: :mnces.6

Lonergan aff irms the existence of the human subject. The sub-

jec t ,  fo r  Lonergan,  i s  cons t i tu ted  by  consc iousness '  "For

consciousness does not reveal- a prime substancei i t  reveals

a  psycho log ica l  sub jec t  . . "7  Concern ing  the  ro le  o f  the

subject in his or her own devefopment Lonergan is emphatic.

The subject is not only a knorver but also a doer and this

do ing  a f fec ts  the  sub jec t  h im/herse f f  because:

By his own acts the human subject makes hinself what
he is to be, and he does so freely and responsibly; indeed'
he does so precisely because his acts are the free and
respons ib le  dxpress ions  o f  h imse l f .s

Thus for Lonergan there is no suggestion of "el iminating

1  0 7
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man  h imse l f "  f r om  the  accoun t  o f  human  behav io r .  such  an  e l im i -

na t i on  resu l t s  i n  t he  t r unca ted  sub jec t  - -  t he  one  who  , r no t

on l y  does  no t  know  h imse l - f  bu t  a l , so  i s  unaware  o f  h i s  i gno r -

ance and .  concludes that  what he does not  know does nor

e x i s t . t t 9

The  t r ad i t i ona l  wonde r  abou t  consc iousness  i . s  t he re fo re

no t  w i t hou t  j - t s  s i gn i f i cance ,  f o r  t he  a f f i rma t i on  o f  consc rous_

ness  en ta i l - s  an  a f f i rma t i on  o f  t he  f r eedom and  d i gn i t y  o f

t he  human  i nd i v i dua l ,  wh j - l e  t he  den ia l  o f  consc iousness  en ta i l s

t he  den ia l  o f  bo th  p rope r t i es .

I t  j - s  t he  pu rpose  o f  t h i s  essay  t o  p rov i de  a  Lone rgan ran

c r i t i que  o f  Sk inne r ' s  exp lana t i on  o f  human  consc iousness .

Fo r  Lone rgan ,  consc iousness  i s  bo th  cogn i t i ve  and  cons t i t u t i ve .

I t  i s  cogn i t i ve  i n  t ha t  i t  , , i s  know ledge  o f  t he  sub jec t  sub

ra t i one  expe r t i  ( unde r  t he  f o rma l  aspec t  o f  ' t he  expe r i enced ' ) ' , . r 0

Th i s  expe r i ence  i s  ' r o r i g i na l ,  
i r nmed ia te ,  and  non - re fLec t i ve .  "  

r r

Consc iousness  i s  cons t i t u t i ve  i n  t ha t  i t  i s  wha t  makes  us

capab le  o f  expe r i ence ,  unde rs tand ing ,  j udgmen t ,  and  respons ib l e

ac t i on .12  The  cons t i t u t i ve  d imens ion  p resupposes  t he  cogn i t i ve . r 3

In  t h i s  essay  I  w i l l  dea l  on l y  w i t h  t he  cogn i t i ve  d imens ion

o f  consc iousness  and ,  w i t h i n  t ha t  d imens ion ,  on l y  w i t h  t he

immed ia te  and  non - re f l ec t i ve  aspec t s  o f  t he  expe r i ence  o f

t he  sub jec t .  A  f u r t he r  cons ide ra t i on ,  wh i ch  cou l - d  be  desc r i bed

as  occu r r i ng  i n  t he  backg round  o f  t h i s  pape r ,  i s  t he  re l a t i on

between the methods of  Lonergan and Skinner.  The hypothesis

i s  t ha t  sk i nne r ' s  me thod  i s  a  spec ia l i zed  me thod  f o r  ana rys i s

o f  t he  env i r onmen ta l  con t i ngenc ies  wh i ch  a re  gene ra ted  by ,
and  i n  t u rn  i n t e rac t  r d i t h ,  t he  gene ra l i zed  emp i r i ca l  me thod .
P r i o r  t o  t he  c r i t i que  o f  s k i nne r r s  t heo ry  o f  consc iousness ,

an  accoun t  w i l l  be  g i ven  f o r  t he  exp lana t i ons ,  p rov i ded  by
Sk inne r  and  Lone rgan ,  o f  t he  immed ia te  and  non - re f l ec t i ve
p rope r t i es  o f  t he  cogn i t i ve  d imens ion  o f  human  consc iousness .

I n  do ing  so  an  expos i t l on  o f  t he  rne thods  used  by  each  w i l l
be  p rov i ded ,  i n  t he  hope  t ha t  such  an  expos i t i on  can  f ac i l i t a t e

a  new  syn thes i s  o f  t he  me thods  o f  Lone rgan  and  Sk inne r .

A .  Sk inne r ' s  Me thod  f o r  Exp la i n i ng  Consc i , ousness

Sk inne r  c l ea r l y  desc r i bes  t he  way  i n  wh i ch  psycho log i ca l

t heo r i es  shou ld  be  cons t ruc ted  i f  t hey  a re  t o  be  p roduc t i ve

o f  bo th  bas i c  know ledge  and  t echno log i ca l  app l i ca t i ons . r {  The re

a re  t h ree  s tages  i n  t he  p rocess  o f  cons t ruc t i ng  such  a  t heo ry .
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rn the f irst stage the basic data that psychology can

meaningful ly study are determined. For Skinner the basic data

for psychology are the probabil i ty of act ion and the environ-

menta l  s t imu l i  tha t  con t ro l  th is  p robab i l i t y '

The second stage, which we wil l  now exanine in greater

depth, involves the attempt to discover the lawful relat ions

that actual ly do exist within the specif ied data. Norman i" lal-

co ln  has  succ inc t ly  a r t i cu la ted  the  qoa l  o f  th is  s tage o f

theory  bu i ld ing .

Sk inner  i s  an  exponent  o f  a  " func t j -onaI  ana lys is t t  o f

hunan behavior. He holds that every piece of human behav-

i " i - i "  a  " func t ion"  o f  some cond i t ion ,  tha t  i s  descr ibab le

in  phys ica l  te rms,  as  i s  the  behav io r  i t se l f .  The cond i -

t ions_of  wh j .ch  behav io r  i s  a  func t ion  are ,  fo r  the  most

part,  external to the organism, although sometimes they

i , i v  t "  "w i th in  the  organ ism's  sk in" '  The phys ica . f  cond i -

t i6ns  o f  wh ich  behav io i  i s  a  func t ion  are  ca l led  " indepen-
dent  var iab lesr "  and the  p ieces  o f  behav io r  a re  the  "depen-
dent  var iab les . "  a  dependent  var iab le  i s  sa id  to  be  under

i i r "  "con t ro l "  o f  an  independent  var iab le .  The re la t ions

between independent and dependent variab].es are scienti f ic
Iaws.  The a im o f  behav io r is t i c  psycho logy  is  to  uncover
these laws,  thus  mak ing  poss ib le  the  pred ic t ion  and con-

trol of human behavior- "A synthesis of these laws ex-
pressed in quanti tat ive terms yields . a comprehensj 've
p ic tu . "  o f  the  organ ism as  a  behav inq  sys tem"" "

Sk inner 's  ac t i v i t y  a t  s tage two revea led  a  b r i l f ian t

sc ien t is t ,  fo r  the  f ru i t ion  o f  h j ' s  e f fo r ts  was no th ing  IeSs

than the discovery of the principles of operant condit ioning.

The cent ra l  p r inc ip le  o f  operant  cond i t ion ing  is  the

three-tern contingency of reinforcernent '  This principle de-

scr ibes  the  re la t ion  be tween th ree  events :  a  d isc r im ina t ive

s t imu lus ,  a  response,  and a  re in fo rc ing  or  pun ish ing  s t imu lus '

The re la t ion  can be  schemat ized  as  fo l lows:

S D  - - - - - - - - - - - - >  R  -  S r + , -

A discriminative st imulus can be any event in the presence

of  wh ich  a  spec i f i c  response is  charac ter is t i ca l l y  re in fo rced.

For example, the verbal community characterist ical ly reinforces

a ch i ld ,  learn ing  to  labe l  ob jec ts ,  fo r  say ing  ' t ree '  in  the

presence of anY tYPe of tree.

The response which consti tutes the middle term is an

operant responsei that is, one which has i ts probabil i ty of

occurrence nodif ied by the effects that i t  has on the environ-

ment. The probabil i ty of the chi ld saying ' tree' in the pre-

sence of trees is increased vthen the l istener says "that 's

r ight" or "good" and pats the chitd on the shoulder'  operant

responses cover the cateqory of responses v'hich was tradit ion-

al ly considered to be 'rvoluntary" .
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The  re i n fo r ce r  i s  t he  even t  wh i ch  i nc reases  t he  p robab i l -

i t y  o f  t he  response  i n  t he  p resence  o f  i t s  d i - sc r im ina t i ve

s t imu lus .  Th i s  occu rs  j - n  such  a  way  t ha t  t he  d i sc r im ina t i ve

s t imu lus  even tua l l y  ga ins  con t ro l  ove r  t he  response ,  wh i ch

neans  t ha t  t he  response  w i I l  con t i nue  t o  be  em i t t ed  i n  t he

p resence  o f  t he  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t imu lus  even  when  i t  i s  on l y

be ing  re i n fo r ced  once  i n  a  r r h i l e ,  as  wou ld  be  t he  case  l n

the example above.

Trvo propert ies of  the re l -at ionship between the response

and  i t s  d i sc r i r n i na t i ve  s t imu lus  a re  s i gn i f i can t  f o r  t he  d i scus -

s i on  o f  Sk inne r '  s  exp lana t i on  o f  consc iousness .  These  p rope r -

t i es  a re ,  f i r s t ,  t ha t  t he  response  i s  con t ro t l ed  i n  a  p robab i l -

i s t i c  way  by  i t s  d j - sc r im ina t i ve  s t imu lus ,  and  second ,  t ha t

t he  response  i s  on l y  ex te rna l l y  r e l , a t ed  t o  i t s  d i sc r im j . na t i ve

s t i m u l u s .

Conce rn ing  t he  na tu re  o f  t he  con t ro f  t ha t  t he  d i sc r i r n i n -

a t i ve  s t imu lus  acqu i r es  ove r  t he  response ,  t he  t h ree -ce rm

con t i ngency  s t imu lus ,  r esponse ,  consequence  ac f , . s  as

an  i ndependen t  va r i ab le  wh i ch  exe r t s  f unc t i ona l  con t ro l  ove r

t he  p robab i l i t y  o f  f u t u re  r esponses  be ing  em i t t ed  i n  t he  p re -

sence  o f  s im i l a r  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t i r nu l i .  Mo re  p rec j . se l y ,  t he

th ree - t e rm  con t i ngency  exe r t s  f unc t i ona l  con t ro l  ove r  t he

cova r i a t i on  o f  an  an teceden t  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t i r nu lus  and  a

response .  Thus ,  t he  con t ro l  o f  t he  response  by  i t s  an teceden t

d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t imu lus  deve lops  as  a  dependen t  va r i ab l , e .

Sk inne r  r e fe r s  t o  t he  re l a t i on  be t v reen  t he  d i sc r im ina t i ve

s t imu lus  and  t he  response  as  a  r e l a t i on  o f  s t imu lus  con t ro l -

Fo r  examp le ,  a  r e l a t i on  o f  s t imu lus  con t ro l .  ex i s t s  be tween

the  ac tua l  t r ee  a r rd  t he  ve rba l  r esponse  ' t r ee '  
because  t he

ch i l d  has  been  exposed  t o  a  t ype  o f  t h ree - t e rm  con t i ngency

in which the f i rs t  ternr  has been actual  t rees and the second

te rm  has  been  t he  voca l  r esponse  o f  ' t r ee ' .

Acco rd i ng  t o  Sk inne r  t h i s  r e l a t i onsh ip  be tween  t he  re_

sponse  and  i t s  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t imu rus  i s  a r so  on l y  an  ex te rna r

reLa t i onsh ip .  As  he  s ta tes  i t ,  "The  con t i ngenc ies  wh i ch  a f f ec t

an  o rgan i sm a re  no t  s t o red  by  i t .  They  a re  neve r  i ns i de  i t ;

t hey  s imp l y  change  i t . " 16  Thus ,  t he  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t i r i l u l us

and  i t s  p rope r t i es  a re  a lways  sepa ra te  f r om,  o r  ex te rna l  t o ,

t he  response .  They  neve r  become  pa r t  o f ,  o r  a re  ass im j . l a t ed  t o ,
t he  response .
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Though Skinner describes the topography of the response

he never defines an operant .  response vri thout referr ing to

al l  three terms of the contingency. A response is always de-

f ined th rough i t s  con t ro l l ing  reLat ions .  17

Without doubt the three-term contingency of reinforcernent

wil l  be one of the most important discoveries of twentieth-

century  psycho logy .  I t  i s  th is  p r inc ip le  and those wh ich  de-

rive primari ly from it  that consti tute the tools to be used

at  the  th i rd  and f ina l  s tage o f  theory  bu i1d ing .

It  is only at the third starle that "theory" in i ts proper

sense en ters .  Event .s  wh j -chcannot  ye t  be  exper imenta l l y  man ipu-

lated, and thereby ernpi-r ica1ly explained, are theoretical ly

exp la ined.  A t  th is  s tage,  concepts  such as ,  "gg ,g !g ,  facu l t ies ,

a t t i tudes ,  d r ives ,  ideas ,  in te res ts  anC capac i t ies  .  .  .  w i l I

be  pu t  in  good sc ien t i f i c  o rder . "18  The.  phenonenon ca l led  con-

sc iousness  be longs  in  th is  ca tegory  o f  psycho log ica l  events .

Sk inner 's  ob jec t ive  a t  s tage th ree  is  to  per fo rn  a  func-

t iona l  ana lys is  o f  the  theore t ica l  verba l  behav io r  o f  the

sc ien t is t .  As  Day succ inc t ly  pu ts  i t ,  "The task  o f  a  sc ien t i f i c

ana lys is  o f  ' sen tences '  i s  to  spec i fy  rv i th in  the  s ta tement

o f  func t ionaLre la t j -ons ,  the  k inds  o f  s t imu la t ion  tha t  can

reasonably be said to control the verbal behavior in questioru"rs

Thus, Skinner'  rvi l l  attempt to determine which type or cypes

of  th ree- te rm cont ingency( ies)  a re  ac tua l l y  in f luenc ing  the

irrobabil i ty of the verbal behavior of the scientist when that

scientist engages in the explanation of phenomena such as

consc iousness .  Us ing  the  th ree- te rn  cont ingency  as  a  too l

fo r  de f in ing  sc ien t i f i c  te rms opera t iona l l y ,  he  has  been ab le
to demonstrate that the verbal behavior of the scientist is
under  mu l t ip le  cont ro l .

One source of control is operational -- inf luences froi ir
operations, and contacts with data. Discrinrinative st imuli
of this sort lead to the effect ive predict ion and control
of natural events.20 Fol lowing l , loore r.re can schernatize these
contingencj.es as fol lovrs:

@ratios ard Scienti.fic Outqrcs leadinq to
prediction ard control@ntacts witfi data betravior

Verbal behavior, determined in this rnanner, is referrred to
by  Sk inner  as  the  abs t rac t  tac t .  In  Sk inner 's  o lvn  words :
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A tac t  may  be  de f i ned  as  a  ve rba l  ope ran t  i n  wh i ch  a
response  o f  a  g i ven  f o rm  I t t r e  second  t e rm  o f  t he  con -

t i ngencyJ  i s  evoked  (o r  a t  l eas t  s t r eng thened )  by  a  pa r -

t i cu l a r  ob jec t  o r  even t  o r  p rope r t y  o f  an  ob jec t  o r  even t

t t he  f i r s t  t e rm  o f  t he  con t j - ngency l .  we  accoun t  f o r  t he

s t reng th  by  show ing  t ha t  i n  t he  p resence  o f  t he  ob jec t

o r  even t  a  r esponse  o f  t ha t  f o rm  i s  cha rac te r i s t j - ca I I y
re i n fo r ced  I t he  t h i r d  t e rm  o f  t he  con t i ngency ]  i n  a  g i ven

verbal  community.  2r

A  t ac t  i s  abs t rac t  when  i t  i s  unde r  t he  con t ro l  o f  a  spec i f i c

property of  the antecedent event .22 Such a tact  j -s  object ive

because  i t  i s  con t ro l l ed  by  t he  ac tua l  p rope r t i es  o f  t he  even t

i n  ques t i on .

A second general  source of  contro l  over the verbal  behav-

i o r  o f  t he  sc i en t i s t  i s  soc i a l  o r  cu l t u ra l  - -  mo re  spec i f i ca l J ' y

those t radi t ions and preconcept ions wi th in Lhe cul ture which

bea r  d i r ec t l y  on  t he  i s sues  t ha t  t he  sc i en t i s t  i s  i nves t i ga t i ng .

Moo re23  schema t i zes  t hese  con t i ngenc ies  i n  t he  f o l l ow ing  manne r :

S D  - - -  - - -  - -  >  R  - -  - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - -  >  S r

Social ard cuLtural Bebavior
stirruli

Social ard cultural
reinforoers

Thus,  the  d isc r im ina t ive  s t imu l i  f rom th is  c lass  o f  con-

t ingenc ies  Iead the  sc ien t is t  to  emi t  behav io r  tha t  resu l ts

in  soc ia l  acceptance fo r  fo l low ing  the  cu l tu rers  es tab l i shed

ru les ,  ra ther  than behav io r  tha t  resu l ts  in  the  pred ic t ion

and control of nature.2{ As Moore2s points out, when i t  comes

to  the  issue o f  human nature ,  the  preva i l ing  cu l tu ra l  t rad i -

t ions  have been "menta l i s t i c . "  The t rad i t ions  wh ich  sp l i t

human nature into nind and body have always appealed to nental

concepts in explaining human behavior.

Soc ia l -cu l tu ra l  in f luences  en ter  in to  the  cont ro l  o f

the  sc j .en t is t ' s  verba l  behav io r  in  severa l  ways .  F i rs t ,  there

is  tha t  c lass  o f  operants  wh ich  Sk inner  re fe rs  to  as  the  in t ra -

verba l .  Th is  i s  a  verba l  response wh ich  is  under  the  s t imufus

cont ro l  o f  o ther  verba l  s t imuL i .  one 's  verba f  responses  are

inf luenced by what one says, and what one speaks today is

determined in part by what one has said, heard, and read

yes terday .26

Another operant by which the prevai l ing culture inf luences

t h e  v e r b a L b e h a v i o r  o f  t h e  s c i e n t i s t  i s  t h e  m a n d .  T h i s  i s

a verbal utterance which is under the functional control of

a part icular rej.nforcer. Thus, one is nandj.ng rrrhen one says

"pay  a t ten t ion  to  me. "  Many o f  the  re in fo rcers  fo r  sc ien t i f i c

behav io r  a re  th ings  duch as  pres t ige ,  soc ia l  a t ten t ion ,  and
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advancement. Thus, the inf luence of the society which adminis-

ters these consequences enters into the control of the scien-

t i s t ' s  behav io r .  As  Sk inner  no tes ,  i t  takes  cons iderab le  t ra in -

ing to refrain from drawinq premature conclusions on the basis

of insuff icient evidence, and to avoid creating explanatory

f i c t i o n s . 2 T

A th i rd  way tha t  cu l tu re  ln f luences  the  sc ien t is t ' s  verba l

behavior is by means of audience control.  The audience that

one i .s speaking to sets the occasion for the emission of a

spec i f i c  par t  o f  one 's  reper to i re ,  and then e i ther  re in fo rces

this behavior or punishes behavior incompatible with this

behavior. Thus, the audience plays a powerful role in selecting

the verbal behavior emitted by the scientist.2s

on the basis of these three processes vte can see how

pro found ly  soc ia l -cu l tu ra l  in f luences  en ter  in to  the  de termina-

t ion  o f  the  sc ien t is t ' s  verba l  behav io r .

The tact, intraverbal, mand, and audience control are

a l l  th i rd -1eve l  cons t ruc t ions  in  Sk inner 's  rne thod o f  bu i ld ing

a natural scienti f ic theory of human nature. They are aLI

based upon a very ski l l ful  use of the three-term contingency

of reinforcement as an analyt ic tool.  As a result of these

astute analyses, which from the viewpoint of tradit ional phi lo-

sophy 'are fundamental ly epistenological in nature, l te are

able to develop a very ref ined grasp of the mult iply-control led

nature  o f  sc ien t i f i c  verba l  behav io r .

Moore2e schemat izes  the  resu l ts  o f  th is  ana lys is  the  fo l -

low ing  way:

sD ---------

Ortccnes leading to
predicticr arrl oontr:ol

Ortqrcs leadirg to
social reinforcers

Qperatians

Social influences

Scientific
betnvior

civen this theory of the way in which various types of

three-term contingencies simultaneously operate on the verbal

behavlor of the scientist to interactively modulate the proba-

bi l i ty of his or her theoretical utterances, how does skinner

proceed to offer third-level explanations of events such as

consciousness? what is consciousness? How does i t  come into

existence? Holt do lde come to talk about i t?

To begin with i t  must be noted that Skinner's radical

behaviorism does in fact deal with events occurring inside

the organism, events which he refers .  to as .private.3o 
For him

the I 'skin is not that inportant as a boundary.tt3r The central
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ques t i on  i s ,  wha t  t ypes  o f  p r i va te  even t s  w i l l  he  a l l ow  i n to

h i s  sc i ence?  Sk inne r  has  l ong  been  conce rned  abou t  t he  use

of mental  concepts in the explanat ion of  behavj-or .  The methodo-

l og i ca l  o r i en ta t i on  wh i ch  uses  psycho log i ca . I  o r  men ta l .  concep t s

i n  i t s  exp lana t i on  o f  behav io r  i s  known  as  men ta l i sm .  Moo re ,

a  r ad i ca l  behav io r i s t ,  po i n t s  ou t  t ha t  men ta l i sm  i s  cha rac te r -

i zed  by  t h ree  p rope r t i es .  F i r s t ,  i t  d i v i des  human  expe r i ence

in to  p re -behav io ra l  and  behav io ra l  d imens ions .  Second ,  i t

uses  psycho log i ca l  o r  men ta l  t e rms  such  as  w i shes ,  mo t i ves ,

cogn i t i on ,  and  consc iousness  t o  r e fe r  t o  o rganocen t r i c  en t i t i e s

tha t  ex i s t  i n  t he  p re -behav io ra l  d imens ion .  Once  p l aced  i n

th is d imension they take on an autonomy from behavioral  pr in-

c i p l es  o f  exp lana t i on .  F i na l I y ,  men taJ - i sn  t r ea t s  t hese  o rgano -

cen t r i c  en t i t i e s  as  an teceden t  causes  wh j . ch  exp la i n  behav io r . 32

Yet these organocentr ic  or  mental  events must in turn be ex-

p l a i ned  i n  a  comp le te  exp lana t i on  o f  behav io r .  Th i s  i s  one

o f  t he  reasons  why  Sk inne r  r e j ec t s  t h i s  men ta l i s t i c  me thod

fo r  exp la i n i ng  behav io r .

Does th is mean that  Skinner cannot deal  wi th those types

of  pr ivate events that  mental  concepts are taken to refer

t o?  The  answer  i s  no .  As  he  s ta tes ,  ' r The  
ob jec t i on  i s  no t

that  these th ings are mental  but  that  they of fer  us no real-

expJ .ana t i on  and  s tand  i n  t he  way  o f  a  r no re  e f f ec t i ve  ana l ys i s . , 63

Sk inne r  w i l l  dea l  w i t h  t he  men ta l  even t  by  t r ea t i ng  i t  as

a  p r i va te  even t  and  w i l l  t hen  ope ra t i ona l i ze  t he  men ta l  t e rn r

by appJ.y ing his method for  expla in ing publ ic  events to the
p r i va te  even t  i n  ques t i on . sa  Tha t  i s ,  t o  use  h i s  own  wo rds ,

he  w i l l  t u rn  " t o  t he  con t i ngenc ies  o f  r e i n fo r cemen t  wh i ch

account for  the funct ional  reLat ion between a term, as a verbaL

response  [ t he  men ta l  concep t ] ,  and  a  g i ven  s t imu lus  [ t he  men ta ] -

even t l . " 35  I n  essence ,  Sk inne r  w i l l  a t t emp t  t o  de te rm ine  wh i ch

types of  three-term cont ingencies the verbal  behavior  of  the
theo re t i c i an  be longs  t o .

On l y  t ha t  t heo re t i ca l  ve rba l  behav io r  Lha t .  be l ongs  t o
the  abs t rac t  se l f - t ac t ,  whe re  t he  ve rba l  r esponse  i s  unde r
t he  con t ro l  o f  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t imu l i  t ha t  a re  t he  ob jec t i ve
p rope r t i es  o f  t he  p r i va te  even t ,  w i l l  be  accep ted  i n  Sk i . nne r ' s

account of  behavior .  For Skinner only that  behavior  is  con_
t ro r l ed  by  r ea l i t y  s t a tes  and  p rocesses .  ve rba l  behav io r  v rh i ch
has  on l y  soc ia l  and  cuL tu ra r  even t s  f o r  i t s  d i sc r i n i na t i ve

s t i nu l i  v r i I l  be  r e j ec ted  as  desc r i p t i ve  and /o r  exp lana to r y

f i c t i o n s .



SKINNER AND LONERGAN 1 1 5

Skinner treats of three categories of mental concepts.

First,  there are those nental concepts which lack both descrip-

t ive and explanatory val idity. These concepts do not describe

palpable t.ui i t ies and therefore they can have no place in

the explanation of behavior. They are nerely f ict ional inven-

t lons which are nothing more than metaphors. "Memoryr" based

as i t  is upon the metaphor of "storage systenr" is an example

of such a mental concept.3s

The second category contains nental concepts that possess

descript ive val idity but lack explanatory value. These do

descr ibe  pa lpab le  rea l l t ies  such as  aches ,  pa ins ,  and emot ions

and thus are val id descript ively. Holtever'  when the private

events referred .to by these concepts are treated as causes

of behavior, in the sense meant by the statement, "ue is eating

because he is hungryrtt  then skinner considers these concepts

to be explanatory f ict ions. Rather than treat the eventsr@red

to by these concepts as causesr Skinner considers them to

be either "nental way-stat ions" intervening l inks between

the environment and the behavi,or, l inks that can be ignored

1n a causal explanation of behavior -- or col lateral effects

o f  the  ac tua l  causes  o f  the  behav io r .3T

FinaIIy, there is a third category of mental concepts

which Skinner considers to have ful l  descript ive and explana-

tory status. These concepts refer to mental- events that have

both descript ive and explanatory val idity. The clearest ex-

amples of this category of mental events are those which func-

t ion  as  d isc r in ina t ive  s t imu l i  fo r  se l f -descr ip t i ve  verbaL

behav io r ,  as  in  " r  fee l  hungry . "  The fo rce  o f  th is  v iew is

brought out in Skinner's statement, about a hypothetical per-

son,  tha t  " in te rna l  s ta tes  are  the  ' re fe ren ts '  o f  h is  descr ip -

t ions of his feel ings, and as such are among the independent

var iab les  cont ro l l ing  h is  verba l  behav io r . t '38  zur i f f  has  de ter -

mined that there are ten dif ferent categories of mental events

that have causal status for Skinner.3e However, these mental

events, though i t  seems that they can be organocentr ic, as

in  the  case o f  pa in ,  a re  never  t rea ted  as  ex is t ing  in  a  p re-

behav io raLd imens ion .

Skinner therefore does deal with internal events. As

Schnaitter has noted, the l ine of demarcation between the

mental tenns which Skinrer accepts and those which he rejects

is clear. I 'An ordinary-language mental term is at least roughly

acceptable for descript ive purposes i f  i ts referent is a phen-

omenon with direct sensory gual i t ies; but a term is not
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accep tab l - e  f o r  desc r i p t i ve  pu rposes  i f  i t s  r e fe ren t  i s  r e l a -

t i ve l y  abs t rac t ,  o r  i n f e r red . "a0  Thus ,  as  Schna i t t e r  conc lud .es ,

f o r  Sk i - nne r ,  " good  men ta l i sms  a re  consc ious  men ta l i sms  sub jec t

t o  l n t r ospec t i on ;  bad  men ta l i sms  a re  unconsc ious  men ta l i sms ,

t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  i n f e r e n c e . " a i

Sk inne r ' s  me thod  o f  dea l i ng  w j - t h  i n t e rna l  even t s  w i t hou t

f a l l i ng  i n t o  t he  p i t  o f  exp lana to r y  f i c t i ons  i s  ve r y  as tu te .

H i s  f i r s t  s t ep  i s  t o  i nsu re  t ha t  h i s  own  ve rba l  behav io r  i s

unde r  t he  con t ro l  o f  da ta  r a the r  t han  o f  me tapho r i c  ex tens ions

tha t  a re  usua l l y  t r ansm i t t ed  by  soc ia l  t r ad i t i ons .  H i s  second

s tep  i s  t o  i nsu re  t ha t  t he  i n t e rnaLeven t  does  no t  f unc t i on

as  an  au tonomous  cause ,  by  pJ ,ac i ng  i t  i n t o  t he  t h ree - t e rn

con t i ngency  as  one  o f  i t s  t e rms  - -  usua l J . y  t he  d i sc r im ina t i ve

s t i .mu lus .a2

fn  t he  nex t  sec t i on  o f  t he  essay  I  sha l l -  exam ine  t he

r. ray in which Skinner appl ies h ' is  theoret j -caI  method to the

i ssue  o f  t he  na tu re  o f  consc iousness .

B .  Sk inne r '  s  Exp lana t i - on  o f  t he  Cogn i t i ve  D imens ion
o f  Consc iousness

The  t e rm  consc iousness  has  been  used  t o  r e fe r  t o  many

d i f f e ren t  f o rms  o f  awa reness .  These  have  been  ve ry  ab l y  de -

scr ibed by Lonergan, Malot t  and Whaley,  Natsoulas,  and Strasser.q3

Th i s  d i scuss ion  o f  consc j . ousness  w i l I  be  based  on  on l y  one

of these forms of  avrareness that  which the etymology of

t he  wo rd  revea l s  as  i t s  r e fe ren t .  E t ymoJ -og i ca t l y  t he  t e rm

consc iousness  de r i ves  f r o rn  t he  La t i n  cum sc i r e ,  wh i ch  means

to know together or  at  the same t ime.{*  As the term denotes,

consc iousness  has  t r ad i t i ona l l y  been  t aken  t o  r e fe r  t o  a  non -

ob jec t i ve  o r  non - re f l ex i ve  expe r i ence  o f  ou rse l ves  as  knowers ,

an  expe r i ence  wh i ch  accompan ies  a l l  ou r  ac t s  o f  know ledge

and  w i l J - i ng .  Thus ,  v / e  a re  t aken  as  expe r i enc ing  ou rse l ves

as knowers together and s imul taneousl-y wi th our knowledge

o f  t he  ob jec t .  Na t sou las t s  de f i nes  a  men ta l ,  ep i sode  as  be ing

se l f - i n t ima t i ng  " j . f  a l l  i t  t akes  t o  be  awa re  o f  i t s  occu r rence

i s  i t s  occu r rence . "  The  expe r i ence  o f  t he  sub jec t  wh i ch  i s
g i ven  i n  and  by  consc iousness  i s  t aken  as  be ing  se l f - i n t ima t i ng

in  t h i s  sense .  We  a re  un re f l ex i ve l y  o r  immed ia teJ_y  p resen t

t o  ou rse l , ves  as  sub jec t s  i n  ou r  know ing  and  w i l l i ng  ac t i v i t i e s .

Sk inne r  t r ea t s  consc iousness  as  op ; ran t  behav io r  wh i ch

i s  b rough t  i n t o  ex i s t ence  by  ope ran t  cond i t i on i ng .  He  Ls  em_
pha t i c  abou t  t he  f ac t  t ha t ,  " I t  i s  on l y  t h rough  t he  g radua l

grovrth of a verbal community that the individual becomes conscio:sls
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Skinner, in an interview by Guly, makes his posit ion on the

nature of consciousness very c1ear.e7 ttso far as r am concerned

all  behavior is unconscious, but some of i t  becomes conscious

when people ask us what rre are doing, why are we doing that,

and so on. We begin to J.earn, as the human species began to

learn many thousands of years ago to observe i tself ." These

staternents imply that Skinner simply rejects, as a descript ive

and explanatory f ict ion, the existence of consciousness in

the sense that we have defined i t .

This conclusion is supported by Natsoulas who rejects

the  doc t r ine  o f  se l f - in t imat ion  as  absurd . fB  Consc iousness ,

then, is identi f ied for Skinner with what Lonergan refers

to as ref lexive knowing and what Skinner refers to as self-

tact ing operant behavior.

Moore states the posit ion very clearly:

For  rad ica l  behav io r ism,  these te rms Iconsc iousness  and
awarenessl relate to the extent to which persons respond
discriminatively on the basis of past and present behavior,
behavior they are l ikely to exhibit  in the future, and
the condit ions of which such behavior is a function . .  .
Most often, of course, r,re are 1ikely to be aware when
we learn something new, because self-descript ive behavior
in such cases is extremely usefu]. But we behave with
respect to st imuli ,  and al l  behavior can be said to be
unconscious in the sense that i t  is shaped and maintained
through contingencies th^at exert their effects even though
they  are  no t  descr ibed. " '

For radical behaviorlsm, to the extent that these
phenomena Ithinking and consciousness] involve private
events, they are private behavj.ors. As private behaviors,
they do not dif fer in principle from public behaviors,
aJ.though they are executed on such a smaIl scale and
at such a reduced level that the behavior is not observ-
ab le  by  o thers .

In some cases, the private or covert form of the be-
havior j .nvolves ful ly the same nusculature as does the
public, overt form In other cases, the covert be-
havior involves the activi ty of the neuromuscular
substratum that 1s also active during the overt form
of the behavior.so

We nay conclude that for Skinner the only aspects of

our own being that ever become conscious are those aspects

which come, as a result of operant condit iontng, to function

as  dLscr im ina t ive  s t imu l i  fo r  a  se l f - tac t  response.  Th is  means

that \re are never conscious of the middle terms of either

the self-tact or the tact, qua middle term of these contin-

gencies. Consciousness is always of the content of noetic

acts and never of the acts crua acts. To put i t  di f ferently,
yte are never conscious of ourselves as knowers or subjects.
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Tha t  i s ,  wh iLe  we  a re  em i t t j . ng  t he  know ing  ac t  o r  t ac t i ng

response ,  $ re  a re  neve r  consc j - ous  o f  t h i s  ac t  o r  r esponse .

I n  Sk inne r ' s  t e rms ,  i t  i s  imposs ib l e  t o  se l - f - t ac t  a  t ac t i ng

tac t ;  a  t ac t  t ha t  i s  cu r ren t l y  i n  t he  p rocess  o f  be ing  e rn i t t ed .

The re fo re ,  i t  i s  imposs ib l , e  t o  be  consc ious  o f  a  t ac t i ng  t ac t

r esponse .  The  t ac t i ng  t ac t  i s ,  i n  Sk inne r ' s  use  o f  t he  t e rm ,

unconsc ious .

Sk inne r ' s  exp lana t i on  o f  consc iousness  i s  t he re fo re  a

ve r , s i on  o f  t he  t heo ry  l vh i ch  Lone rgan  J -abe l t ed  . as  " consc ien t i a -

pe rcep t i o "  whe re  consc iousness  i s  conce i ved  as  be ing  comp le te l y

i n ten t i ona l - ,  r e f l ex i ve ,  and  i n t r ospec t i ve  i n  na tu re . s r  The

p r e m i s e  o f  t h i s  t h e o r y  i s :

t ha t  cogn i t i ona l  se l f - p resence  i s  co r re l a t i ve  w j - t h  r e f l - ec -
+  i  ^ -  .  I  +  ^ - 1  , ,  i  - ^ ^ c ^ -  ^ -  ! L ^L r v r r ,  r L  u u u u r s  o n l y  i n s o f a r  a s  t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  a c t s ,  i n -
i t i a l l y  o r i en ted  t owa rd  con ten t s  d i s t i nc t  f r om  themse l ves ,
re tu rn  upon  - t hemse l ves ,  r ece i v i ng  t hemse l ves  as  t he i r

.  ovrn contents.  " '

On  t he  bas  j .  s  o f  t h i s  p rem ise  t he  consc ien t i a -pe rcep t i o

t heo ry  o f  consc iousness  conc fudes  t ha t  none  o f  t he  sub jec t ' s

cogn i t i ona l  ac t s  possess  consc iousness  - -  a  p r im i t i ve  i n t e rna l

expe r i ence  o f  se l f - p resence  j - n  cogn i t i ona l  ac t s ,  an  expe r i ence

wh i ch  i s  non - i n ten t i ona l  ,  non - re f l ex i ve ,  and  non -ob jec t i ve . s3

As  r r e  have  seen ,  f o r  Sk inne r  some  rnen ta l i s t i c  concep t s

a re  s imp l y  desc r i p t j - ve  and  exp lana to r y  f i c t i ons ,  and  psycho logy

does  no t  r equ i r e  t he i r  r ede f i n i t i on  o r  r e i n te rp re ta t i on .  As

h e  s t a t e s :

The  re i n te rp re ta t i on  o f  an  es tab l j - shed  se t  o f  exp lana to r y
f i c t i ons  was  no t  t he  v ray  t o  secu re  t he  t oo l s  t hen  needed
fo r  a  sc i en t i f i c  desc r i p t i on  o f  behav io r  The re  was
no  more  reason  t o  make  a  pe rmanen t  p l ace  f o r  " consc ious -
n e s s r t t  " w i I l r ' r  " f e e l i n g r "  a n d  s o  o n ,  t h a n  f o r  " p h l o g i s t o n t '
o r  " v i s  a n i m a .  t t  s q

T h u s ,  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  t a k e n  a s  a  s e l f - i n t i m a t i n g  a c t i v i t y ,

i s  a  me re  exp lana to r y  f i - c t i on ,  ve rba l  behav io r  em j . t t ed  by

the  sc i en t i s t ,  wh i ch  re fe r s  t o  p re -behav io ra l  " en t i t i e s . ' l

Such  behav io r  o f  t he  sc j . en t i s t  i s  mu l t i p l y - con t ro l l ed  by  t he

soc ia l - cu l t u ra l  s t imu l i  and  by  r e i n fo r ce rs  t ha t  en te r  i n t o

the  i n t r ave rba l  and  mand  con t i ngenc ies  o f  r e i n fo r cemen t .  I t

wou ld  seem tha t  Sk inne r ' s  exam ina t i on  o f  h i s  own  p r i va te  even t s

d id  no t  p roduce  any  d i r ec t  senso ry  and  consc j , ous  da ta  t ha t

cou ld  f unc t i on  as  d i sc r i n i na t i ve  s t i r nu l i  f o r  t he  abs t rac t

se l f - t ac t  o f  " an  immed ia te  o r  non re f l ex i ve  expe r i ence  o f  myse l f

as  sub jec t  i n  a I I  my  ac t s  o f  know ing  and  w j - I l i ng ; "  an  expe r i ence

tha t  occu rs  s imu l t aneous l y  w i . t h  t he  expe r i ence  o f  t he  d i sc r im -

i na t i ve  s t imu lus  o r  ob jec t  o f  each  o f  t hese  "ac t s . "  F i nd ing
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no such data he concluded that rrconsciousness" is not an ab-

s t rac t  se l f - tac t .  Rather ,  t t consc iousness"  i s  l i ke ly  the  midd le

term of both intraverbal and mand three-term contingencies'
t ,Consciousnesst '  would be an intraverbal because i ts discrimina-

t ive st imuli  are the verbal ly mediated and mental ist ical ly

biased tradit ions of western Culture. "consciousness" would

be a mand because i t  is based on strong subjective desires

that human nature transcend physical real i ty. As a mand "con-

sciousnesst '  would therefore function as a "requesttt  that human

real i ty be so structured.

As we proceed to Lonergan's account of consciousness

we move toward a very dif ferent understanding of our subject

mat te r .

2. Lonerqan on the Nature of the Coqnit ive Dimension
o f C o n s c i o u s n e s s

Lonergan, l ike skinner, Irras a systematic thinker'  Like

Skinner, his conclusions on the nature of consciousness vtere

based upon the astute use of method.

A. Lonergan's Method for Explaining Consciousness

One o f  the  cent ra l  goa ls  o f  Lonergan 's  l i fe  p ro jec t  was

to discover the "foundations for method in qeneral."ss This

search for foundations lead to the formulation of a general ized

empir ical or transcendental methodr a method that t t is essen-

t iaIIy the sane" as the empir ical rnethod and that "stands

to the data of consciousness as empir ical method stands to

the  da ta  o f  sense. "56

As Lonergan formulated i t ,  the general ized empir ical

method operates in two ways. Uti l ized in the f irst r .ray i t

is sirnply the "dynamic pattern of interrelated operations

which consti tute human knowingr" whlch Tyrrel l  refers to as

the rradical '  transcendental method.sT on this leve1 the gener-

al ized empir ical method is what is conmon to al l  methods and

what grounds al l  methods.ss when used in the second way the

general ized empir ical method thematizes' in an explanatory

manner, the dynamic pattern of operations that consti tute

human cognit ive structure.se As such the method takes the form

of 'rLntentional i ty analysis" which refers to the heightening

of attentlon, "to the data of consciousness. to the experiences

of act ing consciously, fol lowed by guestions and answers that

la r ise l  f rom such he igh tened awareness . i '60  Th is  ana lys is

led Lonergan to the conclusion that the foundation for al l

methods is to be found in the subject as subject.6t
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I ' i hen  t he  i nd i v i dua l  app l i es  i n t en t i ona l i t y  ana l ys i s  t o

h j , s  o r  he r  own  cogn i t i ve  p rocess  i t  l eads  t ha t  i nd i v i dua l

t o  se l f - app rop r i a te  t he  dynam ic  pa t t e rn  o f  ope ra t i ons  t ha t

cons t i t u t es  h i s  o r  he r  own  cogn i t i ve  s t r uc tu re .62

I t  i s  t h rough  i n t en t i ona l i t y  ana l ys i s ,  whe reby  t he  gene r -

a l i zed  emp i r i ca l  me thod ,  t aken  as  t he  " r ad i ca l  dynam ic  pa t t e rn "

redup l i ca tes  i t se l f  i n t o  a  pa t t e rn  t ha t  i s  " exp l i c i t l y  unde r -

s tood ,  ve r i f i e c ,  and  enb rac€d , " t 3  t ha t  Lone rgan  w i l l  f o rmu la te

the  na tu re  o f  consc iousness .  I n  o rde r  t o  unde rs tand  and  ve r i f y

his formulat ion of  consciousness $re nust  grasp r"hat  he means

b y :  ( 1 )  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  ( 2 1  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  g e n e r a l i z e d

emp i r i ca l  me thod  when  i t  i s  t aken  as  t he  rad j - ca l  dyna tn i c  pa t -

t e rn  wh i ch  cons t j - t u t es  human  know ing  and  do ing ,  and  (3 )  se l f -

app rop r i a t l on .
'  P roceed ing  w i t h  exp lana t i on ,  t he  d i s t i nc t i on  wh i ch  Lone r -

gan  d raws  be tween  desc r i p t i on  and  exp lana t i on  mus t  be  no ted '

Desc r i p t i on  i nvo l ves  f o rmu la t i ons  o f  r e l a t i ons  be tween  t h i ngs

and  ou r  senses .  I n  desc r i p t i on  an  appea l  i s  a lways  made  t o

the contents of  human exper iences.G4 Byrne gives a nice example

o f  t he  desc r i p t i on  o f  ammon ia .  "Ammon ia  i s  wha teve r  sme I I s

l i ke  t h i s  smeL l -  I  am  p resen t l y  sme11 in9 . "5s  Thus ,  t he  unde r -

standing that  is  g iven by descr ipt ion depends upon exper ience

or memory.

tsxplanat ion involves formulat ions of  the reLat ions be-

tween  t h i ngs .  I n  exp lana t i on  t he  appea l  i s  a lways  t o  " co r re l a -

t i ves  de f i ned  imp l i c i t l y  by  emp i r i ca l l y  es tab l i shed  co r reLa -

t i o n s ,  f u n c t i o n s ,  1 a w s ,  t h e o r i e s ,  s y s t e m s . " 6 6  I m p l i c i t  d e f i n i -

t i ons  spec i f y  on l y  t he  re l a t i ons  be tween  t he  co r re l a ted  e l e -

men ts  and  p resc ind  f r om fo rmu la t i ng  t he  spec i f i c  na tu res  o f

t he  e l emen ts .  Thus ,  r na te r l a l l y  d i s t i nc t  t h i ngs  can  be  de f i ned

by  t he  same  imp l i c i t  de f i n i t i on .  Imp l i c i t  de f i n i t i on  g i ves

the  h i ghes t  deg ree  o f  gene ra l i t y . 6T

The development of  modern science involved the movement

f r om desc r i p t i on  t owa rds  exp ) . ana t i on .

Sk inne r ' s  f o rnu la t i on  o f  t he  t h ree - t e rm  con t i nqency  o f

re inforcement is  a f ine example of  explanat ion.  This formula-

t i on  exp resses  a  f unc t i ona l  r e l a t i on  be tween  t h ree  e l emen ts

the  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t imu lus ,  t he  ope ran t  r esponse ,  and

the  re i n fo r ce r .  No  appea l  i s  made  t o  spec i f i c  senso ry  expe r i -

ence  i n  t h i s  f o rmu la t i on .  Fo r  examp le ,  a  r e i n fo r ce r  i s  no t

de f i ned  as  a  t h i ng  t ha t  E i ves  senso ry  p l easu re .  Fu r t he r ,  t he

te rms  a re  de f i ned  imp l i c i t l y  t h rough  t he i r  r e l a t i ons '  A
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reinforcer is a thing or event thatr when contingent upon

the occurrence of the response, increases the probabil i ty

of the response occurring in the presence of the discriminative

s t imu lus .  The response is  de f ined as  an  ac t ion  tha t  has  i t s

probabil i ty altered by i ts consequent reinforcer and so on'

The actual things and events that can enter into this func-

t iona l  re la t ionsh ip  cons t i tu te  a  huge c lass  o f  mater ia l l y

d is t inc t  rea l i t ies .  Th is  i s  ! 'hy  the  re la t ion  tha t  Sk inner

discovered has such vast general i ty '

Although Lonergan used descript ion in his formulation

of the dynamic pattern of the general ized empir ical method'

his goal was explanation. The explanation of the general ized

empir ical method is the second topic to be dealt with'

For Lonergan, human knowing and doing involve a basic

pattern of operations. These operations are schematical ly

ou t l lned  in  Tab le  1@[on p .  122] .  Each opera t ion  is  bo th  in t r in -

s ica l l y  in ten t iona l  and in t r ins ica l l y  consc ious ,  fo r  by  each

operation an object becomes present to the subject and the

subject becomes present to hirn or herself '6e The operations

occur on four qual i tat ively dif ferent 1evels and therefore

g ive  r i se  to  four  qua l i ta t i ve ly  d i f fe ren t  leve ls  o f  in ten t ion-

al i ty and consciousness. what is intended respectively on

the four levels is: (a) the given -- both sensory data and

the  da ta  o f  consc iousness ,  (b )  the  in te l l ig ib le '  (c )  the  t rue

and the real,  and (d) the good. on the four levels the subJect

is  p resent  to  h im or  herse l f  respec t ive ly  as  a  sent ien t '  in te l -

lectual,  rat ional, and responsible subject.To The basic pattern

of operations forms a wholist ic structure: one where internal

relat ions determine that, "Each part is what i t  is 1n virtue

of i ts functional relat ions to other parts; there is no part

that is not determined by the exigences of other parts '  '  
" '71

This structure is material ly dynamic because i ts parts are

activi t ies or operations, and i t  is fornal ly dynamic because

it is self-assembling or self-consti tut ing.T2 Experience spon-

taneously gives r ise to inquiry and understanding. understand-

ing gives r lse to the need to weigh the evidence, to judge

whether or not one's understanding of experience is factual ly

true or false. Final ly, knowledge of facts gives r ise to de-

l iberation on what act ions should be emitted in the l ight

of these facts.?3 Although operations nay be init iated at any

of the Ievels of the structure, the usual direct ion of this

self-assembling pattern is depicted by the arrows in Table 1'
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Here we see Lonergan constructing implici t  definit ions

of the operations. Experience is what is presupposed by under-

standing, understanding is what fol lows from experience and

is presupposed by ref lect ionr and so on.

The dynamic pattern does not function bl indly as i t  would

i f  i t  were  u t t imate ly  due to  ex terna l  de termin isms.  Rather ,

i t  i s  consc ious ly  "a t ten t ive ,  in te l l igen t ,  reasonab le ,  and

respons ib le . "  As  Lonergan s ta tes :

the many levels of consciousness are just successive
s tages  in  the  un fo ld ing  o f  a  s ingJ-e  th rus t ,  the  eros
of the human spir i t .  To know the good, i t  nust know the
real i  to know the real,  i t  must know the true; to know
the true, i t  must know the intel l igib-Iei to know the
in te l l ig ib le ,  i t  must  a t tend to  the  da ta . "

Th is  pa t te rn  o f  opera t ions  is  the  genera l i zed  ernp i r i ca l

or transcendental method. I t  is a method because i t  conforms

to Lonergan's definit ion of rnethod as "a normative pattern

of recurrent and related operations yielding cumulative and

progress ive  resu l ts . r rTs  r t  i s  t ranscendenta l  because,  un l i ke

other methods which meet the needs of speclal ized f ields of

study, i t  is open to and applicable to al l  the exigences of

the  human rn ind .  I t  i s  the  "underp inn ing  o f  spec ia l  methodsr "

the developments of which "are just fresh instances of attend-

ing  to  the  da ta ,  g rasp ing  the i r  in te l l ig ib i l i t y ,  fo rmula t j -ng

the content of the new insights, and checking as thoroughly

as  poss ib le  the i r  va l id i t y . "76

F ina1Iy ,  th is  pa t te rn  o f  opera t i .ons  is  no t  rev isab le

because such a revision would appeal to new data, to a better

expJ.anation of the data, to a new judgment that the better

explanation is more probably true, and to a choice to act

in accordance with the revision. Thus, the revision would

have to  p resuppose the  empi r i ca l ,  in te l lec tua l ,  ra t iona l t

and responsible levels of consciousness. what is revisable

is therefore the objecti f icat ion of the structure but not

the  s t ruc tu re  i t se l f .77

This explanation that Lonergan has given of human know-

ing and doing has been based only on the empir ical and intel-

Iectual levels of the general ized ernpir ical method. The ques-

t ion which spontaneously fol lows formulated understanding

is  " rs  i t  so?"  o r  t t rs  th is  exp lanat ion  fac tua l l y  t rue?"  These

are of course questions for the rat ional operations. Lonergan

would view his general ized empir ical method as foundational

to Skinner's method. I t  is l ikely that, had Lonergan had the

opportunity to examine the evidence for Skinner's empir ical
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pr i nc i p l es  t he  t h ree - t e rm  con t l ngency  o f  r e i n fo r cemen t

and  i t s  de r i va t i ve  p r i nc i p l es  he  wou ld  have  j udged ,  " I t

i s  so . "  i f o l eve r ,  he  wou ld  have  gone  on  t o  ask  abou t  t he  f ounda -

t i on ,  i n  na tu re ,  o f  t hese  con t i ngenc ies .  I  expec t  t ha t  he

wou ld  have  rep l i ed  t ha t  nonve rba l  con t i ngenc ies  p resuppose

the  na tu ra l  capac i t y  f o r  e rnp i r i caJ -  ope ra t . i ons ,  wh i l e  ve rba l

con t j . ngenc ies  t he  t ac t ,  i n t r ave rba l ,  mand ,  and  so  on

wh i ch  appea r  t o  be  on l y  na tu ra l  t o  t he  hu rnan  spec ies ,  p resup -

pose  t he  na tu ra l -  capac i t y  f o r  i n t e l l ec tua l ,  r a t i ona l ,  and

respons i - b1e  ope ra t i ons .

Sk inne r ,  on  t he  o the r  hand ,  v rou ld  ho ld  t he  reve rse .  f o r

h im ,  o f  cou rse ,  ope ra t i ons ,  t aken  as  ac t i v i t i e s  t ha t  a re  i n -

t r i n s i c a l l y  s e l f - c o n s t i t u t i n g  a n d  s e l f - p r e s e n t ,  d o  n o t  e x i s t .

Horrever,  their  behavioral  counterparts,  where they have coun-

t e rpa r t s ,  a re  u l t ima te l y  due  t o  ope ran t  cond i t i on i ng .  Thus ,

he  wou ld  ob jec t  t o  t he  men ta l i s t i c  na tu re  o f  Lone rgan ' s  exp lan -

a t i on  o f  t hese  ope ra t i ons  and  wou ld  po in t  ou t  t ha t  Lone rgan ' s

accoun t s  o f  i ns i gh t  and  consc iousness  a re  desc r i p t i ve  and

exp lana to r y  f i c t i ons .  The  answer  t o  t he  ques t j - on  " I s  i t  so? " ,

r r r i t h  r e fe rence  t o  bo th  Lone rgan rs  and  Sk inne r ' s  t heo re t i - ca I

f o rnu la t j - ons  o f  unde rs tand ings  o f  t he  f ounda t i ons  o f  human

behav io r ,  i s  beyond  t he  scope  o f  t h i s  essay .  We  a re  dea l i ng

on l y  w i t h  t he  j udgmen t  on  one  conponen t  o f  t hese  f o rmu la t i ons ,

t ha t  o f  consc i - ousness .  A  l a t e r  wo r l <  w i l l  deaLw i t h  t he  l a rqe r

i s s u e .

P roceed ing  t o  t he  t h i r d  gene ra l  t op i c ,  se l f - app rop r i a t i on

i s  t he  use  o f  i n t en t i ona l i t y  ana l ys i s  t o  move  i n t o  t he  sub jec t

ope ra t i ng  emp i r i ca l l y ,  i n t e l l i gen t l y ,  r a t i ona l l y ,  and  respons i -

b1y . t t  Se l - f - app rop r i a t i on  i nvo l - ves  t he  app l i ca t i on  o f  t he  ope ra -

t i ons  as  i n t en t i ona l  t o  t he  ope ra t i ons  as  consc j - ous .  The  f ou r

s teps  i nvo l ved  l ead  one  t h rough  t he  p rocesses  o f :

( 1 )  e x p e r i e n c i n g  o n e ' s  e x p e r i e n c i n g ,  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  j u d g -
i ng ,  and  dec id i ng ,  ( 21  unde rs tand j_ng  t he  un i t y  and  re l a -
t i ons  o f  one ' s  expe r i enced  expe r i enc ing ,  unde rs tand ing ,
j u d g i n g ,  a n d  d e c i d i n g ,  ( 3 )  a f f i r m i n g  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  o n e ' s
expe r i enced  and  unde rs tood  expe r i enc ing ,  unde rs tand ing ,
j udg ing ,  dec id i ng  and  (4 )  dec id i ng  t o  ope ra te  i n  acco rd
with the norms immanent in the spontaneous re latedness
o f  one ' s  expe r i enced ,  unde rs tood ,  a f - f i rmed  expe r i enc rng ,
unde rs tand ing ,  j udg ing ,  and  dec id i ng . "

Hav ing  ou tL i ned  t he  dynam ic  pa t t e rn  o f  ope ra t i , ons  wh i ch

cons t i t u t es  t he  gene ra l i zed  emp i r i ca l  me thod ,  I  sha l l  f ocus

no$ ,  on  Lone rgan ' s  i n t en t i ona l i t y  ana l ys i s  o f  consc j - ousness .

I n  ca r r y i nq  ou t  t h i s  ana l ys i s  o f  consc iousness  Lone rgan  app l i es

a1 I  o f  t he  ope ra t i ons  on  t he  l eve l  o f  unde rs tand ing  t o  t hose
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of the level of experiencing; in this way he attempts to answer

the question ttwhat is i t?'r  by gaining a direct insight into

the intel l igj .bi l i ty of consciousness and by formulating this

ins igh t .

B. Lonergan's Explanation of the Cognj.t ive Dimension
of Consciousness

Lonergan defines consciousness as ttan internal experience,

in  the  s t r i c t  sense o f  the  word ,  o f  the  se l f  and j . t s  ac ts . r t8o

Experience taken j-n i ts str ict sense is the rrprior and unpat-

terned knowledge . which is presupposed and completed

b y i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n g u i r y . r r s r  I t  i s  p r i o r  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  w h a t
inguiry is about. I t  is unpatterned because i f  i t  were already

int,eI l igibly patterned there would be no need for inguiry.
The external experience of a thing occurs through pro-

per acts such as sensing, and the thing is experienced as

an object. Horrrever, the internal experience of the self  and
his/her acts does not occur by way of a proper act such as
sens ing ,  unders tand ing ,  o r  judg ing .  Ne i ther  does  i t  occur
as  the  percept ion  o f  an  ob jec t .  In  the  ac t  o f  sens ing  no t
on ly  i s  the  sens ib le  man i fes ted  on  the  s lde  o f  the  ob jec t ,
but also the one rvho senses and his/her act of sensing is
manifested on the side of the subject. In the act of under-
s tand ing  no t  on ly  i s  the  in te l l ig ib le  man i fes ted  on  the  s ide
of the object, but also the one who understands and his/her
ac t  o f  unders tand ing  is  man i fes ted  on  the  s ide  o f  the  sub jec t .
fn the act of judging, not only is the true and being mani-
fes ted  on  the  s ide  o f  the  ob jec t ,  bu t  a lso  the  one who judges

and his/her act of judging are manifested on the side of the
sub jec t ,  and so  on .82

Three things of note fol low from the formulation above.
F i rs t ,  i t  i s  on ly  on  the  bas is  o f  h is /her  ac ts  tha t  the  sub jec t
is  consc ious  o f  h im or  herse l f .  Th i .s  i s  so  because mora l  se l f -
consciousness only occurs when one is del iberating on and
choosing the good, rat ional self-consciousness only occurs
when one is ref lect ing on and judging the true and the real,
intel lectual self-consciousness only occurs when one is under-
standing and fornulat ing the intel l igible, and empir ical self_
consciousness only occurs when one is experienclng the sensible
or the conscious subject and his or her acts. I t  fol lows that
unconsciousness only occurs when oRe ceases to operate, as
occurs in a state of dreanless sleep or a coma.Eg
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Second ,  " i n  p ropo r t i on  t o  t he  qua l i t y  o f  ope ra t i on ,  con -

sc i ousness  d i v i des  j . n t o  emp i . r i ca l ,  i n t e I l ec tua l ,  r a t i ona l ,

and moral  .  t t  8q

Th i rd ,  t h rough  consc iousness  t he  sub jec t  and  h i s / he r

ac t s  a re  on l y  known  unde r  t he  f o rma l i t y  o f  t he  expe r i enced ,

even  when  t he  sub jec t  i s  ope ra t i ng  on  t he  l eve l s  o f  unde r -

s tand j , ng ,  j udgmen t ,  and  ac t i on .  Th rough  consc iousness  t he

sub jec t  and  h i s / he r  ac t s  a re  neve r  known  unde r  t he  f o rma l i t i e s

o f  t he  t r ue  and  be ing  o r  t he  i n t e l l i g i b l e  and  gu idd i t y . ss  Thus ,

s i nce  t h rough  i n t r ospec t i on  and ,  we  m igh t  add ,  se l f - t ac t i ng '

expe r i ence  i s  a t t a i ned  unde r  t he  f o rma l i t i e s  o f  t he  i n t e l f i -

g i b l e ,  qu idd i t y ,  t he  t r ue ,  and  be ing ,  be ing  consc ious  i s  no t

be ing  i n  an  ac t  o f  i n t r ospec t i on  o r  se l f - t ac t i ng -86

I t  i s  t hus  t ha t ,  i n  I ns i qh t ,  Lone rgan  i s  ab le  t o  s t a te

tha t  consc iousness  i s  t ' an  as ra reness  immanen t  i n  cogn i t i ona l

ac t s , t '  t ha t  t h i s  awa reness  i s  no t  t he  i n t en t i ona l  av ra reness

o f  t he  con ten t  o f  t he  ac t  bu t  a  I ' concom i tan t  ' awa reness  o f

awa reness r t t t  and  t ha t  t h i s  concom i tan t  f ac to r  i s  wha t  " r ad i -

ca1 l y t '  d j . s t i ngu i shes  cogn i t i ona l  ac t s  f r om " such  unconsc ious

a c t s  a s  t h e  m e t a b o l i s n  o f  o n e ' s  c e l l s . t t 8 7

I f  such  i s  t he  na tu re  o f  consc iousness r  how  then  does

Lone rgan  f o rmu la te  t he  na tu re  o f  t he  sub jec t?  H i s  unde rs tand ing

o f  t he  sub jec t  f o l l ows  d i r ec t l y  f r om  tha t  o f  consc iousness .

T h e  s u b j e c t ,  h e  t e l l s  u s ,  i s  t o  b e  c o n c e i v e d ,  " I a s ]  t h i s  e x i s -

t en t  man  I o r  woman ]  who  i s  ope ra t i ng  psycho log i ca l J ' y ,  con -

s i c l e red  p rec i se l y  as  be ing  rnade  nan i f es t  on  t he  s i de  o f  t he

sub jec t  and  unde r  t he  f o rma l i t y  o f  t he  expe r i enced . " s€

wha t  i s  pe rhaps  Lone rgan ' s  f i nes t  desc r i p t i on  o f  t he

sub jec t  and  consc iousness  i s  f ound  i n  Me thqd  i n  Theo l -oqv .

I t  i s  wo r t h  quo t i ng  i n  f u l 1 .

He  I t he  sub jec t J  .  i s  sub jec t  i n  t he  psycho log i ca l

sense  t ha t  he  ope ra tes  consc ious l y .  I n  f ac t  none  o f  t he
o p e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  l i s t  I e . 9 . ,  e x p e r i e n c i n g ,  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,
j udg ing ,  and  dec id i ng l  i s  t o  be  pe r f o rmed  i n  a  d ream less
s leep  o r  i n  a  coma .  Aga in ,  wheneve r  any  o f  t he  ope ra t i ons
a re  pe r f o rned ,  t he  sub jec t  i s  awa re  o f  h imse l f  ope ra t j . ng ,
p resen t  t o  h i r nseL f  ope ra t i ng ,  expe r i enc ing  h imse l f  ope r -
a t i ng  .  .  .  .

The  ope ra t i ons  t hen  no t  on l y  i n t end  ob jec t s .  The re  i s
t o  t hem a  f u r t he r  psycho log i ca l  d imens ion .  They  occu r
consc ious l y  and  by  t hem the  ope ra t i ng  sub jec t  i s  consc lous .
Jus t  as  ope ra t i ons  by  t he i r  i n t en t i ona l i t y  make  ob jec t s
p resen t  t o  t he  sub jec t ,  so  a l so  by  consc iousness  t hey
make  t he  sub jec t  p resen t  t o  h imse l f .

I  have  used  t he  ad jec t i ve ,  p resen t ,  bo th  o f  t he  ob jec t
and of  the subject .  But  I  have used i t  ambiguously,  for
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the presence of the object 1s quite dif ferent from the
presdnce o f  the  sub jec t .  The ob jec t  i s  p resent  as  what
is gazed upon, attended to, intended. But the presence

of t tre subject resj-des in the gazing, the attending,
the intending. For this reason the subject can be con-
sc ious ,  as  a t tend ing ,  and ye t  g ive  h is  who le  a t ten t ion
to the object as attended to.

Again I spoke of the subject experiencing himself operat-
i ig. But do not suppose that this experiencing is another
operation to be added to the J-ist,  for this experiencing
i i  not intending but being conscious. I t  is not another
operation over and above the operation that is experienced'
rL  l s  tha t  very  opera t ion  wh ich  bes ides  be ing  in t r ins i -
ca I ly  in ten t ion i l ,  

-a lso  
ls  in t r i -ns ica l l y  consc iousJe

As Lonergan no tes ,  the  word  tp resencet  i s  ambj .guous .

There  are  th ree  ways  in  wh ich  i t  i s  used-  F i rs t ,  there  is

mater ia f  p resence:  the  phys ica l  p resence o f  cha i rs  in  a  room'

Second,  there  is  in ten t iona l  p resence:  the  cogn i t i ve  p resence

of  the  cha i r  to  the  sub iec t .  Th i rd ,  there  is  consc ious  presence:

the  cogn i t i ve  p resence o f  the  sub jec t  to  h im or  herse l f .e0

Th is  se l f -p resence is  an  immedia te  exper ience o f  the  sub iec t

and h is /her  ac ts  wh ich  is  non- re f lec t i ve ,  non- in ten t iona l '

non-objective, and "concomitant and correlat ive and opposite

to  the  presence o f  the  ob jec t . "s l  Because i t  occurs  on  the

f i rs t  leve l  o f  opera t ion ,  se l f -p resence has  the  ind is t inc tness

of the pre-predicative, pre-conceptual, and the pre-judgmental.s2

This conscious presence of the subject is the condit ion of

the  poss ib i l i t y  o f  a l l  fo rms o f  in ten t iona l  p resence because

i f  the  sub jec t  i s  no t  immedia te ly  p resent  to  h im or  herse l f ,

as  occurs  in  d reamless  s leep,  comar  an .es the t iza t ion ,  and som-

nambulation, then no other thing can be present to him/her.s3

As Lonergan states, "f f  there trere no one there to see, there

wou ld  be  no th ing  present  to  the  seer . t ' tu

It  is thus that Lonergan can say:

Now by both direct and ref lexive operations the subject
in act is consti tuted and knovrn, not as object '  but as
subject; this consti tut ive knowing and being known is
consc iousness .  Hence,  in  d i rec t  ac t i v i t y  the  sub jec t
is  known once,  and as  sub jec t ;  bu t  in  re f lex ive  ac t iv i t y
the  sub jec t  i s  known tw ice ,  as  sub jec t^ .bY consc iousness ,
and as  ob jec t  by  the  re f lex ive  ac t iv i t y . ' "

Th i .s  then is  Lonerganrs  fo rmula t ion  o f  h is  d i rec t  ins igh ts

into the nature of consciousness. He refers to i t  as ttcon-

scient ia-experientia" .  on every property Lonergan '  s formulation

of  consc iousness  is  d i rec t ty  oppos i te  to  Sk inner 's .  For  Loner -

gan conscj.ousness is the immediate self-presence of the subject

that is primit ively and indist inct ly experienced in each opera-

t ion  a t  a l l  the  Leve ls  o f  opera t ion .  Consc iousness  is  no t

the subject as known ref lexively, for in ref lexive knowing
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the  ope ra t i ons  as  i n t en t i ona l  a re  app l i ed  t o  t he  ope ra t i ons

as  consc ious .  When  t h i s  i s  done  t he  sub jec t  i s  known  as  an
i n t e n t i o n a L o b j e c t .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  q u a  o b j e c t  i s  n e v e r
equ i va len t  t o  t he  sub jec t  sua  sub jec t  because  t he  sub jec t

i s  se l f - p resen t  i n  t he  ve ry  ope ra t i ons  t ha t  a re  i n t end ing

the  sub jec t  qua  ob jec t .  Thus ,  t he  sub jec t  qua  ob jec t  i s  neve r

f u l l y  co -ex tens i ve  w i t h  t he  sub jec t  qua  sub jec t .  To ta l  i n t en_

t i ona l  med ia t i on  o r  abs t rac t  f o rmura t i on  o f  t he  sub jec t  i s

impossibJ.e.  Hor,rever,  a part ia l  formulat ion that  is  correcE

i s  p o s s i b l e .

The re fo re ,  f o r  Lone rgan  t he  sub jec t  i s  a lways  p resen r

by  consc iousness  i n  each  ope ra t i on .

Fo r  Sk inne r  t he  oppos i t e  i s  t he  case .  Consc iousness  qua

expe r i ence  o f  t he  sub jec t  and  h i s / he r  ope ra t i ons  i s  an  exp lana_

to r y  f i c t j . on .  Consc iousness  as  such  does  no t  ex i s t .  A l l  ope ra -
t i ons  a re  i n t r i ns i caL l y  unconsc ious .  They  on ry  becone  consc lous

by  way  o f  t he  med ia t i on  o f  r e f l ex i ve  know ing  o r  se l f - t ac t i ng .

and when they are so mediated or  formulated they are known
on l y  as  ob jec t s  wh i ch  l ack  t he  d imens ion  o f  consc iousness
gua  expe r j . ence  o f  t he  sub jec t  and  h i s / he r  ac t s .  S i nce  con_
sc r , ousness  sua  expe r i ence  o f  t he  sub jec t  i s  no t  f ound  t o  be
an  i n t r i ns i c  d imens ion  o f  t he  ope ra t i ons ,  sk i nne r  conc ludes
tha t  t he  concep t  o f  t he  sub jec t  i s  a l so  an  exp lana to r y  f i c t i on .
As  no ted  above ,  Lone rgan  re fe r s  t o  Sk inne r t s  t ype  o f  f o rmu la_
t i on  o f  consc lousness  as  "  consc ien t i a -pe rcep t i o , t  __  t he  pe rcep_

t i on  o f  an  ob jec t .

The quest j .on which now emerges is  which one of  these
fo rmu la t i ons  i s  co r rec t?  r t  i s  t o  t h i s  i s sue  t ha t  we  sha r l
novt turn.

3. The Judqment ' s Forrnu
s c i

fn order to come to the judgnent about which of these
two fo rmura t ions  o f  the  na ture  o f  consc iousness  is  cor rec t ,
we must  p roceed to  the  th i rd  s tep  in  se l f_appropr ia t ion .  In
the  present  case th is  s tep  w i . r l  invorve  the  app l ica t ion  o f
the  ra t iona l  opera t ions  to  the  two fo rmula t ions  o f  consc ious-
ness  wh ich  have been cons t ruc ted  a t  the  in te l lec tua l  1ever .
In  do ing  th is  we nus t  ga in ,  fo r  each fo rmuLat ion ,  a  re f lec t i ve
ins igh t  in to  the  cond i t ions  tha t  must  be  met  i f  e i ther  o f
the  cond i t ioned fo rmula t ions  o f  consc iousness  is  to  be  c rans-
formed into a virtual ly uncondit ioned -- a condi.t ioned whose
cond i t ions  are  known,  I inked to .  i t ,  and  in  fac t  fu l f i I led .s6
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we wil l  proceed then to determine the two condit ioned state-

ments, their respective condit ions, and whether or not their

cond i t ions  are  in  fac t  fu l f i l l ed-e7

The cond i t ioned s ta tement  in  Sk inner 's  case wou ld  be :

f ,  as  an  opera t ing /behav ing  organ ism,  an  unconsc ious  o f  myse l f

as the one who is emitt ing the operatj .ons/behavior by which

I both direct ly know external things and ref lexively know

myse l f .  That  i s ,  the  midd le  te rms o f  bo th  the  tac t ing- tac t

and the  se l f - tac t ing- tac t  a re  unconsc ious .

The I ink between this condit ioned and i ts condit ions

can be formulated in the proposit ion that, when T ref lexj.vely

or self-tact ingly know my operations, as they are appl ied

to direct knowing/tact ingr they wiI l  be known simply as ac-

t i v i t ies  tha t  lack  the  exper ience o f  consc ious  (se l f )  p resence.

Th is  imp l ies  tha t  I  w i l l  no t  know myse l f  as  a  sub jec t  bu t

as an object which cannot be the conscious subject of empir ical

opera t ions  such as  the  exper ience o f  pa in ,  o f  in te l lec tua l

operations such as understanding the nature of consciousnesst

of rat j ,onal operations such as judging the correctness of

ny understanding of the nature of consciousness, and of respon-

sible operations such as choosing to l ive in accordance with

the norms immanent in ny spontaneous operations as iudged

to  be  consc ious .  Sa id  d i f fe ren t ly ,  s ince  I  a rn  on ly  a  p r ine

substance which lacks self-presence, then I an one who uncon-

sc ious ly  exper iences ,  unders tands ,  judges ,  and respons ib ly

dec ides .

This I ink between the condit ioned and 1ts condit ions

is based upon two premi.ses. The f irst premise is that ref lexive

knowing and self-tact ing do not create the propert ies of their

ob jec ts  o r  d isc r im ina t ive  s t imu l i .  There fore  they  do  no t  c rea te

the property of the experience of self-presence in the opera-

t ions they are ref lect ing on.es The second premise is that

the operations being ref lected on do in fact lack self-presence'

The fulf i l lment of the above condit ion wiI l  be given

in the data consti tuted by the operations that are being re-

f lected upon.

The condit ioned statement in Lonergan's case would be:

1 ,  as  an  opera t ing  orqan ism,  am.consc ious  o f  myse l f  as  the

one who is emitt i .ng the operati-ons by which I both direct ly

know external things and ref lexively know myself.  That is,

rny operations are conscious.
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The  l i nk  be th reen  t h i s  cond i t i oned  and  i t s  cond i t i ons
can  be  f o rmu la ted  i n  t he  p ropos i t i on  t ha t ,  when  f  r e f l ex i ve l y
know  my  ope ra t i ons ,  as  t hey  a re  app l i ed  t o  d i r ec t  know i . ng ,
t hey  w i r r  be  known  as  ac t i v i t i e s  t ha t  possess  t he  expe r i ence
o f  consc ious  ( se l f )  p resence .  Th i s  i n rp l i es  t ha t  I  w j . l 1  know
nyse l f  as  a  sub jec t  who  i s  t he  consc ious  sub jec t  o f  emp i r i ca l ,
i n t e r rec tua l ,  r a t i ona l  and  respons ib re  ope ra t i ons .  sa i - d  d i f f e r -
en t1y ,  s i nce  I  am  a  psycho log i ca l  sub jec t ,  who  subsequen t l y
may  be  ca tego r i zed  as  a  p r i .me  subs tance ,  t hen  f  am  one  who
consc ious l y  expe r i ences ,  unde rs tands ,  j udg .es ,  and  respons ib l y
d e c i d e s .

The  l i n k  be tween  Lone rgan ' s  cond i t i oned  and  i t s  cond i t i ons
i s  a l so  based  upon  t v ro  p rem j . ses :  ( a )  t ha t  r e f l ex i ve  know ing
does  no t  c rea te  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  i t s  ob jec t ;  and  (b )  t ha t
t he  ope ra t i ons .  be ing  re f l ec ted  on  do  i n  f ac t  possess  se l f _
p resence .

once  aga in  t he  f u l f i r rmen t  o f  t he  above  cond i t i on  w i r . r
be  g i ven  i n  t he  da ta  cons t i t u t ed  by  t he  ope ra t i ons  t ha t  a re
be ing  re f l ec ted  upon .

hlhen vre turn to the data const i tuted by our operat ions
in  o rde r  t o  see  wh i ch  o f  t he  two  cond i t i ons  a re  f u l f i l l ed ,
i t  i s  c l ea r  t ha t  Lhe  cond i t i ons  requ i r ed  by  Lone rg fan ' s  cond i_
t i oned  p ropos i t i on  a re  t hose  t ha t  a re  r ne t  i n  t he  da ta .  Re -
f l ex i ve  know ing  does  no t  r evea l  emp i r i ca l  ope ra t i ons  such
as  t he  expe r i ence  o f  pa in ,  i n t eL lec tua l  ope ra t i ons  such  as
the  unde rs tand ing  o f  t he  na tu re  o f  consc iousness ,  and  so  on ,
t ha t  occu r  unconsc ious l y ,  i . e . ,  w i t hou t  t he  expe r i ence  o f
the one who is the one for  I rhom they are pains,  understandj ,ngs,
j udgmen ts ,  and  dec j . s i ons .

The re  a re  no  such  t h i ngs  as  unconsc ious  pa ins ,  unde rs tand_
ings ,  i udgmen ts ,  and  dec i s i ons .  r t  makes  no  sense  t o  say  t ha t
one  unconsc ious ry  su f f e r s  pa in ,  unde rs tands  consc j - ousness ,
j udges  t he  co r rec tness  o f  one t s  unde rs tand i . ng  o f  consc iousness ,
and  makes  t he  dec i s i on  t o  r i ve  i n  acco rdance  w i t h  t h i s  know-
redge .  The  pe rson  who  engages  i n  t hese  ope ra t i ons  i s  no t  uncon -
sc i ous  bu t  consc ious ,  no t  expe r j - en t i a11y  absen t  bu t  expe r i en_
t i a l 1y  p resen t .  H i s / he r  consc iousness  does  no t  cons t s t  i n
re f l ec t i ng  on  t hese  ope ra t i ons  because  he / she  has  t o  expe r i ence
them be fo re  he / she  can  re f l ec t  upon  t hem.  He /she  mus t  be  p re_
sent in order for  the exper ience of  these operat ions to occur.
I f  he / she  does  no t  expe r i ence  t hem then  t he re  i s  no  da ta ,
pe r t a i n i ng  t o  t he  ope ra t i ons ,  t o  r e f l ec t  on . se
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We may conclude that of the two condit ioned prospective

judgments that vre have examined i t  is Lonergan's which can

be transformed into a virtual ly uncondit ioned judgment. Only

i t  has  i t s  cond i t ions  fu l f i l l ed .  However ,  one may s t i I l  ask

the  ques t ion ,  how d id  we se l f -appropr ia te  the  da ta  tha t  ver i -

f ied  the  ex is tence o f  consc iousness ,  taken as  an  exper ience

of  the  sub jec t  and h is /her  opera t ions? I f  consc iousness  cannot

be completely understood and formulated by ref lexive knowing

and i f  such  an  as tu te  ana lys t  o f  human behav io r  as  B .  F .  Sk in -

ner completely overlooked this data, then the grasping of

consciousness must be a very subtle process indeed. As Lonergan

puts i t ,  "what on earth does one do to get that presence of

onese l f  to  onese l f?  Does one c rane onets  neck  around and look

in to  onese l f  to  see i f  one is  there?r r  Th is  approach w i l l  no t

work  because even i f  i t  were  poss ib le  to  do  i t ,  i t  wou ld  resu l t

in the second type of presence rather than the third. He con-

c ludes  tha t ,  "what  i s  impor tan t  .  i s  the  looker ,  no t  the

Iooked-a t ,  even when the  se l f  i s  what  i s  looked a t . " r00

In order to experience the Iooker 'r that which must

be  present  to  i t se l f  fo r  o ther  th ings  to  be  present  to  i t "

hre must not revert to ref lexive knowing.tot Rather, when

we are absorbed in the object we must hej.ghten our conscious-

ness .  We do th is ,  no t  by  engag ing  in  a  qua l i ta t i ve ly  d i f fe ren t

operation that would have as a new intentional object ourselves,

but by advert ing to the fact that while we are thus absorbed

in  the  ob jec t  we are  a lso  present  to  ourse lves .  Jus t  as  we

can s imu l taneous ly  in tend an  ob jec t  and sh i f t  f rom a  per iphera l

to a central al/areness of a toothache, by advert ing to the

ache,  so  v re  can s imu l taneous ly  in tend an  ob jec t  and sh i f t
from a peripheral to a central a$rareness of consciousness,

by advert ing to consciousness. I t  is in this way that rrre can
come to experience ourselves as co-present with the objects

of our intentional operations. However, i t  is important to
understand that the helghtening of consciousness by advert ing
to i t  is not a new ref lexive operation which creates conscious-
ness. Reflexive knowing does not create the propert ies of
the  ob jec t  tha t  i t  re f lec ts  on .  f t  on ly  fo rmula tes  the  d i rec t
ins igh ts  tha t  i t  ga ins  in to  the  in te l l ig ib j - l i t y  o f  the  da ta

be ing  re f lec ted  upon. ro2

The judgment of fact that Lonerganrs notion of conscien-
t ia-experientia is not an explanatory f ict ion but is indeed
verif ied in the data of our operations is given strong support
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by  Hayes . r03  S ince  Hayes  i s  a  we l l - - known  rad i ca l  behav io r i s t ,

t he  f ac t  t ha t  he  comes  t o  a  conc lus i on  ve ry  s j .m i l a r  t o  Lone r -

gan rs  j . s  ev j . dence  aga ins t  any  j udgmen t  t ha t  Lone rgan ' s  j udg -

men t  i s  due  t o  h j , s  c r i t i ca l  r ea l i s t  b i as .  Hayes  s ta tes :

Wha t  seems  t o  be  n i ss i ng  i n  mos t  behav i . o ra l  accoun t s
i s  t ha t  see ing  see ing  I r e f l ex i ve  know ingJ  canno t  be
a L 1  t h e r e  i s  t o  s e l - f - a w a r e n e s s .  I t  i s  a L s o  c r i t i c a t
to the verbal  community that  th is behavior  occurs f rom
a  g i ven  and  cons i s t en t  pe rspec t j - ve ,  l ocus ,  o r  t ) o i n t
o f  v j . ew .  Tha t  i s ,  r r r e  I t he  ve rba l  commun i t y ]  mus t  no t
on l y  know  tha t  you  see  I d i r ec t  know ing ]  and  t ha t  you
see  t ha t  you  see ,  bu t  t ha t  you  see  t ha t  you  see .  Repo r t s
o f  s e e i n g  I i . e . ,  s e e i n g  s e e i n g ]  m u s t  b e  f r o m  t h e  p o i n t
o f  v i e w  o f  y o u  I c o n s c i o u s n e s s ] . 1 0 q

Conce rn ing  t h i s  expe r i ence  o f  onese l f  as  pe rspec t i ve  o r  l ocus

Hayes  s ta tes ,  t ' So  f a r  as  you  can  d i r ec t l y  know ,  you  have

neve r  been  anywhe re  you -as -pe rspec t i ve  have  no t  been .  The re

is nothing you.  have ever done or exper ienced that  you know

abou t  t ha t  $ /asn ' t  known in  t he  con tex t  ca l l ed  you . " l o t

Thus ,  i t  seems  c l ea r  t ha t  Hayes  has  expe r i enced  t he

same  da ta  o f  consc iousness  as  Lone rgan .  Un l i ke  Lone rgan ,

he  f o rmu l -a tes  h i s  i ns i gh t s  i n t o  t h i s  da ta  w i t h i n  t he  rad i ca l

behavior is t  theory of  behavior .  However,  both agree that

we have an exper ience of  ourselves as present in a manner

that  is  "concomi. tant  and correl -at ive and opposi te to the

p r e s e n c e  o f  t h e  o b j e c t . t t r o 6

C o n c l u s i o n s a n d E x t e n s i o n s

Conce rn ing  t he  cogn i t i ve  d i nens ion  o f  consc iousness ,

we  have  come  to  t he  j udgmen t  t ha t  consc iousness  qua  expe r i ence

o f  t he  sub jec t  does  ex i s t .  The  remarkab le  t h i ng  abou t  t h i s
j udgmen t  i s  t ha t ,  i n  t he  f i na l  ana l ys i s ,  accu ra te  use  o f

t he  me thods  o f  bo th  Sk inne r  and  Lone rgan  I ead  t o i t .  The

above  i n t en t i ona l i t y  ana l ys i s  has  made  i t  c l ea r  b rhy  t h i s
j udgmen t  occu rs  when  Lone rgan ' s  me thoc i  i s  used .  I t  i s  r a the r

su rp r i s i ng  t ha t  i t  a l so  occu rs  as  a  r esu l t  o f  t he  as tu te

use  o f  Sk inne r ' s  me thod .  Howeve r ,  i t  was  no ted .  above  t ha t

Sk inne r  i s  i n  p r i nc i p l e  p repa red  t o  q ran t  bo th  desc r i p t j - ve

and explanatory status to mental  events that  are conscl ,ous

even t s  t ha t ,  s i nce  t hey  can  be  known  by  re f l ec t i on  o r  expe r r -

ence ,  a re  no t  t he  p roduc t  o f  i n f e rence ,  and  wh i ch  t he re fo re

can  f unc t i on  as  d i sc r im ina t i ve  s t i .mu l i  f o r  se l f - t ac t s .  ?he

expe r j - ence  o f  t he  sub jec t  possesses  a l I  o f  t hese  p rope r t i es .

Ve rba l ,  behav io r  wh i ch  ( se I f )  t ac t s  such  even t s  i s  cons ide red

by  Sk inne r  t o  be  ob jec t i ve  because  i t  i s  unde r  t he  con t ro l

o f  da ta  and  ope ra t i ons  ra the r  t han  soc j - o - cu I t u ra l  s t imu l i .

Such being the case why did Skinner come to the conclu-

s i on  t ha t  consc iousness  i s  an  exp lana to r y  f i c t j _on?  f t  wou ld
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seen to be due to incompleteness in his self-tact ing reper-

toire. This incompleteness may in part be explained by the

intraverbal contingencies that he is subject to as a member

of a verbal conmunity that strenuously advocates a physical-

i s t i c  v iew o f  human nature .

Be that as i t  mdYr the f indinq that both the radical

behaviorist and cri t ical real ist methodologies lead to the

judgnent  tha t  consc iousness ,  in  i t s  cogn i t i ve  d imens ion '  ex is ts ,

i s  impor tan t ,  no t  on ly  because o f  what  i t  a f f i rms,  bu t  because

i t  ra ises  the  poss ib i l i t y  o f  syn thes is  o f  c r i t i ca l  rea l i sm

and behavior analysis on both the levels of methodology and

knowledge. However, a prerequisite to the formulation of such

a synthesis is the determination of whi.ch of these tvto systems

wilI  provide the foundation and context for the synthesis'

Fundamental to this issue are the questions of whether or

not the cognit ive dimension of consciousness is not only immed-

ia te  and non- re f lex ive  bu t  a lso  or iq ina l ,  and whether  o r  no t

consc iousness  j -s  no t  on ly  cogn i t i ve  bu t  aLso cons t i tu t i ve

of what i t  knovfs. Lonerglan clairns that consciousness is both

or ig ina l  ( in  i t s  cogn i t i ve  d imens ion)  and cons t i tu t i ve .  However t

Hayes claims that the cognit ive dimension is not original

but derived by way of operant condit ioning. In addit ion he

claims that what j .s known by consciousness is not consti tuted

by consciousness but rather by operant condlt ioning. However,

the  reso lu t ion  o f  th is  i ssue is  a  top ic  fo r  fu r ther  d lscuss ion .
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