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ON KNOWING AND NAMING

Andrew Beards

University of Calgary

For those who consider themselves to be outside observers

of the analyt ical tradit ion in phi losophy, the shif ts in fash-

ion within that tradit ion, be they of revolut ionary proport ions

or merely palace coups, may appear of l i t t le interest. Holdever,

a number of these developments do, I  bel ieve, offer opportuni-

t ies for demonstrat ing the explanatory eff icacy of General ized

Empirical Method.

One such revolut ion within the Anglo-Anerican tradit ion in

the last few years has resulted from the chal lenge made to

what was regarded as the orthodox account of naning and refer-

ence which emerged from the work of Frege and Russell .  This

Frege-RusseJ.1 posit ion has been attacked over the last two

decades by Saul Kripke, Hi lary Putnam and Keith Donnellan, and

has been defended, usually in some modif ied form, by such not-

ables as Strawson, Dunmett and John Searle.

From the viewpoint of Lonergan's phi losophy this debate

on the phi losophy of language within the analyt ical tradit lon

has some interesting features. Nathan Salmon has argued j .n

h is  book ,  Reference and Essence [ ' l ] ,  tha t  the  new pos i t ion

in the phi losophy of Ianguage sketched out by Kripke and Putnam

impl ies  a  metaphys ics ,  wh ich  Sa lnon names ressent ia l i s t ' ,

that goes beyond the confines of the phi losophy of language

and beyond the phi losophies of science current in the analyt i-

cal l  tradit ion. Such an opening to metaphysics may, at least,

arouse the interest of those who have not found themselves

in sympathy with the anti-metaphysical prejudices which have

characterized most analyt ical phi losophy in i ts recent past.

Of further interest may be the fact that some contr ibutors

to the debate, of the Krj-pkean persuasion, attempt to expl icate

the notion of ' reference' in terms knowingly adopted from

some tradit ions within scholastic phi losophy: the idea of 'haec-

ce i ty ' ,  o r  "concept  o f  th isness" ,  has  been employed by  some o f
these phi- losophers.

For those impressed by the Marechalian and Lonerganian

hermeneutic of medieval phi losophy, such al lusions to Scotisn

wi11 ,  o f  course ,  immedia te ly  a rouse susp ic ion .  What  sor t  o f

metaphysics j .s i t  that is emerging from these developments

in the phi losophy of language? From what epistemological founda-

t ions  does  i t  a r i se?  At tempt ing  to  answer  such gues t ions  w i l l ,
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I  t h i nk ,  p rov i de  ye t  f u r t he r  ev i dence  f o r  t he  t hes i s  t ha t

mos t  o f  mode rn  ph i l osophy  s tands  w i t h i n ,  and  i nhe r i t s  t he

w e a k n e s s e s  o f ,  a  t r a d i t i o n  w h i c h ,  f o r  a I I  t h e  a c u i t y  o f  t h e i r

a r chaeo log i ca l  i n ves t i ga t i ons ,  Foucau l t  and  De r r i da  f a i l  t o

d e f  e c t  |  ?  |  :  t h e  t r a d i t i o n  w h i c h  i s  t h e  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  a n

aspec t  o f  t he  po l ymorph i sm  o f  human  consc iousness ;  t he  t r ad i t i on

wh i ch  a r i ses  f r om the  f a i l u re  t o  d i s t i ngu i sh  be tween  t he  wo r l d

o f  immed iacy  and  t he  wo r l d  med ia ted  by  mean ing ;  wh i ch  t h j - nks

o f  know ing  as  an ima l  ex t r ove rs i on ;  t he  Sco t i s t  t r ad i t i on  i n

wh i ch  i n t e l l ec t  i s  exc l us i ve l y  conce rned  w i t h  concep t s ,  a r i s i ng

f r o m  s o m e  k i n d  o f  ' l o o k '  a t  a n  r o u t s i d e '  r e a l i , t y .

An  ana l ys i s  o f  t hese  deba tes  i n  t e rms  o f  Lone rgan ' s  me thod -

o logy  i s  t o  some  ex ten t  f ac i l i t a t ed  by  t he  f ac t  t ha t  one  o f

t he  con t r i bu to r s  t o  t he  deba te ,  John  Sea r l e ,  makes  a  number

o f  po in t s ,  i n  de fend ing  a  much  mod i f i ed  ve rs i on  o f  t he  F rege -

R u s s e l l  a c c o u n t ,  w h i c h  c o m e  c l o s e r  t o  e l e m e n t s  i n  L o n e r g a n ' s

pos i t i on  t han  any  o f  t he  app roaches  t aken  by  t he  o the r  d i s -

pu tan t s .  Sea r l e ,  a l t hough  a  ph i l osophe r  i n  t he  ma ins t ream

o f  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l .  t r a d i t i o n ,  h a s  r e c e n t l y  o f f e r e d  a n  a n a l y s i s

o f  t he  p rob lems  i den t i f i ed  i n  t he  nam ing  and  re fe rence  deba te

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

t akes  a  s t and  wh i ch  i s  no t  ve r y  popu la r  among  many  ana l y t i ca l

ph i l osophe rs  who ,  f o l l ow ing  Qu ine ,  w i sh  t o  avo id  an  accoun t

o f  m e a n i n g  a s  s o m e t h i n g  r n y s t e r i o u s l y  " i n  t h e  h e a d " .  S e a r I e ' s

accoun t ,  howeve r ,  su f f e r s  f r om the  i nev i t ab le  sho r t com ings

consequen t  upon  a  na i ve  rea l i sm .  A l t hough  ana l yzed  i n  t e rms

o f  j - n t en t i ona l i t y ,  t he  p rob lems  a re  s t i I I  seen  i n  t he  con tex t

o f  h o w  a n  ' i n - h e r e '  m i n d  c a n  s u c c e s s f u l l y  ' r e f e r '  t o  a n  ' o u t -

t h e r e t  w o r l d .  S o m e  o f  t h e s e  w e a k n e s s e s  i n  S e a r l e ' s  p o s i t i o n

w i I I  be  t r ea ted  t o r ra rds  t he  end  o f  t h i s  a r t i c l e .

I n  wha t  f o l l ows  I  hope  t o  subs tan t i a t e  t he  c l a im  t ha t

Gene ra l i zed  Emp i r i ca l  Me thod  p rov i des ,  i n  t he  app roaches  i t

sugges t s ,  a  mo re  success fu l  r eso lu t i on  o f  t he  p rob lems  rega rd ing

nam ing  and  re fe rence  wh i ch  a re  a t  i s sue  i n  t he  deba te  be tween

the  upho lde rs  o f  t he  F rege -Russe l l  t hes i s  and  i - t s  de t rac to r s .

T o  t h i s  e n d  I  s h a l L p r e s e n t  a n  o u t l j - n e  o f  t h e  K r i p k e - P u t n a m

p o s i t i o n ,  s o m e  o f  t h e  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  o f f e r e d

by  Sea r l e ,  and  an  ana l ys i s  o f  bo th  t hese  app roaches  f r om the

v iewpo in t  o f  Lone rgan ' s  ph i l osophy .  I  t h i nk  i t  w i l l  become

ev iden t ,  i n  t he  cou rse  o f  t he  a rgumen t ,  t ha t  desp i t e  t he  wa te r

wh i ch  i s  t hough t  t o  have  passed  benea th  t he  b r i dge  s i nce  Ang lo -

Amer i can  ph i l osophy  appea red  t o  be  exp l i c i t l y  emp i r i c i s t ,
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s ince  such  emp i r i c i sm  r ras  i t se l f  a t t acked  as  'me taphys l ca l l

by  l i ngu i s t i c  ana l ys t s ,  neve r t he l - ess  t he  o1d  emp i r i c i s t  ep i s -

tenological  models are st i l I  operat j .ve and exert  their  inf luence.

Wha t  may  a t  f i r s t  seem a  su rp r i s i ng  i n t e res t  t aken  by  some

ana l y t i ca l  ph i l osophe rs  i n  Sco t i s t  concep t s ,  and  f ou r t een th -

cen tu r y  ana l yses  o f  poss ibJ -e  wo r l ds ,  may  no t  appea r  so  su r -

p r i s i ng  t o  t hose  who  wou ld  de tec t  h i s t o r i ca l  con t i nu i t y  be t l r een

these  e l emen ts  i n  med iaeva l  ph i l osophy  and  t he  ph i l osoph i ca l

s t ance  o f  t hose  no l r  i n t e res ted  i n  t he i r  r eapp ra i sa l .

K r i p k e a n d P u t n a m v s . t h e F r e q e - R u s s e l l T h e s i s

rn  h i s  book  A  Svs tem o f  Loq i c  J .  S .  M i l l  heLd  t he  pos i t i on

that  proper names have denotat ion but  not  connotat ion.  A place

name  I i ke  'Da r tmou th r ,  f o r  examp le ,  deno tes  a  l oca l i t y  i n

Eng land ,  bu t  i t  has  no  conno ta t i on ,  no  mean ing  con ten t .  The

name  o r i g i na l l y  de r i ved  f r om the  f ac t  t ha t  t he  t own  was  a t

t he  mou th  o f  t he  r i ve r  Da r t ,  bu t  t ha t  does  no t  cons t i t u t e

the  mean ing  o f  t he  name  'Da r tmou th ' 1  many  peop le  use  i t  t o

re fe r  t o  t he  p l ace  w i t hou t  know ing  i t s  h i s t o r y .

I n  r eac t i on  t o  t h i s  pos i t i on ,  t ha t  a  p rope r  name  j . s  a

con ten t l ess  r e fe rence  mark  o r  i nd i ca to r ,  F rege  o f f e red  an

opposing theory in h is celebrated essay,  On Sense and Reference.

M i I I r s  v i ew  canno t  be  accep ted ,  acco rd i ng  t o  F rege ,  f o r  i t

f a i l s  t o  make  sense  o f  a  number  o f  t e l l i ng  coun te r -examp les .

No tab le  among  t hese  i s  t he  case ,  wh i ch  F rege  desc r i bes  i n

a let ter ,  where rr re employ two di f ferent  names to refer  to

wha t  we  cons ide r  a re  two  d i f f e ren t  ob jec t s ,  on l y  t o  d i scove r

subsequent ly that  they are one and the same. A t ravel , ler  in

an unexplored region sees a mountain on the southern hor izon

and  names  i t  ' A f l a ' .  Ano the r  t r ave l . l - e r  i n  ano the r  pa r t  o f

t he  same  reg ion  sees  a  d i f f e ren t - I ook ing  rnoun ta i n  t o  t he  No r th -

wes t  and  ca l I s  i t  ' A teb ' .  A t  f i r s t  i t  i s  t hough t  t ha t  t ! , r o

moun ta i ns  have  been  d i scove red ,  bu t  I a t e r  i t  t u rns  ou t  t ha t

t hey  a re  t he  same .  I f ,  as  on  M i I I r s  accoun t ,  we  immed ia te l y

knew  to  wha t  t he  name  re fe r red ,  i n  t h i s  case  t he  pa r t i cu l a r

mountain,  then we should s imply know, wi thout  fur ther inves-

t i ga t i on ,  t ha t  bo th  names  re fe r red  t o  one  and  t he  same  ob jec t .

Bu t  t h i s  i s  no t  t he  case .

I n  F rege ' s  v i ew ,  t hen ,  when  us i ng  a  name  one  does  noc

have  s imp le  know ledge  t ha t  t he re  i s  some  " t ha t  wh i ch  i s " :

r a the r ,  t he  mean ing  o f  t he  name  i s  a  desc r i p t i on  o r  a  se t

o f  desc r i p t i ons .  O f  cou rse ,  i n  i ns i s t i ng  t ha t  one  canno t  know

tha t  sone th i ng  i s  w i t hou t  kno$ r i ng  wha t  i t  i s ,  F rege rs  r emarks

fo rm  pa r t  o f  a  vene rab le  t r ad i t i on .  Dummet t ,  i n  h i s  de fense

1 0 8
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o f  F r e g e ' s  p o s i t i o n ,  a l l u d e s  t o  a  s i m i l a r i t y  v r i t h  S t .  T h o m a s '
d e n i a l  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  a r g u m e n t  [ 3 ] .  A n d ,
w i t h  r ega rd  t o  t h i s  po in t ,  c .  E .  M .  Anscombe  d raws  a t t en t i on
t o  a  p a s s a g e  i n  A r i s t o t l e ' s  p h v s i c s ,  ' , T h e r e  i s  n o  s u c h  k i n d
o f  t h i ng  as  t he  t h i nqs  t ha t  t he re  a re ;  t ha t  t he re  i s  such
a  t h i n q  a s  i t  i s  n o t  w h a t  a n y t h i n g  i s "  t 4 J .

I  have  been  desc r i b i ng  t he  , o r t hodox '  
t hes i s  conce rn ing

nam ing  and  re fe rence  as  t he  F rege -Russe l l  pos i t i on .  A l t hough
such  a  des igna t i on  i s  s t anda rd  i t  has  t o  be  unde rs tood  t ha t
R u s s e f l ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  d i f f e r e d  f r o m  F r e g e ' s ,  i - n  a c c o r d  w i t h
h j - s  s o m e w h a t  d i f f e r i n g  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a i  v r e w s .

Russe l l  ag reed  w i t h  F rege  t ha t  i n  us i ng  a  p rope r  name
in  o rd i na ry  speech ,  v / e  a re  emp loy i ng  i t  as  a  k i nd  o f  sho r t hand
f o r  a  b u n d l e  o f  d e s c r i p t i o n s .  N a m e s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  h a v e  s e n s e ,
m e a n i n g ,  a s  s t a n d i n g  f o r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  a n d  a r e  n o t  j u s t  e m p t y
p o i n t e r s .  H o w e v e r ,  R u s s e l l  t h o u g h t  t h a t  a t  s o m e  s t a g e  w e
shou l -d  be  ab le  t o  ge t  beyond  abs t rac t  desc r i p t i ons  and  s imp l y
r e f e r  t o  t h e  s p a t i o - t e m p o r a l l y  l o c a t a b l e  o b j e c t .  S u c h  r e f e r e n c e
o c c u r s  i n  t h e  u s e  o f  d e m o n s t r a t i v e s ,  s u c h  a s  ' t h i s , ,  

o r  ' t h o s e ' .

Bu t  t hese  do  no t  have  sense ,  t hey  a re  i ndeed  s imp l y  r e fe rences ,
p o i n t e r s .  T h e  d e m o n s t r a t i v e s  f o r  R u s s e l l  w e r e  " l o g i c a l  p r o i o e r
n a m e s " '  m o s t  o f  t h e  t e r m s  \ ^ r e  t h i n k  o f  a s  ' n a r n e s ,  

b e i n g  a
s e c o n d - c l a s s  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e s e .  F o r  R u s s e l l ,  t h e n ,  t h e  d e m o n _
s t r a t i v e s  a r e  s u c h  t h a t ,  a s  D u m m e t t  p u t s  i t ,  t h e i . r  s e n s e
" s h r i n k s  d o w n  t o  r e f e r e n c e "  [ 5 ] .

A n o t h e r  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  o r t h o d o x ,  o r  ' d e s c r i p t i v e , ,  
t h e o r y

o f  n a m i n g  w h i c h  R u s s e l l , s  a c c o u n t  s p e l l s  o u t  c l - e a r I y  i s  t h e
n o t i o n  t h a t  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  w h i c h  a r e  , c o n _

c e a l e d '  w i t h i - n  a  n a m e  m u s t  u n i q u e l y  i d e n t i f y  a n  i n d i v i d u a J - ,
i f  t h e  n a m e  i s  t o  r e f e r  s u c c e s s f u l l y .  T h u s ,  i f  I  s a y  " A r i s _
t o t l - e  e x i s t e d " ,  I  w i f l  h a v e  s o m e  s u c h  d e s c r i p t i o n  i n  m i n d
c o n c e r n i n g  A r i s t o t l e  d S r  " T h e  I a s t  g r e a t  p h i l o s o p h e r  o f  a n _
t i q u i t y  w h o  t a u g h t  A l e x a n d e r . "  r f  ' A r i s t o t r e '  

d i d  n o t  d o
t h e s e  t h i n g s ,  o r  i f  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  i n d i v i d u a r  f i t s  s u c h  a
d e s c r i p t i o n ,  t h e n ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  R u s s e l l ,  o u r  a t t e m p t  t o  r e f e r
t o  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  u s i n g  t h e  n a m e  ' A r i s t o t l e ' ,  

u n d e r s t o o d  i n
t h i s  w a y ,  f a j - ] s .

The  pos i t i . on  t ha t  p rope r  names  a re  r ea l l y  concea l - ed
desc r i p t i ons ,  wh i ch  un j - que l y  spec i f y  an  j - nd i v i dua l -  . i n  cases
o f  s u c c e s s f u l  r e f e r e n c e ,  i s  c r i t i c i z e d  i n  d i f f e r e n t ,  y e t
c o n v e r g e n t ,  ! / a y s  b y  p u t n a m ,  K r i p k e  a n d  D o n n e l l a n .  K r i p k e , s
a t t ack  on  t he  o r t hodox  v i ew ,  ou t l i ned  i n  h i s  Nam ing  and  Neces_

E i ! - y . ,  i s  cons ide red  t o  have  been  t he  mos t  f a r_ reach ing  c r i c t que
o f  ' d e s c r i p t i v i s m '  

.



NAMING

Putnam provides a succinct  summary of  some of  the key

po in t s  made  i n  t h i s  c r i t i gue  o f  t he  F rege -Russe l l  t hes i s .

With regard to the puzzles which ar ise concerning names and

re fe rence ,  he  w r i t es ,

K r i pke ' s  so l u t i on  i s  t o  assume  a  se t  o f  ob jec t s
ca1 led  poss ib l e  wo r l ds  wh i ch  a re ,  i n  s t r uc tu re ,  j us t
models for  the non-nodal  part  of  the language; i .e.
each  poss ib l e  wo r l d  de te rm ines  a  un i ve r se  o f  d i scou rse .
And  once  aga in  t he re  i s  an  access ib i l i t y  r e l a t i on .  Bu t
t he re  i s  an  add i t i ona l  r e l a t i on  as  $ re I I :  t he  r e l a t i on
of  t rans-worLd ident i tv .  That  is  some indiv iduals have
to Consider
two possib le wor lds which both contain the same indiv idual ,
say  A r i s t o t l e ,  bu t  i n  wh i ch  t ha t  i nd i v i dua l  i s  ass i gned
di f ferent  predicates.  For exampJ-e,  in one of  the t t to
wor lds he might  be born in Stagirus and in the other
Athens.  The phrase " the great  phi losopher born in Stagirus '
r e fe r s  t o  A r i s t o t l e  i n  t he  ac tua l  wo r l d  (wh i ch  we  sha l l
ident i fy  wi th the former of  the two \" ror lds just  postu-
l a t ed ) ,  bu t  no t  i n  t he  second  o f  t he  two  wo r l ds .  f ndeed ,
i t  m igh t  even  re fe r  t o  a  d i f f e ren t  i nd i v i dua l  a l t oge the r
in the second wor ld;  perhaps Plato was born in Stagirus
in the second possib le wor ld.  So the same descr ipt ive
ph rase ,  " t he  g rea t  ph i l osophe r  bo rn  i n  S tag i r us r r  can
deno te  d i f f e ren t  i nd i v i dua l s  i n  d i f f e ren t  wo r l ds .  I n
K r i pke rs  t e rm ino logy ,  t he  desc r i p t i on  i s  non - r i q i d .

Wha t  abou t  t he  p rope r  name  'A r i s t o t l e ' ?  How  do  we
cus to rna r i l y  use  t h i s  name  i n  r e fe r r i ng  t o  hypo the t i ca l
wo rLds?  when  we  say  "A r i s t o t l e  m igh t  have  been  bo rn
i n  A thens " ,  we  do  no t  j us t  mean  t ha t  someone  named  A r i s -
tot le might  have been born in Athens.  fndeei l -Fhen rr re
say  "A r i s t o t l e  m igh t  have  been  bo rn  i n  Ch ina r r ,  we  a re
aLso  l i ke l y  t o  add  " I f  he  had  been  bo rn  i n  Ch ina ,  he
p robab l y  wou ld  no t  have  been  ' named '  tA r i s t o t l e " ' .  wha t
we mean is that  the same indiv idual  who rdas born in
s tag i r us ,  named  e f f i  t he  s ta r  pup i l
i n  P la to ' s  Academy  e t c .  i n  t he  ac tua l  wo r1d ,  r n i gh t  have
been  bo rn  i n  A thens  (o r  i n  Ch ina ) ,  r n i gh t  have  been  named
D i o g e n e s  ( o r  T u  F u ) ,  e t c .  .  .  .

S i nce  t he  name  'A r i s t o t l e '  i s  cus tomar i l y  used  t o
refer  to the same indiv idual  when rrre ta lk about non-
actual  wor lds 

- lEien 
i f  that  indiv idual  is  not  named

'A r i s t o t l e '  
l n  t hose  non -ac tua l  wo r l ds ) ,  t he  p rope r

name  'A r i s t o tTe '  i s  a  r i q i d  des iqna to r  i n  x r i pk i ' s
t e rm ino logy .  [  6  ]

One  o f  K r i pke ' s  ma in  a rgumen ts  aga ins t  t he  F rege -Russe l l

descr ipt ive theory is ,  then,  that  we want to say that  a name

s t i l l  r e f e r s  t o  an  i nd i v i dua l  even  when  t he  desc r i p t i on  o r

descr ipt i ,ons associated wi th the name $re use for  the j ,ndiv idual

do not  hold.  Another example Kr ipke gives is  of  Richard Nixon.

"The  man  who  was  P res iden t  o f  t he  U .  S .  A .  i n  t he  yea rs  1920 -

74 " ,  i s  wha t  s re  may  unde rs tand  by  t he  name  tR i cha rd  N i xon ' .

Now i t  j .s  surely t rue that  Nj .xon might  never have entered

po l i t i c s  i n  t he  f i r s t  p l ace .  Bu t ,  K r i pke  ave rs ,  t f e  wou l "d

s t i l l  wan t  t o  say  t ha t  we  can  re fe r  t o  t he  pe rson  we  re fe r

t o  w i t h  t he  name  'N i xon '  i f  i t  had  no t  been  t he  case  t ha t

Nixon rdent  into pol i t ics;  or  even i f  the baby we refer  to

1 1 0
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AS " l i t t l e  D i ck i e  N i xon "  had  no t  been  so  named .  I f  t a l k  o f
' poss ib l e  wo r l ds r  i s  somewha t  daun t i ng  we  can ,  acco rd i ng  ro

K r j , pke ,  unde rs tand  ' t r ans -wo r Id  i den t i f i ca t j - on '  as  s imp l y

a  ma t t e r  o f  t a l k i ng  abou t  wha t  m igh t  have  been  t he  case  w i t h

rega rd  t o  a  pa r t i cu l a r  i nd i v i dua l ,  as  opposed  t o  wha t  ac tua l l y

i s  t he  case .  As  K r i pke  pu t s  i - t ,  "We  can  po in t  t o  t he  man  and

ask  wha t  m igh t  have  happened  t o  h im ,  had  even t s  been  d i f f e ren t " [ 7 ] .

Summar i z i ng  va r i ous  a rgumen ts  o f  t hose  opposed  t o  t he
rdesc r i p t i ve '  t heo ry  o f  names ,  t hose  who  ho ld  some  ve rs i on

o f  w h a t  i s  c a l l e d  t h e  ' c a u s a l  t h e o r y ' ,  N .  S a I m o n  p o i n t s  o u t

t ha t  some  have  f ound  suppo r t  f o r  t he i - r  pos i t i on  i n  t he  wo rk

o f  med iaeva l  ph i l osophe rs .  I f  a  name ,  acco rd i ng  t o  t he  ' causa l

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

s e t  o f  d e s c r i p t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l - ,  t h a t  s e t  b e i n g

mere l y  con t j - ngen t l y  t r ue  o f  h im ,  t hen  pe rhaps  r / e  may  say  i t

r e f e r s  t o  a  u n i q u e  p r o p e r t y . .  " T h i s  p r o p e r t y  i s  w h a t  R o b e r t

A d a m s ,  f o l . l o w i n g  D u n s  S c o t u s ,  c a l l s  h a e c c e i t y  ( ' t h i s n e s s ' ) . . .

I t  i s  t h e  p r o p e r t y  o f  b e i n q  t h j s  v e r y  t h i n q .  . "  t 8 l .

K r i pke  a rgues  t ha t  t he  o l - de r  t heo ry  o f .  nam ing  f a i l ed

to  t ake  accoun t  o f  i t s  soc i a l  and  h i s t o r i - ca l  d imens ions .  , I he

o l d e r  t h e o r y  w a s  h a p p y  w i t h  t h e  p i c t u r e  o f  a  m a n  g o i n g  i n t o

the  p r i vacy  o f  h i s  r oom and  f i x i ng  t he  re fe rence  o f  a  name

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

w i t h  i t .  On  t he  con t ra r y ,  K r j - pke  sugges t s ,  t he  no rma . l -  cou rse

o f  e v e n t s  i s  t h a t  a  n a m e  i s  p a s s e d  t h r o u g h  a  c o m m u n i t y  a n d

a  t r ad i t i on  f r om those  who  f i r s t  had  con tac t  w i t h  an  i nd i v i dua .L

t o  o t h e r s ;  i t  p a s s e s  a l o n g  a  c a u s a l  c h a i n  [ 9 ] .

I t  has  been  no ted  by  some  tha t  K r j . pke  does  no t  d i r ec t l y

t ack l e  i n  any  de ta i l  t he  F regean  a rgumen t ,  no ted  above ,  conce rn -

i n g  t h e  w a y  i n  w h i c h  w e  l e a r n  ' A t e b = A f I a '  ( t h a t  t h e y  a r e  t h e

same  moun ta i n ) ,  t h rough  subseguen t  i nves t i ga t i on ,  no t  t h rough

s imp le  ac t s  o f  r e fe rence .  Ho ! . / eve r ,  he  does  a rgue  a t  some  l eng th

tha t  when ,  i n  mode rn  J -og i ca l  no ta t i on ,  we  symbo l i ze  t he  l aw

o f  I d e n t i t y  a s  ' a = a ' ,  t h e  s y m b o l - i s r a  ' a = b '  s h o u l d  b e  t a k e n

as  a l so  exp ress ing  some th ing  o f  t he  l aw  o f  I den t i t y ,  and  no t
as  i nd i ca t i ng  t he  ass j . gnmen t  o f  con t i ngen t  p rope r t i es  t o  a
t h i n g ,  a s  m i g h t  b e  s u g g e s t e d  b y  F r e g e ' s  a r g u m e n t .  H e  a s s e r t s

t ha t  " i den t i t y  shou ld  j us t  be  t aken  t o  be  t he  re l a t i on  becween

a  t h i n g  a n d  i t s e l f "  t 1 0 1 .  A n d  t o  t h o s e  p h i l o s o p h e r s  w h o  w o u l d

ob jec t  t o  t he  cogency  o f  such  a  no t i on ,  K r i pke  answers  t ha t

exampJ .es  o f  such  a  r e l a t i on ,  be tween  a  t h i ng  and  i t se l f ,  a re

no t  ha rd  t o  f i nd ;  someone  can  be  h i s  oh rn  wo rs t  enemy ,  o r

s e v e r e s t  c r i t i c  [  1 1  ]  .
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S e a r l e r s C r i t i g u e

In an ear ly ar t i .c le SearIe defended the Fregean thesis

that  a name was employed ln referr ing as associated wi th some

se t  o f  desc r i p t i ons  o f  an  i nd i v i dua l .  I n  a  l a t e r  p resen ta t i on

of  th is theory Sear le takes an approach which,  he admits,

may  depa r t  subs tan t i a l l y  f r om  F rege ' s  ob i t e r  d i c t a ,  bu t  i s

one which Sear le bel ieves c lears avJay some of  the muddle cre-

ated by Kr ipke and Putnam with their  new proposals for  deal ing

w i t h  t he  p rob len  o f  na rn i ng .  Sea r I e ' s  new  app roach  occu rs  i n

the context  of  a larger work on intent ional i ty ,  and may have

much  i n  i t  t ha t  i s  nea re r  t o  Husse r l  t han  t o  F rege  [ 12 ] .

One of  the centra l  concepts Sear le expounds in h is book

fn ten t i ona l i t y  i s  wha t  he  t e rms  t he  ' se l - f - r e fe ren t i a l t  na tu re

o f  i n t en t i ona l  ac t s ,  I n t en t i ona l  ac t s ,  wh i ch  i . nc l ude  see ing ,

be l i ev i ng ,  t h i r s t i ng ,  f ea r i ng ,  t o  name  bu t  a  f ew ,  ' r ep resen t l

1n  t hemse l ves  t he  ob jec t i ve  t o  wh i ch  t hey  a re  o r i en ted .  As

such  t he  ac t s  have  bu i l t - i n  as ra reness  o f  cond i t i ons  o f  sa t i s f ac -

t i on  o r  f r us t r a t i on .  Hunge r  an t i c i pa tes  ea t i ng  and  t he re fo re
' r ep resen t s '  

w i t h i n  i t se l f  t he  cond i t i ons  r r h i ch ,  i f  t hey  occu r ,

w i l l  p rov i de  sa t i s f ac t i on .

The  '  se l f - r e fe ren t i a l i t y  '  o f  i n t en t i ona l  ac t s  can  be

seen  i n  t he  examp le  o f  v j - sua l ,  expe r i ence .  Sea r l e  w r i t es ,

.  f o r  v i sua l  expe r i ence  t he  spec i f i ca t i on  o f  t he
cond i t i ons  o f  sa t i s f ac t i on  makes  re fe rence  t o  t he  v i sua l
expe r i ence  i t se l f .  I f  I  see  my  hand  i n  f r on t  o f  r ny  f ace
then  t he  cond i t i ons  o f  sa t i s f ac t i on  a re

V i s  Exp  ( t he re  i s  a  hand  t he re  and  t he  f ac t  t ha t  t he re
i s  a  h a n d  t h e r e  i s  c a u s i n g  t h i s  V i s  E x p ) .  t 1 3 l

On  t he  bas i s  o f  t h i s  app roach  Sea r l e  a t t emp ts  t o  c r i t i c i ze

the  K r i pke -Pu tnam thes i s  on  p rope r  names  and  re fe rence .

One of  the problens which causal  theor i -sts f ind wi th
F rege ' s  pos i t i on  i s  t ha t  r e fe rence  t o  i nd i v i dua l  t h i ngs  canno t

occur v ia general  concepts but  only through the referent ia l

use  o f  t he  i ndex i ca l s  ( o r  demons t ra t i ves  )  ,  
r  I  r  

,  
'  he  ,  ,  

'  t h i s  r  
,

' n o w t ,  ' t h e n ' ,  e t c .  A s  h a s  b e e n  m e n t i o n e d ,  R u s s e l l  t h o u g h t

that  such demonstrat j -ves had no sense,  only reference.  How

then ,  i t  i s  asked ,  can  one  have  a  comp le te  se t  o f  desc r i p t i ons

wh i ch  un ique l y  i den t i f y  a  pa r t i cu l a r  i nd i v i dua l?  Fo r  one  needs

to  r e fe r  t o  t he  i nd i v i dua l  v i . a  demons t ra t i ves  and ,  on  Russe l l ' s

accoun t ,  t hese  have  no  sense  o r  mean ing  and  a re ,  t he re fo re ,

not  themselves fur ther descr ipt ions or  abstract  concepEs.

An thony  O 'Hea r  makes  t h i s  po in t  aga ins t  F rege  i n  t he

fo l l ow ing  passage :



1 1 3 METHOD

.  .  .  as  Co l i n  McG inn  has  pu t  i t ,  " an  accu ra te  desc r i p t i on
^ F  +  L ^  ^ L ^ - ^ -r . . = , . - . , r eno log i ca I  con ten t  o f  an  expe r i ence  w i l l -
emp loy  on l y  gene ra l  t e rms  t o  spec i f y  how  the  expe r i ence
rep resen t s  t he  wo r l d .  "

We  o f t en  rega rd  ou r  t hough t s  and  o the r  expe r i ences
as  be ing  t houqh t s  abou t  pa r t i cu l a r  j - nd i v i dua l s  i n  t he
wor l d ,  bu t  on  McG inn ' s  accoun t  we  a re  ab le  t o  do  t h i s
because  we  a re  i n  d i r ec t  causa l  and  pe rcep tua l  con tac t
w i t h  some  o f  t hose  pa r t i cu l a r s  .  .  .  Th i s  i nhe ren t  gene r -
a l i t y  o f  expe r i ence  may  a l so  be  pa r t  o f  s t ha t  W i t t gens te i n
was  re fe r r i ng  t o  \ 4 rhen  he  sa j - d  " I f  God  had  l ooked  i n t o
o r r r  m i n d s -  h c  w o u l d  n o t  h a v e  b e e n  a b l e  t o  s e e  t h e r e  w h o m
w e  r d e r e  s p e a k i n q  o f . "  [ 1 4 ]

To  such  ob jec t i - ons  t o  t he  F regean  accoun t  Sea r l e  r esponds ,

some  au tho rs  t h i nk  t ha t  t he  desc r i p t i on i s t  ho lds  t ha t
p rope r  names  a re  assoc ia ted  w i t h  a  ' doss ie r '  i n  t he
speake r ' s  m j -nd  and  t ha t  t he  i s sue  i s  be tween  t h l s  doss ie r
a n n a o n i  i  a n  r n d  t s h o  a n n a a n f  i  n n  a F  l . h o  n f -  p rope r
name  as  ana logous  t o  po in t i ng .  Bu t  t ha t  aga in  i s  a  m i scon -
c e p t i o n  o f  d c s c r i p t r v i s m .  O n  t h e  d e s c r i p t r v i s t  a c c o u n t ,
p o i n t i n g  i s  p r e c i s e l y  a n  . e x a m p l e  t h a t  f i t s  h i s  t h e s i s ,
q i n n o  n n i n f  i  n o  s r r e c e e d s  o n  I  v  i  n  v i r t u e  o f  t h e  i n t e n t i o n s
o f  t h e  p o i n t e r .  t 1 5 l

S e a r I e  a t t e m p t s  L o  e l u c i d a t e  t h e  w a Y  i n  w h i c h  p o i n t i n g

o r  o s t e n s i v e  r e f e r e n c e  h a s  ' s e n s e '  u s i n q  h i - s  a n a l v s r s  o f  t h e

s e l f - r e f e r e  n t i a l i t y  o f i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t s . When  someone  says  ,

" I  a m  n o w  h u n g r y " r  t h i s  w i l l  b e  a  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t  i f  t h e  p e r s o n

u t t e r i n g  t h e  s e n t e n c e  i s  h u n g r y  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  u t t e r a n c e .

T h e  s t a t e m e n t  h a s  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  i t s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  ' w i t h i n '

i t  a n d  t h e s e  a r e ,  "  (  L h e  p e r s o n  m a k i n g  t h l s  u t L e r a n c e ,  ' I  '  
,

i s  h u n g r y  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h i s  u t t e r a n c e ,  ' n o w '  
) "  t 1 6 1 .  T h e

i n d e x i c a l  e x p r e s s i o n s ,  ' r '  a n d  ' n o w ' ,  t h e n ,  h a v e  c o n d i t i o n s

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

s i t u a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  t h e  p e r s o n  f i n d s  h j m s e l f .  T h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s

a r e  t h e  ' s e n s e '  o f  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n s .  B u t ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  r v h e n  s o n r e -

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

. ^ n . a n f q  i - h o  I  T  I  i e  m o ^ n  i  n d  r r r h o  n o r - ^ -  , r + l ^ r i h ^  + h ir  q r  r " c q r r  r  . r Y  r  L u r  v e r  r r r Y  L I r r r  J  L a  L s -

m e n t " ,  o r  t h e  ' n o w '  a s ,  " t h e  t i m e  o f  u t t e r a n c e " .  T h e s e  ' s e n s e s ' ,

m e a n i n g s ,  a s  i n t e n d e d  b y  t h e  s p e a k e r  a r e ,  m a i n t a i n s  S e a r l e ,

e m p l o y i n g  W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  s h o w n  b u t  n o t  s a i d  i n

t h e  a c t  o f  u t t e r a n c e .  E x p r e s s i o n s  I i k e  ' t h i s '  
,  t h e n ,  d o  h a v e

a  s e n s e  d e r i v e d  f r o m  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  I o c u s  o f  u s e  a n d  n o t  s i m p l y

f r om gene ra l  concep t - s .

O n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  S e a r l e  a r g u e s  t h a t  K r j - p k e

m i s s e s  t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  p a r t  o f  t h e  c a u s a l  s t o r y  o f  t h e

way  i n  wh i ch  names  ge t  passed  t h rough  t he  commun i t y .  The  m iss i ng

I i n k  i s  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  p o i n t  a t  w h i c h  t h e  f i r s t  u s e r s  a s c r i b e

t h e  n a m e  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  i n d i v i d u a l .  S e a r I e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t

h i s  own  accoun t  r emed ies  t ha t  de f i c i ency  i n  a  way  wh i ch  exp la i ns
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i{hat  Frege fa i led to expla in:  the nature of  the act  of  referene

to a part icular ,  involv ing general  descr ipt ions but  a lso acts

o f  r e fe rence  wh i ch  s t i l l  have  sense ,  o r  mean ing .

Emp i r i c i s tP resuppos i t i ons

I t  should have becone fa i r ly  c lear f rom the out l ine given

of the var ious posi t ions taken in the debate on naming and

reference,  that  the phi losophical  approaches adopted would '

in vary ing degrees,  be regarded f ron the Lonerganian v ie lvpoint

as  man i f es t i ng  an  absence  o f  i n t e l l ec tua l  conve rs i on .  The

cogni t ional  models in the accounts,  to a greater  or  lesser

extent ,  render a p icture of  the human subject  as t runcated;

al ienat ion is  evident  between the subject  and the image which

he  p resen t s  o f  h imse l f .  To  be  more  spec i f i c ,  one  may  i den t i f y '

in  these debates,  the dominant epistemological  model  at  work

as  be ing  an  emp i r i c i s t  one .

Central  to the issue is  the Fregean dist inct ion between

Sinn and Bedeutung. Whatever Frege's o$rn intent ions were in

emp loy i ng  t he  d i s t i nc t i on ,  t he  ana l y t i ca l  t r ad i t i on  has  unde r -

stood i t ,  for  the most part ,  ln  the way in which i t  is  seen

in  Russe I I r s  ph i l osophy :  as  t he  d i s t i nc t i on  be tween  desc r i p t i - ve

concep t s  and  t he i r  app l i ca t i on  t o  a  ' t h i s '  o r  a  ' t ha t r  wh i ch

we refer  to when we bump into them in the wor ld.  In fact ,

i t  is  not  so much 'when'  we bump into th ings that  we refer

to them; in much of  the wr i t ing on the topic our 'bumping

in to '  t hem i s  i n  some  i I l - de f i ned  s ray  ou r  ac tua l  ' r e f e r r i ng '

t o  t hem.  I n  t h i s  f ash ion  'mean ing '  i s  i den t i f i ed  w j - t h  abs t rac t

concep t s  wh i ch  a re  t he  p rov i nce  o f  i n t e l l ec t  and  a re ,  i ndeed ,

the sole occupants of  that  province.  What,  then,  do we make

of reference? That is  obviously not  a matter  of  fur ther con-

cepts,  for  i t  concerns the way we apply them, and in that

case  i t  has  no t  r ea l l y  t o  do  w i t h  i n t e l l ec t '  o r  human  unde r -

s tand ing .

wi th regard to the problem there seen to emerge at  least

three di f ferent  react ions among the phi losophers we have been

concerned wi th.  Some, the Kr ipkean admirers of  Scotus '  at tempt

to squeeze even more into concepts than other analyt ic  phi lo-

sophers th ink is  possib le.  Thus,  even on the level  of  concepts,

the second Ievel  of  human knowing according to Lonergan'  con-

cep t s  o f  ' t h i sness '  o r  ' haecce i t y '  a l r eady  re fe r  t o  t he  en t i t y

in real i ty .  The second, and more standard route among analyt ical

phi losophers is  to deny conceptual  status to the act  of  refer-

ence and thereby deny that  acts of  reference have 'meaning'

o r  have  t o  do  w i t h  i n t e l l i gence .  Th i s  l a t t e r  po in t  i s  no t
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spe l l ed  ou t  i n  de ta i l  by  many  o f  t hose  who  r " r r i t e  on  t he  t op i c .

As  we  can  see  f r om the  O 'Hea r  passage  c i t ed  above ,  vague  s ta te -

men ts  abou t  " com ing  i n t o  causa l  con tac t  w i t h  t he  wo r l d "  su f f j . ce

ra the r  t han  p ro t r ac ted  ana l ys i s .  Howeve r ,  t he  image  h i n ted

a t  i s  o f  r e fe rence  as  be ing  some  consc ious  o r  sem i - consc rous

u n i n t e l l i g e n t  k n e e - j e r k  " a t  r e a l i t y  o u t - t h e r e " ;  a s  u n i n t e l l i -

g e n t  a s  W i - t t g e n s t e i n  s u p p o s e d  ( w r o n g l y )  h i s  ' g r u n t s '  t o  b e .

Th i s  I ack  o f  unde rs tand ing  o f  t he  i n t e l l i gen t  na tu re  o f  r e fe r -

ence  i s  t o  be  f ound  j - n  t he  wo rk  o f  one  devo tee  o f  W i t t gens te i n

who  i s  a l so  acqua in ted  w i t h  S t .  Thomas '  ph i l osophy  and  even ,

a  l i t t l e ,  w i t h  L o n e r g a n ' s .  O n  t h e  t o p i c  o f  t h i s  p h i l o s o p h e r ' s

c o n f u s i o n  o v e r  ' r e f e r e n c e '  I  h a v e  w r i t t e n  e l s e w h e r e  l 1 | 7 l .

A  t h i r d  a p p r o a c h  i s  s u g g e s t e d  b y  S e a r l e .  A l t h o u g h  S e a r I e ' s

p h i l o s o p h y  i s  a l s o  u n d e r  t h e  s w a y  o f  t h e  e m p i r i c i s t  m o d e l ,

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

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

t h e s e  " t o  r e a l i t y "  i s  s o m e t h i n g  a k i n  t o  a  s e n s e l e s s  k n e e - j e r k .

H i s  u s e  o f  t h e  W i t t g e n s t e i n i a n  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  s a y i n g

a n d  s h o w i n q  i s ,  I  t h i n k ,  p a r t r c u l a r l y  h e l p f u l  i n  L h i s  r e g a r d .

S e a r l e ' s  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  s e l f - r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l

a c t s  i s ,  a g a i n ,  e n c u m b e r e d  b y  e m p l r i c i s t  n o t i o n s ;  h o w e v e r ,

i n  h i s  u s e  o f  t h i s  a n a l y s j s  h e  i s  t r y i n g  t o  g e t  a t  s o m e t h i n g

v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  w h i c h  m o s r  a n a l y s t s ,  t r a p p e d  j n  e m p j - r i c i s t

c o n c e p t u a l i s m ,  o v e r l o o k .  O n e  m i g h t  s u g g e s t  t h a t  w h a t  S e a r I e

d e s c r i b e s ,  i - n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  s a y i n g  a n d

s h o w i n q ,  L o n e r g a n  e x p l a i n s  i n  t h a  c o u r s e  o f  h r s  c o g n i t i o n a l

a n a l y s i s .

Tha t  one  unde rs tands  wha t  one  means  i n  us i ng  t he  demons t ra -

t i v e  ' t h i s '  t o  r e f e r  t o  s o m e t h i n g  d o e s  n o t  e n t a i l  t h a t  o n e

e x p r e s s e s  t h e  i - n s i g h t  i n v o l v e d  i n  c o n c e p t s .  A s  S e a r L e  i n s i s t s ,

o n e  ' s h o w s '  t h a t  o n e  u n d e r s t a n d s  ( t h a t  S e a r I e  d o e s  n o r  u s e

t h e  t e r m  ' u n d e r s t a n d s '  i n  t h i s  r e g a r d  i s  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  t h e

e m p i r i c i s m  i m p l i c i t  i n  h i s  a n a J - y s i s ) ,  o n e  d o e s  n o t  ' s a y ,  ( c o n -

c e p t u a l l y  u n p a c k )  a l I  t h a t  i s  i n v o l v e d  i n  o n e ' s  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .

I n d e e d ,  t h e  '  s h o w i n g / s a y i n g  '  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  r a t h e r  a
use fu l  way  o f  h i qh l i gh t i ng  o the r  examp les  o f  wha t  Lone rgan

exp la i ns  i n  t e rms  o f  a  d i s t i nc t i on  be tween  i ns i gh t  and  concep -

t i on .  When  someone  t e l l s  me  a  c l eve r  j oke  he  may  rea l i ze  f r om

t h e  w a y  I  l a u g h ,  i f  h e  k n o w s  m e  w e 1 l ,  t h a t  I  h a v e  ' g o t ,  t h e
j o k e ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  m a n y  n u a n c e s  i n v o l v e d :  I  ' s h o w '  t h a t  I

unde rs tand .  Ho ! . r eve r ,  I  may  a t t emp t ,  i n  t u rn ,  t o  exp la i n  t he

d e t a i l s  o f  t h e  j o k e  t o  a  t h i r d  p a r t y  w h o  i s  p r e s e n t ,  w h o  i s

u n f a m i l i a r  $ r i t h  t h e  e l e m e n t s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  a p p r e c i a t e  i t  f u I I y .
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But in such explain ing I  may be qui te unsuccessful  in expressing

concep tua l l y ,  i n  ' say i ng ' ,  a l l  t ha t  I  have  g rasped  i n  r ge t t i ng '

t he  j oke .

L o n e r q a n o n R e f e r e n c e a n d D e m o n s t r a t i v e s

f t  would perhaps be useful ,  at  th is point ,  to survey

some of  the features of  Lonergan's approach to the matters

under d iscussion,  before going on to of fer  some assessment

o f  t he  pos i t i ons  o f  K r i pke ,  Pu tnam and  Sea r l e .

The hard and fast  d ist inct ion between 'meaning'  and ' refer-

ence' ,  which was seen to be essent ia l  to much of  the recent

I i terature,  d isappears in General ized Empir ical  Method. Indeed,

just  as Lonergan sees ta lk of  intent ional i ty  as synonynous

w i t h  t a l k  abou t  mean ing  [ 18 ] ,  so  t he  no t i on  o f  ' r e f e rence '

could be regarded, perhaps,  as interchangeable wi th these

te rms .  One  m ighL  w i sh  t o  be  a  l i t t l e  cau t i ous ,  howeve r ,  f o r

j us t  as  t he  t e rm  ' subs tance '  has  acqu i r ed  un fo r t una te  ph i l o -

soph i ca l  assoc ia t i ons ,  so r  i t  m igh t  be  u rged ,  has  t he  t e rm
' re fe rence ' .  I n  t he  l i t e ra tu re  we  have  been  cons ide r i ng  ' r e f e r -

ence '  i s  emp loyed  i n  t he  con tex t  o f  ' con f ron ta t i on i s t t  ep i s t em-

o log ies ,  and  wh i l e  Lone rgan  be l i eves  ' con f ron ta t i on r  t o  ma rk

ce r t a i n  momen ts  i n  t he  p rocess  o f  com ing  t o  know  ( t he  momen ts

o f  concep tua l i za t i on ) ,  t he  essen t i a l -  ma rk  o f  i ns i gh t  as  know-

l edge  i s  i den t i t y  w i t h  t he  known .  Be  t ha t  as  i t  nay ,  i t  i s

c l ea r  t ha t  wha t  t he  ana l ys t s  wou ld  ca rve  up  i n t o  , nean ing '

and  ' r e f e rence t  Lone rgan  wou ld  r e l a te  as  d i f f e ren t  ac t s  o f

mean ing  j . n  t he  one  p rocess  o f  com ing  t o  know ,  dec ide ,  I ove .

I t  has  been  obse rved  t ha t  f o r  many  ana l y t i ca l  ph i l osophe rs

reference is  some non- inte l - lectual  act  by which the concepts

o f  i n t e l l ec t  ge t  app l i ed  t o  r eaJ . i t y .  On  Lone rgan , s  accoun t

t he re  a re  no  consc ious  ac t s  o f  i n t en t i on  o r  r e fe rence  wh i ch

a re  no t  e i t he r  a t t en t i ve ,  o r  i n t e l l i gen t ,  o r  r easonab le ,  o r

respons ibJ -e ,  o r  l ov i ng  ( ' l o v i ng '  be ing  unde rs tood  i n  an  ' i n t e l -

I e c t u a l i s t ' ,  n o t  r v o l u n t a r i s t ' ,  f a s h i o n ) .  A s  s u c h  t h e r e  l - s

no  ac t  o f  r e fe rence  wh i ch  i s  no t  a l so  an  ac t  o f  r nean ing ,  as

Sea r l e ,  i n  h i s  own  t e rms ,  has  a t t e rnp ted  t o  a rgue .

On  t he  bas i s  o f  h i s  cogn i t i ona l  ana l ys i s  Lone rgan  i den t i -

f i e s  t h ree  d i f f e ren t  ac t s  o f  mean ing  as  emergen t  w i t h i n  t he

three stages involved in the process of  coming to know. These

a re  t he  f o rma l ,  t he  f u l l ,  and  t he  i ns t r umen ta l .  O f  t hese  Lone r -

gan  w r i t es :

The formal  act  of  meaning is  the act  of  concei-v ing,  th ink-
i ng ,  cons ide r i ng ,  suppos ing ,  f o r r nu la t i ng .  The  f u l l  ac t
of  meaning is  an act  of  judgi-ng.  The instrumental  act
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of  mean ing  j . s  t he  imp lemen ta t i on  o f  a  f o rma1  o r  a  f u f l
ac t  by  t he  use  o f  wo rds  o r  symbo l s  i n  a  spoken ,  r r r i t t en ,
o r  m e r e l y  i m a g i n e d  u t t e r a n c e .  [ 1 9 ]

w h e n  a n a l y s t s  t a l k  o f  ' r e f e r e n c e t ,  t h e n ,  t h e y  a r e  a l l u d i n g

to  wha t  may  be  more  co r rec t l y  desc r i bed  as  a  " f u l l  t e rm  o f

m e a n i n g " .  T h a t  i s  t h e  a c t  b y  w h i c h  w e  ' r e f e r '  t o  r e a l i t y  a n d

de te rm ine  t ha t  a  concep t  i s  no t  me re l y  a  concep t  bu t  i s  a

mean ing  wh i ch  co r responds  t o  an  ob jec t i ve  mean t .  Such  an  ac t

i s  any th i ng  bu t  a  m ind less  tw i t ch  by  means  o f  wh i ch  we  somehow

r e f e r  t o  a  r e a l  w o r l d  ' o u t - t h e r e ' .

I t  may  a l so  be  obse rved  t ha t ,  w i t h  a  f a i l u re  t o  d i s t i ngu i sh

a  l eve l  o f  j udgmen t  i n  know ing ,  many  ph i l osophe rs  do  no t  d i s t i n -

gu i sh  be tween  a  f u I I  ac t  o f  mean ing  and  an  i ns t r umen ta l  ac t

i n  t he i r  accoun t  o f  r e fe rence .  Th i s  i s  man i f es t  i n  accoun t s

o f  wha t  r o l e  demons t ra t i ves  p l ay .  As  has  been  s ta ted  above ,

d e m o n s t r a t i v e s  a r e  e i t h e r  s e e n ,  i n  t h e  R u s s e l l . i a n  w d y r  a s

ve rba l i zed  exp ress ions ,  man i f es t i ng  t he  f ac t  t ha t  we  have
' b u m p e d  i n t o '  s o m e t h i n g  ' i n  r e a l i t y '  w h i c h  c o r r e s p o n d s  t o

one  o f  ou r  concep t s ,  o r ,  i n  t he  more  recen t  K r i pkean  f ash ion ,

t hey  a re  t aken  t o  be  ano the r  k i nd  o f  concep t ,  t he  concep t

o f  ' t h i s n e s s ' ,  e n r p l o y i n g  v r h r c h  w e  r e f e r  t o  i n d i v i d u a l s  a c r o s s

p o s s i b l e  w o r l d s .

W i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  s e c o n d  o p t i o n ,  F r .  C r o w e  h a s  r e c e n t l y

n o t e d  t h e  \ . r a y  i n  w h i c h  L o n e r g a n ' s  a n a l y s i s  r e v e a l s  t h e  v a c u i t y

o f  t h e  S c o t i s t  n o t i o n  o f  ' h a e c c e i t y '  
t 2 0 ) .  D e m o n s t r a t i v e s ,

l - i k e  ' t h l s ' ,  a r e  u s e d  b y  t h e  i n t e l l i g e n t  a n d  r e a s o n a b l e  s u b j e c t

t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  d a t a  o f  s e n s e  o r  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ;  t o  t h e  l e v e l

o f  t h e  e m p i r i c a l ,  r e s i d u e  o r ,  i n  m e t a p h y s i c a l  t e r m s ,  p o t e n t i a l -

i t y .  S u c h  u s e  o c c u r s  w h e n  w e  a r e  r e f e r r i n g  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  d a t a

i - n  g u e s t i o n s  f o r  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  ' w h a t ' s  t h a t ? ' ,  i n  a c t s  o f
j u d g m e n t ,  w h e n  w e  i n d j - c a t e  t h a t  ' t h i s '  d a t a  p r o v i d e s  t h e  f u l -

f i l l m e n t  o f  c o n d i t l o n s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  s o m e t h i n g  t o  b e  t h e  c a s e ,

and  i n  ac t s  o f  i n s t r umen ta l  mean ing ,  when  we  i nd i ca te  t o  ou r -

se l ves  o r  t o  ano the r  a  poss ib l - e  sou rce  o f  r nean ing  i n  t he  da ta -

The  l a t t e r  t l vo  uses  a re  qu i t e  d i s t i nc t .  Bu t  as  Lone rgan  no ted

r n  a  p a s s a g e  i n  I n s i q h t ,  a s  r e l e v a n t  t o  d i a g n o s i n g  e r n p i r i c i s t

con fus i ons  i n  Ang lo -Amer j " can  ph i l osophy  t oday  as  i t  was  ove r

t h i r t y  y e a r s  d 9 o ,  " f o r  t h e  e m p i r i c i s t  t h e  o s t e n s i v e  a c r  n o c

m e r e l y  i n d i c a t e s  a  s o u r c e  o f  m e a n i n g  b u t  a l s o  a  f u l l  t e r m

o f  m e a n i n g "  t 2 1  ) .

L o n e r g a n ' s  p o i n t  h e r e  i s  t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  e m p i r i c i s t  I a c k s

an  adequa te  t heo ry  o f  t he  no t j , on  o f  be ing ,  as  t ha t  wh i ch  i s

i n t eJ . l i gen t l y  g rasped  and  reasonab l y  a f f i . rmed ,  he  i den t i f i e s

the  rea lm  o f  f u l l  t e rms  o f  mean ing  no t  w i t h  be ing ,  as  he  shou ld ,
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but wi th the f ie ld of  sensib le presentat i .ons.  In th is way

the use of  demonstrat ives is  thought of  as di rect  reference

to real i ty ,  unmediated by inte l l igent  grasp and reasonable

af f  i rmat ion .

On Lonergan's account,  then,  the use of  demonstrat ives

is not  dumb, but  open-eyed and inte l11gent.  One uses them

when one returns f rom the level  of  concept ion to the f ie ld

of  presentat ions,  and in a r r ray \ , rh ich endorses Sear le 's d ist inc-

t ion here betvreen tsayingt  and 'showingr what we understand

when rde employ demonstrat ives,  Lonergan wr i tes that  i t  is

not  necessary to be a cogni t ional  theor ist  to understand what

one j .s  doing when one refers using a demonstrat ive,  for  t tques-

t ions re levant  to cogni t ional  theory are not  re levant  to every

instance of  knowing.  They are not  universal ly  re levant  because,

in fact ,  there is  no cogni t ional  obscur i ty  about meanings

that  cogni t ional  theory e lucidates .  .  .  such elementary mean-

ings are f ixed,  in a manner which lurpasses determinat ion

b y  d e f i n i t i o n  .  .  . "  [ 2 2 1 .

According to Lonergan, however,  one needs to go fur ther

to grasp the fu l l ,  impl icat ions for  human knowing involved

in  t he  mean ing  o f  demons t ra t i ves .  " I  a rn  s i t t i ng  he re  now" ,

" t ha t  book  i s  ove r  t he re " ,  a re  exp ress ions  i nvo l v i ng  denons t ra -

t ives which may be t ransposed into their  eguivalences in var i -

ous ,  d i ve r se  spa t i o - t empo ra l  r e fe rence  f r ames .  One  may  l oca te

such  exp ress ions  on  a  pub l i c  r nap  and  ca lenda r  so  t ha t  ' now ,

he re '  becomes  "an  o f f i ce  i n  t he  Un l ve rs i t y  o f  Ca lga ry ,  on

24 th  Augus t ,  1989 " .  These  i s sues  a re  d j . s cussed  by  ph i l osophe rs

such  as  Husse r l  and  Sea r l e .  Howeve r ,  Lone rgan rs  c r i t i ca l l y

establ ished dist inct ion between explanatory and descr ipt ive

knowledge requires that  a fur ther t ransposi t ion take place

i f  we  a re  t o  g rasp  t he  s i gn i f i cance  o f  exp ress ions  l i ke  ' t h i s r ,

t  these t  
,  

t  here t  
,  and t  nol t  '  .

A man who understood everyth ing might  proceed f rom his
g rasp  o f  me taphys i ca l  ana l ys i s  t h rough  i t s  de te rm ina t i ons
in appropr j ,ate sciences to the nature and occurrence
o f  h i s  own  sensa t i ons  and  ac t s  o f  imag in i ng .  S t i l l  t ha t
a l I - i n c l us i ve  ac t  o f  unde rs tand ing  wou ld  accoun t  no  l ess
for  past  and future sensat ions and i .mages than for  the
expe r i ences  o f  t he  p resen t i  and  i nasmuch  as  i t  accoun ted
for  present exper iences,  i t  would be lndependent of  the
exper iencing for  i t  wouLd consist  in assi .gning laws and
p robab i l i t i e s  t o  i ns tances  l abe t l ed  w i t h  t he  u l t ima te
concep tua l  de te rm ina t i ons  named  t he re '  and  t now t . [ 23 ]

Lone rgan rs  pos i t i on  demands  a  f u r t he r  t r anspos i t i on .

From the heur ist ic  v iewpoint  of  explanat ion as i t  is  to be

ant ic ipated in the procedures of  present or  future sci .ence,
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demons t ra t i ve  exp ress ions ,  as  ac t s  o f  mean ing  re fe r r i ng  t o

the  emp i r i ca l  r es i due ,  wou ld  be  t r ansposed  i n t o  t e rms  wh i ch

deno te  pa r t i cu l a r ,  conc re te  ex tens ions  and  du ra t i ons ,  t ha t

i s  rma t t e r s '  and  ' f o rms t  o f  wh i ch  a re  t o  be  unde rs tood  as

pa r t  o f  t he  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  immanen t  i n  emergen t  wo r l d

p r o c e s s  [ 2 4 ] .

A s s e s s m e n t o f K r i p k e a n d P u t n a m

Norv that  we have noted some of  the elements of  General ized

Emp i r i ca l  Me thod  re l evan t  t o  t he  d i scuss ion  o f  r e fe rence ,

we  may  be  i n  a  be t t e r  pos i t i on  t o  o f f e r  an  assessmen t  o f

t he  pos i t i ons  o f  K r i pke  and  Pu tnam based  upon  Lone rgan ' s

a n a l y s i s .

Tu rn i ng  t o  t he  ma in  a rgumen t  wh i ch  K r i pke  and  Pu tnam

urge  aga ins t  t he  desc r i p t i ve  t heo ry  o f  nam ing ,  i t  can  be

r e a d i l y  s e e n  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e e r r o r s  i n v o l v e d  w h i c h  s t e m  f r o m

a  f a u l t y  c o g n i t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s .  T h e  v a r i o u s  c o g n i t i o n a l  I e v e I s ,

a t t en t i on  t o  da ta ,  i ns i gh t  l n t o  da ta  and  concep tua l  f o rmu la -

t i on ,  and  j udgmen t ,  a re  no t  p rope rJ . y  d i s t i ngu i shed .  As  a

r e s u l t ,  i n  t r u e  S c o t i s t  f a s h i o n ,  t h e  a c t i v i t y  o f  c o n c e p t u a l

f o rmu la t i on  i s  t aken  t o  be  t he  t o ta l i t y  o f  ope ra t i ons  i nvo l ved

in  human  know ing .  Th i s  concep tua l  I eve l  becomes  t he  pJ -ayg round

i n  w h i c h  I o g i c a l  a n a l y s e s  a r e  n o t  s e e n  i n  t h e i r  t r u e  p e r s p e c -

t i v e ,  b u t  u s u r p  t h e  r o l e s  w h i c h  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r ,

a n d  j u d g m e n t  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r ,  r i g h t f u l l y  p l a y

i n  com ing  t o  know .

To  t a l k ,  as  K r i pke  and  Pu tna rn  do ,  o f  t r ans -wo r l d  i den t i -

f i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  s a m e ,  a c t u a l  i n d i v i d u a l  a c r o s s  p o s s i b l e

and  ac tua l  wo r l ds  i s  p rec i se l y  t o  con fuse  t h i s  a rena  o f  imag -

i na t i on  and  I og i ca l  hypo thes i s  w i t h  t he  rea l  wo r l d  o f  cogn i -

t i ona l  ope ra t i ons ,  t h rough  wh i - ch  we  come  to  know  the  rea l

w o r l - d .  F o r  d e m o n s t r a t i v e s  s u c h  a s  ' t h i s '  a n d  ' t h a t '  h a v e

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

t i ona l  p rocess  when  one  re tu rns  f r om the  I eve I  o f  concep t i on

to  t he  l eve l  o f  t he  g i ven  o f  sense  o r  consc iousness .  The

da ta  o f  sense  o r  consc iousness  a re  wha t  i - s  known  t o  ex i s t

i n  j u d g m e n t s  w h i c h  i s s u e  i n  d e s c r i p t i v e  k n o w l e d g e l  a n d ,  f u r -

t h e r ,  t h i s  d a t a  p r o v i d e s  t h e  f u l f i l l i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  i s s u -

i ng  j udgmen ts  o f  f ac t  i n  exp lana to r y  know ledge .  The re fo re ,

t hese  da ta  a re  known  t o  be  rea l ,  ac tua l .  They  do  no t  pe r t a i n

to  a  wo r l d  o f  gene ra l  abs t rac t i ons  o r  concep t s .  The re fo re ,

t o  t a l k  o f  ' t h i s '  o r  ' t h a t '  b e i n q  u s e d  t o  r e f e r  t o  a n  i - n d i v i -
i . . ^  r  ^  |  ^ ^ ^ -  i  L l

1 , -o - . - I e  wo r l d '  i s  t o  be  i nvo l ved  i n  me taphys r - cs

qone  on  ho l i dav .
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I f  one  f i nds  t a l k  o f  ' t r ans -wo r l d  i den t i f i ca t i on '  t oo

much to swal low, there is  Kr ipke's apparent ly  more modest

suggrest ion that  a l1 t re need to understand here is  s imply

ta lk of  a l ternat ive s i tuat ions for  the sane indiv idual .  v fe

say  t ha t  R i cha rd  N i xon  wou ld  s t i l I  be  t h i s  nan ,  'R i cha rd

N ixon ' ,  even  i f  he  had  no t  gone  i n t o  po l i t i c s ,  and  A r i s t o t l e

would st i l l  be the same indiv idual  i f  he had not  gone into

phi losophy.  Simi lar Iy r  would st i l l  be the sane indiv idual

i f  I  had not  come into th is of f ice th is norning.  The descr ip-

t ive theory ins ists that  the name must have sense f rom a

l i s t  o f  desc r i p t i ons ,  bu t  K r i pke  ma in ta i ns  t ha t  v re  can  s t i I l

refer  to the same indiv idual  using his name, even i f  the

cont ingent facts or ig inal ly  associated sr i th the nane in our

i n i t i a L u s e  o f  i t  d o  n o t  o b t a i n .

To  i l l u s t r a te  wha t  i s  w rong  w j . t h  K r i pke rs  accoun t ,  and

the way in which a bet ter  account of  what is  real1y at  issue

may  be  o f f e red ,  I e t  us  cons ide r  a  I i t t l e  s t o r y .  f  en te r  a

pub one evening and across the bar,  on the opposi te s ide

from which I  s i t  down, I  make out  the face of  a man who is

dr inking a pint  of  beer.  The man moves about a b i t ,  as he

talks to the publ ican,  and through the smoke I  g l impse var ious

aspects of  h is features and c lothes.  Nor,r  I  decide to nane

t h i s  c h a p  ' J i m ' 1  a  b i t  a r t i f i c i a l ,  t h i s  k i n d  o f  b a p t i s m ,

but  we can imagine that  I  am a pr ivate detect ive,  or  some

kind of  person who is new to the area,  who wants to make

a mental .  note of  the people he spots j .n the local  pubs.

I n  t e rms  o f  an  ana l ys i s  wh i ch  resuL t s  f r om answer i ng

the guest ion "What do I  knohr r , rhen I  am knowing?tt ,  one could

say that  I  have come to know a uni ty- ident i ty-who1e in the

data understood as indiv idual ,  a person whom I  name, refer

t o  dS r  ' J i n ' .  The  va r i ous  movemen ts ,  no i ses ,  appea rances

which are the data understood to be re levant  are ser ies of

conjugate potencies,  forms and acts,  through which I  come

to  d i f f e ren t i a t e  t he  un i t y ,  t he  pe rson ,  J im .

Now,  as  Lone rgan  w r i t es ,  " Jus t  as  po tency ,  f o rm  and

act  are the many components of  a s ingle real i ty ,  so centra l

and conjugate forms equal ly  are the many components of  a

s i n g l e  r e a l i t y " [ 2 5 ] .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  J i m  c o u l d

be  t he  same  rea l i t y  i f  t he  con juga tes  by  wh i ch  I  d i f f e ren t i a t e

him r , rere di f ferent  is  a somewhat ambiguous one.  I f  we imagine

me  s i t t i ng  i n  t he  pub  and  say ing ,  " J im  i s  t he  man  do lng  x ,

Y ,  and  z ,  bu t  he  can  be  t he  man  no t  do ing  t hese  t h i ngs r ' ,

i t  becomes  c l ea r  t ha t  such  a  c l a im  i s  nonsens i ca l -  I t  i s
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to  c l a im  t ha t  t h i s  r ea l i t y  can ,  a t  t he  same  t ime ,  be  wha t

i t  i s  and  no t  wha t  i t  i s .  The  t ense  i s ,  o f  cou rse ,  t he  c l ue

he re  t o  d i samb igua t i ng  t he  c l a im  made .  " J im  canno t  be  do ing

o t h e r  t h a n  h e  r s  d o i n g ,  i f  h e  i s  t o  b e  t h e  s a m e  r e a l i t y ,  b u t

J im  cou ld  have  done  some th ing  d i f f e ren t  and  s t i l l  have  re -

m a i n e d  t h e  s a m e  p e r s o n ,  u n i t y ,  t h a t  h e  i s " ,  s e e m s  a  c l e a r e r

way  o f  exp ress ing  wha t  j , s  mean t .

Howeve r ,  t h i s  i s  p rec i se l y  t he  po in t  a t  wh j - ch  con fus i on

ensues  i n  t he  accoun t s  o f  Pu tnam and  K r i pke .  I f  we  say  " J im

wou ld  s t i l l  be  J im  even  i f  a l l  I  know  o f  h im  we re  no t  t he

case " ,  i t  may  appea r  t o  f o l l ow  t ha t  t he  name  by  wh i ch  I  r e f e r

t o  h im  cou ld  be  s t r i pped  o f  a I I  t he  assoc j , a t i ons  i t  acqu i r ed

tha t  even ing  i n  t he  pub .  He  m igh t  neve r  have  come  i n to  t he

pub  t ha t  even ing r  he  m igh t  no t  have  l - ooked  as  he  d i d  ( he  m igh t

h a v e  w o r n  d i f f e r e n t  c l o t h e s ,  o r  h a v e  u n d e r g o n e  p l a s t i c  s u r g e r y ) .

Su re l y  I  can  re fe r  t o  t he  same  \ ! [ r  us i ng  t he  same  name ,  even

i f  a I 1  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a e  a r e  d i f f e r e n t .  S o  K r i . p k e  r e a s o n s .

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

J im ,  and  my  subsequen t  specu la t i ons  abou t  h i .m ,  shows  such

reason ing  t o  be  m is taken .

Hav ing  cone  t o  know ,  and  t he reby  name ,  J im f  t ha t  know ledge

b e i n g  o f  b o t h  c o n j u g a t e  a n d  c e n t r a l  p o t e n c y ,  f o r m  a n d  a c t ,

w h e n e v e r ,  f r o m  t h a t  r n o m e n t  o o ,  I  r e f e r  t o  J i m ,  I  r e f e r  t o

t he  rea l i t y  wh i ch  i n  my  know ing  I  know  cou ld  no t  be  o the r

t han  i t  was .  Wha t  K r i pke  and  Pu tnam ove r l ook  i s  t ha t  t he re

i s  a  mu l t i p l e  r e fe ren t i a l i t y  ope ra t i - ve  i n  my  subsequen t  t h i nk -

i ng  abou t ,  and  re fe r r i ng  t o ,  J im .  Fo r  I  come  to  know  the  rea l i t y

J i m  a s  a  u n i t y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  b y  c o n j u g a t e s ,  i n  a  j u d g m e n t

o f  f a c t .  T h a t  j u d g m e n t  o f  f a c t ,  t h a t  s u c c e s s f u l  ( i f  i t  i s

co r rec t )  r e fe rence  t o  r ea l i t y ,  may  t hen  en te r  i n t o  f u r t he r

con tex t s  o f  t h i nk i ng  and  know ing .  Bu t  i n  such  f u r t he r  t h i nk i r : g

and  know ing  conce rn ing  J im ,  I  r , i l I  be  r e fe r r i ng  t o  J im  p rec i se l y

as  t he  rea l i t y  I  l <new  cou ld  nc t  be  o the r  t han  i t  r . r as .

I i r  h u r n a n  ) < n o r ' r i n g  a n d  l i v l n g  t h e r e  i s  a n  e v e r  w i C e n i n g

c o n t e x t  i n  w h r c h  t h e  ' r e f e r e i r c e s '  i n p l r c i t  i n  o u r  a c t s  o f

mean ing  mu I t i p l y .  As  a  human  sub jec t  advances  f r om a t t en t i on

t o  d a t a ,  t o  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  j u d g m e n t ,  e v a l u a t i o n  a n d  a c t i o n ,

t he  sub la t i on  o f  t he  i n t en t i ona l  I eve l s  i nvo l ved  means  t ha t

t he  h i ghe r  t he  l eve l  t he  more  comp lex  w i l l  be  t he  ' r e f e rences ,

i n v o l , v e d .  I n  a  c o n c r e t e  ; u d g m e n t  o f  f a c t  I  , r e f e r ,  t o  t h e

un i ve rse  o f  be ing ,  t o  an  ex i s t en t  o r  occu r rence ,  bu t  i n  such

a  j u d g m e n t  f  a l - s o  ' r e f e r '  t o  t h e  p r i o r  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  i n s i g h t

and  concep tua l  f o rmu l -a t i on ,  and  t o  t he  da ta  wh i ch  p rov i des
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the  f u l f i l l i ng  o f  cond i t i ons  necessa ry  f o r  a  g rasp  o f  t he

vir tual ly  uncondi t ioned. What Lonergan names the "habi- tual

texture of  the mind" is  the ever widening context  of  inter-

re lated thoughts and judgments which accumulate through a

I i f e t ime .  ou r  j udgmen ts ,  t hen ,  a lways  re fe r  t o  o the r  mo re

proximate or  remote judgments,  increments of  knowledge, as

these condi t ion them.

When  f  r e fe r  t o  J im ,  t hen ,  i n  t hough t s  o r  j udgmen ts  subse -

quent to my f j - rst  coming to know him, I  refer  to the real i ty

wh i ch  I  knew ;  t he  con juga tes  o f  t ha t  r ea l i t y  be ing  i n t r i ns i c

to i t .  What do I  do when I  say "J im might  not  have come into

the  pub  t h i s  even ing "?  wha t  I  do  no t  do  i s  s t r i p ,  i n  Lockean

fash ion ,  t he  d i f f e ren t i ae  away  un t i l  I  r each  a  ba re  ' i t '  wh i ch

I  then reclothe in d i f ferent  accidents.  Rather,  nov,  I  know

and name Jim, I  am given certa in facts about real i ty  to work

w i t h .  G i ven  wha t  I  knoe ,  I  can  specu la te  abou t  poss ib i l i t i e s

in hypothet ical  judgments which also have reference to that

rrh ich,  in part ,  grounds them, the judgment about the real i ty ,

J im ,  as  I  kne rd  h im  
' a t  

t ime  t l  ,  con juga tes ,  wa r t s  and  a l l .

I  can speculate as to what J im might  have done; I  know,

a t  t ime  t l ,  t ha t  J im  i s  s . i t t i ng  on  t he  o the r  s i de  o f  t he  ba r ,

hav ing  a  p i n t  o f  bee r ,  e t c .  I  may  t h i nk ,  " he  m igh t  neve r  have

come here to dr ink th is evening;  j . t  was possibJ-e for  h im not

t o  have  come  i n  he re ;  he  m igh t  have  gone  t o  see  a  f i lm ;  he

m igh t  have  r , eo rn  d i f f e ren t  c l o t hes " .  Wha t  I  am  do ing  he re ,

as  i s  sugges ted  by  t he  t enses  o f  t he  ve rbs  i nvo l ved ,  i s  r e -

ferr ing to past  s i tuat ions rrhen the future contained a number

o f  poss ib l e  cou rses  wh i ch  became  more  o r  l ess  p robab le  as

the  va r i ous  cond i t i ons  i n  wo r l d  p rocess  became  fu I f i l I ed .

On  t he  bas i s  o f  my  knowJ -edge  o f  r ea l i t y ,  on  t he  bas i s  o f  my

know ledge  o f  J im ,  a t  t ime  t 1 ,  I  am  ex t rapo la t i ng  t o  ea r l i e r

t j .mes  and  s i t ua t i ons  i n  wo rLd  p rocess  i n  wh i ch ,  I  have  reason

to  be l i eve ,  J im  wou ld  have  been  i nvo l ved .  A I l  t he  wh i l e  i n

such  specu la t i on ,  I  am  mak ing  re fe rence  t o  J im ,  as  I  know

h im ;  t ha t  know ledge  be ing  o f  h im  as  he  was  a t  t ime  t l .

Wha t  I  r e f e r  t o ,  i n  my  specu la t i ons  conce rn ing  wha t  J im

migh t  have  done ,  i s  no t  some  o the r  ' poss ib l e  wo r l d ' ,  f l oa t i - ng

f ree  o f  t h i s  one ,  bu t  t o  t he  ac tua . l -  wo r l d  a t  t imes  ea r l i e r

t han  t 1 ,  and  I  t he re fo re  r e fe r  t o  t he  po ten t i a l - i t v  ( no t  me re

abs t rac t  poss ib i l i t y )  wh i ch  wo r l d  p rocess  i nvo l v i ng  J im  had

a t  t h o s e  t i m e s  f o r  r e a l i z i n g  t h i s  o r  t h a t  p o s s i b i l i t y .

I  t h i nk  t ha t  t h i s  accoun t ,  based  as  i t  i s  upon  an  ep i s t em-

o logy  and  me taphys i cs  c r i t i ca l l y  g rounded  i n  se l f - a f f i rma t i on ,

1 2 2
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prov ides  a  be t t e r  so l u t i on  t o  t he  p rob lems  a t  i s sue  conce rn ing

nam ing  and  re fe rence ,  t han  does  t ha t  o f f e red  by  K r i pke .

P u t n a m ' s  c l a i m  t h a t  t h e  s a m e  p e r s o n ,  s a y  A r i s t o t l e ,  c o u l d

rema in  t he  same  pe rson  wh i l e  hav ing  been  bo rn  i n  a  compLe te l y

d i f f e ren t  epoch  o f  h i s t o r y  i s ,  pe rhaps ,  even  bo lde r  t han  any -

t h i ng  K r j - pke  i s  p repa red  t o  a rgue  f o r  t 26 ) .  t o  imag ine  t ha t

t h i s  i s  a  r e a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s ,  a g a i n ,  t o  h a v . e  a  m i s t a k e n  m e t a -

phys i . ca l  no t i on  rega rd i ng  t he  cons t i t u t i on  o f  a  pe rson .  The

p a r t i c u l a r  p e r s o n  t h a t  I  a m  i s  c o n s t i t u t e d ,  i n  p a r t ,  b y  p h y s i -

c a l ,  b i o l o g i c a l  a n d  n e u r o l o g i c a l  a n d  c u l t u r a l  f a c t o r s  ( n o t

t o  g i v e  a n  e x h a u s t i v e  I i s t ) ,  w h i c h ,  i n  a c c o r d  \ , i i t h  t h e  e m e r g e n t

p robab i l i t y  o f  wo r l d  p rocess ,  a re  man i f es ted  i n  t he  conc re te

p a r t i c u l a r  w h i c h  1  a m ,  s u c h  t h a t  c o n d i t i o n s  a t  a  d i f f e r e n t

t ime  and  p l ace  i n  wo r l d  p rocess  a re  ha rd l y  l i ke l y  t o  p roduce

a  s i m i l a r  i n d i v i d u a l ;  l e t .  a l o n e  t h e  m e t a p h y s j - c a I  i m p o s s i b i l i t y

o f  t he i r  p roduc ing  t he  same  one !  Aga in ,  one  o f  t he  f undamen taL

t r e a k n e s s e s  i n  s u c h  p h i l o s o p h y  i s  a p p a r e n t  i n  i t s  f a i l u r e  t o

unde rs tand  wha t  i t  i s  t o  know  the  pa r t i . cu l a r .

M e n t i o n  w a s  a l s o  m a d e ,  e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  a r t i c l e ,  o f  K r l p k e ' s

s tance  \ " / i t h  r ega rd  t o  t he  l aw  o f  i den t i t y .  F rege  he ld  t ha t
' a = b '  s y m b o l i z e s  t h e  d j - s c o v e r y  t h a t  w h a t  o n e  h a d  t h o u g h t  w e r e

t t r o  ob jec t s  t u rned  ou t  t o  be  one .  Bu t  i n  t he  cou rse  o f  h i s

a rgumen t  conce rn ing  nam ing  and  re fe rence ,  K r i pke  pu t s  f o rwa rd

t h e  i d e a  t h a t  ' a = b '  i s  a s  m u c h  a  s y m b o l  f o r  t h e  ] a w  o f  i d e n -

t i t y  a s  i s  ' a = a ' .

I  d o  n o t  w i s h  t o  g o  i n t o  d e t a i l  w j L h  r e g a r d  t o  K r i p k e ' s

a r g u m e n t  h e r e ,  b u t  a  f e w  r e m a r k s ,  s u g g e s t e d  b y  L o n e r g a n ' s

wo rk ,  may  no t  be  ou t  o f  p l ace .  I  be l , i e ve  t ha t  we  f i nd  he re

ano the r  examp le  o f  t he  way  i n  wh j_ch  mode rn  l og i ca l  t heo ry
f a i l s ,  i n  i t s  a t t e m p t s  t o  r e s o l v e  p r o b l e m s ,  t o  a d v e r t  t o  t h e
j , n s i g h t s  w h i c h  I i e s  b e h i n d  t h e  s y m b o l s  u s e d  i n  t o g i c a l  e x p r e s _

s i o n s ;  a  p o i n t  w h i c h  L o n e r g a n  m a d e  i n  I n s i q h t  [ 2 7 ] .  I n  t h i s
i n s t a n c e  t h e r e  i . s  a  f a i l . u r e  t o  n o t i c e  t h a t  , a = a '  e x p r e s s e s

t h e  m e t a p h y s i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i d e n t i t y ,  w h e r e a s  ' a = b '  e x p r e s s e s

a  t ype  o f  conc re te  j udgmen t  o f  f ac t .  The  f o rmer  i nvo l ves  i ns i gh t
i n t o  i n s i g h t  i n t o  d a t a .  W h e n  I  n o t i c e  a  c a r  a c r o s s  t h e  r o a d ,
I  d o  n o t ,  a s  a  r u l e ,  e x p l i c i t l y  f o r m u l a t e  t h e  p h r a s e ,  " t h e r e
j - s  a  c a r  o v e r  t h e r e ;  i t  i s  v r h a t  i t  i s  a n d  n o t  a n y t h i n g  e l s e " .

Howeve r ,  such  a  no t i on  j , s  ope ra t i ve  i n  my  unde rs tand ing ,  and

i t  i s  m a d e  e x p l i c i t  i n  a  r n e t a p h y s i c s  w h i c h  r e s u l t s  f r o m  i n v e s _
t j . ga t i ng  r vha t  I  know  when  I  know .  Howeve r ,  wha t  i s  symbo l i zed

a s  ' a = b '  d o e s  n o t  e x p r e s s  t h l s  k l n d  o f  i n s i g h t  j . n t o  i n s j . 9 h t .

I t  exp resses  a  conc re te  j udgmen t  o f  f ac t  i n  wh i ch  one  g rasps
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a unity- identi ty-nhole in tvro sets of data understood as indi-

vidual. So I come to real ize that the man I see playing cricket

is none other than Jim, although his appearance had led me

to think otherwise inlt ial ly. I  could, of course, go on to

enjoy insight into this insight and formulate that in terms

of identi ty, "there is only one individual ( in these two sets

o f  da ta l ,  and he  is  what  he  is  and no t  another " .

Frege was r igh t ,  there fore ,  to  ins is t  tha t  ta=at  and
'a=b '  symboJ. ize  gu i te  d ls t inc t  na t te rs .

P r o b L e m s i n S e a r l e

It  was suggested that Searle's posit ion on reference

and naming is, in a number of ways, superior to those of Kripke

and Putnam. Searle acknowledges that reference to the part j .cular

i .nvolves something which is more l ike descript ive, or concep-

tual knowledge than unintel l igent physiological acts, in that

reference is an intel l igent act which must have some kind

of neaning or sense. Searle tr ies to indicate the way such

reference involves underst i inding, without expl ici t  conceptual

fo rmula t ion ,  by  employ ing  the  d is t inc t ion  be tween 'say ing '

and '  showing '  .

Holrever, I  have summarized Searle's posi. t ion here usi.ng

terms vrhich do not occur in his own account. The tern 'under-

s tand '  i s  a  case in  po in t .  Sear le 's  ana lys is  o f  in ten t iona l i t y

is  s t i l l  very  much in  the  empi r i c is t  mou ld .  There  is  no  d is -

t inct ion made between intentional acts such as fear, on the

one hand, and thinking and reference, on the other, in terms

of  the  empi - r i ca l ,  in te l l igen t ,  reasonab le ,  and respons ib le
phases of human consciousness. What Searle does appear to

understand by 'understanding' is presented in terms of his

ana lys is  o f  the  '  se l f - re fe ren t ia l i t y  '  o f  in ten t iona l  ac ts :

the property they have of representing in themselves the states

they aim at, this property enabling them to recognize satis-
fac t ion  o f  a ims when th is  i s  ach ieved.  Such an  ins igh t  ap-
proaches what  can be  c r i t i ca l l y  es tab l i shed in  se l f -appropr ia -

t ion :  the  e lenents  w i th in  cogn i t iona l  p rocess  are  se l f -au then-

t i ca t ing ;  fo r  example ,  we have the  ab i l i t y ,  as  P la to  no ted ,

to  recogn ize  a  cor rec t  ans$rer  when we get  one.  Hotever ,  Sear le ts
ana lys is  does  no t  recogn ize  the  d i f fe rences  invo lved in  appet i te

as  empi r i ca l l y  consc ious  and appet i te  as  in te l l igen t ly ,  reason-

ably and responsibly conscj.ous.
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The  consequences  o f  such  ove rs i gh t s  a re  man i f es ted  t h rough -

o u t  S e a r l e ' s  b o o k ,  I n t e n t i o n a t i t y .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  S e a r l e  g r v e s

us  a  case  whe re  we  may  obse rve  t he  way  i n  wh i ch  t he  se l f - r e fe r -

en t i a l i t y  ana l ys i s  supposed l y  i l l um ina tes  wha t  occu rs  i n  unde r -

s tnad ing  t 281 .  You  t e l l  me  ove r  t he  t e l ephone  t ha t  you  a re

a t  a  pa r t y ,  and  t ha t  t he re  i s  a  d runken  man  s tand ing  i n  t he

oppos i t e  co rne r  o f  t he  room.  I n  t e rms  o f  Sea r l e ' s  se l f - r e fe ren -

t i a l i t y  y o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  d r u n k e n  m a n ' s  b e i n g  t h e r e

r u n s :

(V i sua l  Expe r i ence )  "The re  i s  a  d runk  ove r  t he re  who
i s  caus ing  expe r i ence "  .

On  t he  bas i s  o f  t h i s  ana l - ys i s  Sea r l e  a rgues  t ha t  I  do  no t

u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  d r u n k  a t  t h e  p a r t y  i n

t h e  w a y  y o u  d o ,  f o r  o n l y  y o u  h a v e  t h e  v i s u a l  e x p e r i e n c e .

H o w e v e r ,  i t  s e e m s  r a t h e r  o d d  t o  s a y  t h a t  w e  d o  n o t  u n d e r -

s tand  t he  p ropos i t j . on  i n  t l e  same  $ /ay .  Wha t  i s  mo re  t o  t he

p o i n t  i s  t h a t  S e a r l e  d o e s  n o t  a n a l y z e  t h e  w a y  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d -

i ngs  d i f f e r ;  wha t  makes  my  unde rs tand ing ,  when  I  am  a t  t he

o t h e r  e n d  o f  t h e  p h o n e ,  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a t  a I f ?  O n  L o n e r g a n ' s

a c c o u n t ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  a n d  d : . f f e r e n c e s  a r e  e a s y

to  p i npo in t .  We  bo th  unde rs tand  t he  same  p ropos i t i on  wh i - ch

m a y  b e  e x p r e s s e d  i n  d i f f e r e n t  f o r m u l - a s :  " t h e r e  i s  a  d r u n k

h e r e " ,  " t h e r e  i s  a  d r u n k  a t  t h e  p a r t y  w h i c h  h e  i s  a t t e n d r n g " .

B e s i d e s  t h i s ,  g i v e n  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  o u r  s e n s i b l e  e x p e r i e n c e s ,

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  d r u n k  a L  L h e  p a r t y  i s  f o r  y o u ,  g i v e n

y o u r  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  d a t a ,  a  m a t t e r  o f  i m m a n e n t l y  g e n e r a t e d

k n o w l e d g e ,  b u t  f o r  m e  i t  i s  a  m a t t e r  o f  b e l i e f ;  t h e  k i n d  o f

b e l i e f  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  d a y - t o - d a y  s u r v i v a l  o f  s o c i e t y .

A s  c a n  b e  s e e n  f r o m  S e a r l e ' s  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i - o n  o f  c o m i n g

t o  k n o w  a  f a c t  i n  t e r m s  o f  " v i s u a l  e x p e r i e n c e " ,  h e  i s  i m p l i -

c a t e d  i n  t h e  m s o t  b a s i c  o f  e m p i r i c i s t  e r r o r s :  t h e  a s s u m p t i o n

tha t  wha t  i s  mos t  obv ious  i n  know ing  i s  wha t  know ing  mos t

o b v i o u s l y  i s .  ' F a c t s '  j u s t  c o m e  i n  t h r o u g h  t h e  s e n s e s .  T h j - s

m e a n s  t h a t  S e a r l e ' s  n a i v e  r e a l i s m  i s  e a s y  p r e y  f o r  t h e  s c e p t i c

a n d  t h e  j . d e a l i s t .  S e a r l e ,  i n  f a c t ,  a t t e m p t s  t o  c o u n t e r  t h e

Humean  a rgumen t  t ha t  we  canno t  know  causa l i t y  as  r ea l  i n  t he

w o r I d ,  b u t  h i s  a t t e m p t  i s  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y .

S e a r l e  a r g u e s  t h a . t  h i s  s e l f - r e f e r e n t i a l -  a n a l y s i s  o f  i n t e n -

t i ona l  ac t s  demons t ra tes  t ha t  we  have  immed ia te  a \ , r a reness

o f  c a u s a l i t y .  A g a i n ,  f r o m  t h e  L o n e r g a n i a n  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  t h i s

m igh t  sound  p rom is i ng ,  bu t  g i ven  Sea r l - e r s  emp i r i c i s t  backg round

the  on l y  examp les  he  can  o f f e r  a re  t hose  o f  awa reness  o f
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processes on the leveI  of  empir ical  consciousness,  and such

cases are of ten those whj-ch may be dismissed by the scept ic .

Thus Sear le avers that  r re can not ice our immedlate aware-

ness of  causal i ty  in the case where I  wish to imagine the

front  of  my house,  and th is image comes to me: I  am indubi ta-

bly ahrare of  causing the j .mage 129).  But  need the scept ic

g ran t  t h l s?  The  Humean  o r  De r r i d i an  can  s t i l l  a rgue  t ha t  a1 -

though one wanted th is imaqe to appear before one,  one s imply

cannot prove that  one's want ing i t  caused the image to appear;

i t  might  be mere cont inuous conjunct ion which leads you to

th i nk  t h i s .

Sea r l e  a t t emp ts  t o  dea l  w i t h  a  s i -m i l a r  ob jec t i on  i n  t he

case  o f  a  man  who  t h i nks  t ha t  he  i s  r a i s i ng  h i s  a rm ,  and  sees

i t  r ise,  only to d iscover that  he has come round f rom an opera-

t ion in vth ich a compl icated machine has been instal led to

do  t he  a rm- ra i s i ng  f o r  h im ,  when  he  sends  ne rve  messages  t o

the  a reas  o f  h i s  body  wh i ch  usua l l y  ach ieve  t h i s  end  t 301 .

Sear le t r ies to parry the scept ic  here by arguing that  the

man can learn that  th is has happened and can,  therefore,  come

to use th is new system now ar. rare that  he does cause the arm-

ra i s i ng ,  bu t  v i a  t he  mach ine .

Ho$rever,  Sear le seems unaware of  the more 91obaI sweep

of the scept ical  move. I t  may sat is fy someone who asks whether

we can know that  the st ick seen through water is  real ly  bent

or  not  by point ing out  that  we can take i t  out  and have a

Iook ,  bu t  t he  scep t i c  and  i dea l i s t  a rgue  t ha t  t he re  i s  no

universal  vantage point  f rom which we can look to see j . f  our

i deas  " f i t  r ea l i t y t t  o r  no t .  r n  Sea r l e t s  s t o r i es  such  a  van tage

point  is  assurned, not  argued for .

The  a t t emp t  t o  coun te r  scep t i c i sm  w i t h  emp i r i c i s t  weapons

i s ,  t hen ,  no t  I i ke l y  t o  be  success fu l .  Hov teve r ,  i t  i s  qu i t e

another matter  to point  out  to the scept ic  that  he is  aware

o f  t he  ope ra t i on  o f  t he  p r i nc i p l e  o f  su f f i c i en t  r eason  i n

h i s  c r i t i c i sm  o f  Sea r I e  o r  anyone  e I se .  To  deny  t ha t  i s  t o

be involved in incoherence,  for  the very denial  is  the asser-

t i on  t ha t  t he re  i s  no t  su f f i c i en t  r eason  f o r  t h i s  t o  be  t he

case.  One can grant  the Humean that  one is  not  d i rect ly  aware

of  causing the image of  the f ront  of  one's house to appear

before the mind when one wants i t  to (a l though one can ask

i f  h i s  doub t  i s  r easonab le  he re ) .  Bu t  one  can  re to r t  t ha t

one is  aware that  one wanted to imagine one's house because

one judged i t  to be of  value to perform the exper iment to

see whether Sear le or  the Humean had the stronger argument.
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Conc lus i . on

I n  a t t e m p t i n g  t h e  i n t e r e s t  a n a l y t i c a l  p h i l o s o p h e r s  i n
Gene raL i zed  Emp i r i ca l  Me thod ,  pe rhaps  t he  bes t  one  cou ld
hope  f o r  wou ld  be  some  s t i r r i ng  o f  i n t e res t  i nso fa r  as  me thod
v /as  seen  as  capab le  o f  i f l um ina t l ng  and  even  so l v i ng  some
o f  t h e  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  w h i c h  a n a l y s t s  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  c o n c e r n e d .

Howeve r ,  as  becomes  appa ren t  soone r  r a the r  t han  l a t e r  i n

s u c h  a t t e m p t s  a t  d i a l o g u e ,  l i t t l e  p r o g r e s s  c a n  b e  m a d e  b e f o r e

t h e  r a d i c a l  i s s u e  i s  f a c e d  o f  t h e  r e q u i r e d  s h i f t  f r o n r  o n e
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  h o r i z o n  i n t o  a n o t h e r :  t h e  n e e d  f o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l

c o n v e r s i o n .  S t i l - I ,  t h e  m o r e  a t t r a c t j v e  G e n e r a l i z e d  E m p i r i c a l

M e t h o d  i s  m a d e  t o  a p p e a r ,  a s  r e g a r d s  i t s  e x p l a n a t o r y  p o w e r ,

a n d  t h e  m o r e  o f t e n  r t s  l n s i g h t s  a r e  i m p l e m e n t e d  w i t h  r e g a r d

t o  p r o b l e m s  e m e r g e n t  w i t h l n  o t h e r  p h i l o s o p h i - c a l  t r a d i t r o n s ,

t h e  h i g h e r  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  s o m e  v r i l l  a c c e p t  t h e  i n v l t a _

t i o n  t o  m o v e  i n t o  t h e  h o r i z o n  o f f e r e d  b y  i n t e t l e c t u a l  c o n v e r _

s l o n .  . q f t e r  a I 1 ,  s u c h  a n  ' i n v i t a t i o n '  i s  a l r e a d y  o p e r a t i v e

w i t h i n  t h e  h u m a n  s u b j e c t  a s  a n  i - n v r t a t i o n  t o  d e v e l o p  p o s i t : - o n s

and  reve rse  coun te r -pos i t i ons ,  so  as  t o  move  t owa rd  a  cohe rence

b e t w e e n  t h e  s u b j e c t  a n c i  h r s  o w n  s e l f - i m a g e .

R e g a r d i n g  t h e  r e c e n t  d e v e l o p m e n t s  i n  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l

t r a d i t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  r e f e r e n c e  a n d  n a m l n g  w h i c h  h a s  b e e n
t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t h i s  a r t i c _ L e ,  I  w o u l d  a d d  t w o  f u r t h e r  c o n c l u d i n q

comnen ts .

F i r s t l y ,  P u t n a m  w r i t e s  o f  t h e  r e v o l u t j - o n  w h i c h  n a n y
b e l i e v e  K r i p k e  h a s  e f f e c t e d  i n  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  t r a d i r l o n ,

" K r i p k e  w a s  l e d  t o  h 1 s  d i s c o v e r i e s  i n  t h e  p h i l o s o p h y  o f  . L a n _
guage  pa r t l y  by  wo rk  he  had  done  p rev i ous l y  i n  a  b ranch  o f
m a t h e m a t j - c a l  l o g r c ,  m o d a - L  i o q i c ,  i n  w h i c h  h e  i s  t h e  w o r l d , s
o u t s t a n d l n g  a u t h o r i t y "  t 3 t 1 .  I f  s o m e  o f  t h e  c r i t i c i s m s  o f
t h i s  n e w  p o s i t i o n  w h i c h  I  h a v e  o f f e r e d  a b o v e  a p p e a r  a p p o s l t e
t h e n ,  t a k i n g  a c c o u n t  o f  p u t n a m ' s  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e  o r i g i n s  a n d
i m p o r t a n c e  o f  i i i : i p k e ' : ;  w o r k ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  a r t i c l e  m a y  p r o v l d e

a  p l e c e  o f  e v l d e n c e  i n  s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  c l a i m  L o n e r g a n  m a d e
1 n  I n s i q h t ,  a  c l - a i m  r e i t e r a t e d  o v e r  t h e  y e a r s  b y  p h i l i p  M c _
S h a n e  [ 3 2 ] ,  t h a t  m o d e r n  l o g i c a l  t h e o r y  r e q u i r e s  t h e  c o h e r e n c e
o f f e r e d  b y  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  o f  G e n e r a l - i z e d  E m p i r i c a l  M e t h o d .

S e c o n d I y ,  a s  h ' a s  n o t e d  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  t h i s  a r t i c l e ,
i t  i s  p e r h a p s  a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t  t h a t  s o m e  a n a l y t i c a l  p h i l o _

s o p h e r s  a r e  f i n d r n g  t h e m s e r v e s  c o m p e r l e d  b y  t h e i r  r e s e a r c h e s
to  move  beyond  t he  bounds  o f  l anguage  ana l ys i s  pe r  se  rn to
t h e  r e a l m s  o f  o n t o l o g y  a n d  m e t a p h y s l c s .  I t  w a s  a l s o  n o t e d
tha t  some  o f  t hese  ph i l osophe rs  have  f ound  aspec t s  o f
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scho las t ic  ph i losophy he lp fu l  in  th is  regard .  In  the  I igh t

o f  these fac ts  i t  perhaps  appears  a  l i t t le  t rag ic  tha t  ana ly t i -

caI phi losophers continue to ignore the phi losophical corpus

of a thinker of the stature of Bernard Lonergan. For that

phitosophy might assist them to look beyond the steri- I i ty

of fourteenth-century logic and Scotist epistemology to dis-

cover somethinq of what was achieved in the thought of Thomas

Aqu inas .
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THOMAS AQUINAS AND THE WILL:

A NOTE ON INTERPRETATIONS

Freder ick E.  Cror. /e

Lone rgan  Resea rch  I ns t i t u t e ,  To ron to

A  r e c e n t  i s s u e  o f  G r e q o r i a n u m  c a r r i e s  a n  a r t i c l e  b y  T e r r y

J .  Tek ippe ,  i n  wh i ch  he  beg ins  by  quo t i ng  Be rna rd  Lone rgan

o n  " a  m e t h o d  f o r  e x p l o i t i n g  a  d i s c o v e r e d  e r r o r , "  a n d  p r o p o s e s

to  use  t he  me thod  t o  ana l yze  an  e r ro r  Lone rgan  h imse l , f  a l -

l eged l y  made  i n  i n t e rp re t r ng  t he  t heo ry  o f  w i l l  o f  Thomas

Agu inas  [  1  ]  .

I t  i s  a  c u r j . o u s  b e g i n n i n g .  L o n e r g a n ' s  " m e t h o d  f o r  e x p l o i t -

i ng  e r ro r "  was  conce rned  w i t h  " t he  p rob lem o f  e l im ina t i ng

f rom one ' s  own  m lnd  t he  rubb i sh  t ha t  may  have  se t t l ed  t he re

i n  a  I i f e l o n g  s y m b i o s r s  o f  p e r s o n a l  i n q u i r y  a n d  o f  b e l i e v i n g , "

1 2 1  a n d  h i s  w h o l e  l o n g  c r i t l q u e  o f  m i s t a k e n  b e l i e f s  f o c u s e s

o n  t h e  a p p l j . c a t i o n  o f  t h e  m e t h o d  t o  o n e s e l f .  F r .  T e k i p p e  h a s

chosen  t o  app l y  i t  no t  t o  h imse l f  bu t  t o  ano the r  - -  a  so rnewha t

d i f f e r e n t  m a t t e r ,  t h e  h u m a n  r a c e  b e i n g  w h a t  i t  i s ,  o n e  t h a t

seems  t o  r equ : - r e  a  ce r t a l - n  t r anspos i t i on  o f  p rocedu res ,  one
t L ^ r r r .  a , r y  u d s c  1 s  n o t  t o  b e  u n d e r t a k e n ,  i n  a n  a r t i c l e  s o

c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  e r r o r ,  w i t h o u t  a n  a c k n o w l e d q e r n e n t  o f  w h a t  i s

o c c u r r l n g .

T h j - s  i n i t i a l  l a p s e i s  f o l - I owed  by  more  se r i ous  f l - aws

i n  t h e  b o d y  o f  t h e  a r t i c l e .  T h e  c h a r g e  i s  t h a t  L o n e r g a n  e r r e d
i  n  h  i  <  i  h f 6 r n r 6 f . t  i  n n  ^ €  T h ^ h - -  ^ ^ , .  i  -d y u r , . a s  o n  t h e  w l l l ,  a n d  m o s t

e g r e g i o u s l y  i n  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  I a t e r  T h o m a s  o f  t h e

D e  M a I o  p e r i o d .  O n e  w o u l d  e x p e c t  t h a t  t h e  v e r y  f i r s t  s r e p

in  p rov i ng  t h i s  cha rge  wou ld  be  an  exam ina t i on  o f  v / ha t  Lone rgan

s a i d :  t h e  " e x t r e m e l y  c a r e f u l  a n d  t h o r o u g h  c o n s t r u c t i o n  . . .
n e c e s s a r y  f o r  a  c o n v i n c i n g  p r o o f "  T e k i p p e ' s  w o r d s  t 3 1  _ _

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

t o  b e  i n  e r r o r .  f n  f a c t  t h a t  s t u d y  i s  j u s t  w h a t  i s  m o s t  c o n s p i _

c u o u s l y  m i s s i n g  f r o m  T e k i p p e ' s  a r L i c I e .

L o n e r g a n ' s  v i e w s  o n  t h e  T h o m i s t  d o c t r i n e  o f  w i I I  a n d
f reedom a re  se t  f o r t h  i n  h i s  book  Grace  and  F reedom,  espec ia l l y
i n  c h a p t e r  5 ,  w i t h  . a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  c l o c t r i n e  o f  g r a c e  i n
c h a p t e r  6  t 4 l .  E a r l y  i n  c h a p t e r  5  h e  a s s e r t s  a  c h a n g e  i n  T h o m a s

a round  t he  t ime  o f  t he  De  Ma Io ,  and  t h roughou t  chap te r s  5
and  6  t akes  up  va r i ous  po in t s  wh i ch  exp la i n  how  he  unde rs tands

the  compJ -ex  doc t r i ne  o f  t he  l a t e r  Thomas .  Wha t  i s  mo re  obv rous ,
as  a  p rocedu ra l  s t ep  i n  chaJ - l eng ing  Lone rgan ' s  i n t e rp re ta t l on ,

C o p y r i g h t  o r e s 0  F r e d e r i c k  E .  C r o w e

1  2 9
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than a study of  the interpretat ion found in those two chapters?

But the s in91e passage Tekippe quotes f rom Lonergan is the

one  i n  h rh i ch  t he  change  1s  asse r t ed  t 51 .  He  does  no t  quo te

a word of  the evidence that  Lonergan, in page af ter  page of

ana l ys i s ,  subsequen t l y  p rov i des .  I ns tead  he  I eaps  immed ia teJ . y

to  t he  " t ed iousness "  t 6 l  o f  a  l ong  se r i es  o f  quo ta t i ons  f r om

Thomas, in which $re are to ld of ten enough ldhat  Lonergan over-

looked but  are not  informed what Lonergan said on the very
ques t i on  a t  i s sue .

Th i s  i s  a  good  dea l  mo re  t han  cu r i ous .  I t  j . s  a  f a i l u re

o f  due  p rocedu re .  I t  i s  l i ke  b r i ng i ng  pe te r  t o  cou r t  on  a

cha rge  o f  m i s i n te rp re t i ng  Pau l ,  and  t hen  devo t i ng  l ong  s tudy

to  t he  doc t r i ne  o f  Pau l ,  f o rge t t i ng  t ha t  t he  cha rge  i s  aga ins t

Pe te r ,  t ha t  t he  abso lu te l y  bas i c  s t ep  i s  an  exam ina t i on  o f

wha t  Pe te r  sa i d  abou t  Pau l ,  t ha t  w i t hou t  t ha t  exam ina t i on

the whole study of  Paul  is  so much wasted labor.

On the point  of  procedure no more need be said,  but  to
give a hint  of  the analysis provided by Lonergan and omit ted

f rom Tek ippe rs  s t udy ,  l e t  me  i nd i ca te  some  o f  t he  po in t s  made

in the last  two chapters of  Grace and Freedom.

A  key  s tep  i n  Lone rgan rs  i n t e rp re ta t i on  i s  t he  recogn i t i on

tha t ,  i n  t he  ana l ys i s  o f  a  f r ee  ac t ,  s re  a re  dea l i ng  w i t h  a
comp lex  p rocess ,  t ha t  i n  t h i s  p rocess  t he  ro l e  o f  de l i be ra t i on
( cons i l i um)  i s  c ruc i a l  t o  f r eedom o f  cho i ce ,  and  t ha t  a  s t udy

o f  t he  causes  b r i ng ing  de l i be ra t i on  t o  ac t  enab les  us  t o  d i s_
c r im ina te  be tween  f r ee  ac t s  and  ac t s  t ha t  a re  no t  f r ee .  Thus

he  f i nds  Thomas  nak ing  a  ma jo r  po in t

when in the ee___!!g_Iq a dist inct ion is  drawn between the
two l ines of--EEGEion that  converge in ef fect ing the
ac t  o f  cho i ce  i n  t he  w i l l :  t he re  i s  t he  l i ne  o f  causa t i on
guoad . . spec i f i qa t i ong lB  ac tus :  . t he re  i s  ano the r  l i ne  quoad
exerci t ium actus.  Thus we have two f i rs t  causes:--TEE
ob jec t  t ha t  i s  app rehended  by  t he  i n t e l l ec t  as  t he  end ,
and  t he  agen t  t ha t  noves  t he  w i l l  t o  t h i s  end .  The  conse_
guen t  p rocess  i s  t ha t  t he  w j . l l  moves  t he  i n t e l l ec t  t o
take counsel  on means to the end,  and then the object
apprehended as means,  together wi th the wi l l  of  the end,
moves  t he  w i l l  t o  a  cho i ce  o f  t he  means .  [ 7 ]
Further analysis of  the process br inging about the act

o f  de r i be ra t i on  revea rs  mo re  c l ea r l y  t he  d i f f e rence  becween
ac t s  o f  w i l l  t ha t  a re  f r ee  and  ac t s  o f  w i l l  t ha t  a re  no t  f r ee .
The  w i l l ,  Thomas  says ,  beg ins  t o  w i l I  some th ing  i t  d i d  no t
p rev i ous l y  w i l l .  Th i s  canno t  happen  w i t hou t  a  cause .  The  w i I I
i t seL f  i s  t he  cause  i - nso fa r  as  i t  moves  i t se l f  t h rough  de r i be r -
a t i on  t o  w i l l  o f  t he  means .  Bu t  t h i s  se l f -mo t i on  i n  w i l l i ng
the means supposes that  a l ready there is  wi l l  of  the end,
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and  wha t  b r i ngs  t ha t  abou t?  I f  i t  we re  ano the r  case  o f  t he

w i I I  mov ing  i t se l f ,  we  wou ld  need  ano the r  de l i be ra t r on  on

m e a n s ,  w h i c h  w o u l d  a g a i n  s u p p o s e  a  w i I I  a l r e a d y  i n  a c t  w i t h

rega rd  t o  t he  end .  I f  we  a re  no t  t o  emba rk  on  an  i n f i n i t e

p rocess  backwards ,  \ ^ re  have  t o  pos i t  an  i n i t i a l  ac t  i n  \ " t h i ch

w i l L d o e s  n o t  m o v e  i t s e l f  b u t  i s  m o v e d  b y  a n  e x t e r n a f  a g e n t .

T h i s  f o r  A q u i n a s  i s  G o d  [ 8 ] .

W i t hou t  t h i s  f i r s t  and  un i ve r sa l  causa t i on  f r om God  man

c a n n o t  w i l l  a n y t h i n g  t 9 l .  T h e  a r g u m e n t  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  c l e a r

w h e n  t h e r e  i s  a  c h a n g e  o f  w i I I ,  a n d  a p p l i e s  o f  c o u r s e  a  f o r -

t i o r i  i n  t he  spec ia l  case  o f  conve rs i on  f r om ev i l  t o  good ,

w h i c h  L o n e r g a n  a t t r i b u t e s  t o  a c t u a l  g r a c e  [ 1 0 ] .  T h i s  i s  s p e l l e d

^ 1 i f  m d r p  f r r l  ! v  i n  ^ h A n f a r  6  w h p r c  T , d n p r d ^ n  q f t t d i e q  t t h O w
r  q  r  r r  u r r q  Y  r L r  v  ,

S t .  T h o m a s  a p p l i e s  h i s  a n a l v s i s  o f  t h e  w i l l  a n d  h i s  t h e o r e m

o f  u n i v e r s a l  i n s t r u m e n t a l i t Y  t o  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  g r a c e "  t 1 1 1 .

G r a c e ,  h e  s a y s ,  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  T h o m i s t  t r e a t i s e  i n  t h e  P r i m a

s e c u n d a e ,  e f f e c t s  " t h e  w i l l  o f  t h e  e n d  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  c o n v e r -

s i o n "  a n d ,  i t  s e e m s ,  " i n  a I l ,  i n s t a n c e s  o f  d i v i n e l y  i n s p i r e d

a c t i o n "  [  1  2  ]  .

T h e  c h i e f  l n t e r e s t  f o r  L o n e r g a n  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  j . s  i n  t h e

r e l a t i o n  o f  o p e r a t i v e  g r a c e  a n d  c o o p e r a t i v e  g r a c e '  b u t  t h a t

r e l a t i o n  i s  d i r e c t l y  D e r t i n e n L  t o  o u r  q u e s t i o n .  F o r  t h e r e

i s  a n  e f f e c t  " i n  q u o  r n e n s  n o s t r a  e s t  m o t a  e t  n o n  t n o v e n s ,  s o l u s

a u t e m  D e u s  m o v e n s , "  a n d  t h e n  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  i s  a t t r i b u t e d  t o

G o d  ( g r a t i a r a n s ) ;  a n d  t h e r e  i s  a n  e f f e c t  " i n  q u o  m e n s

n o s t r a  e t  m o v e t  e t  m o v e L u r , "  a n d  t h e n  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  j . s  a t t r i -

b u t e d  n o t  j u s t  t o  G o d  b u t  t o  t h e  s o u l  a s  w e l l  ( q r a t i a  c o o p -

e r a n s )  t 1 3 1 .  T h u s ,  L o n e r g a n  a d d s ,  " o n e  a n d  t h e  s a m e  g r a c e

i s  b o t h  o p e r a t i v e  a n d  c o o p e r a t i v e ;  i t  i s  o p e r a t i v e  w h e n  G o d

a lone  ac t s ;  i t  i s  coope ra t l ve  when  bo th  God  and  t he  w i f l  comb ine

t o  p r o d u c e  a n  e f f e c t "  [ 1 4 ] .

T h i s  a g r e e s  p e r f e c t l y  w i t h  t h e  g e n e r a l  T h o n r i s t  d o c t r i l t e

t h a t  L o n e r g a n  h a d  s e t  f o r t h  i n  c h a p t e r  5 :  t h e  e f f e c t  i n  w h i c h

" m e n s  e t  m o v e t  e t  m o v e t u r "  i s ,  i n  T h o m i s t  a n a l y s i s  o f

t h e  w i I I ,  t h e  e l e c t i o n ,  t h e  c h o i c e  o f  m e a n s ;  b u t  s u c h  c h o i c e
. . r  1 1  ^ c  . h e  e n d .  a n d  t h a t -  w i I I  o f  t h e  e n d  i s  t h e- u v u u r E r

e f f ec t  i n  wh i - ch  "mens  .

u e u s  m o v e n s  L  1 5  J  .

es t  mo ta  e t  non  movens ,  so l - us  au tem

L o n e r g a n  w a s  n o t  w r i t i n g  t o  a n s w e r  a  c h a r g e  t h a t  w o u l d

l - r a  l e i d  f i  F i - r z  r r p a r q  l a t c r -  h r r f  m v  t r r i e f  s k e f e h  o f  h i  s  n o s i t i O n
t  

v s r  r t t J

shows  t ha t  t he  eLemen ts  r e l evan t  t o  t he  cha rge  a re  eas i l y

d i sce rn i b l - e  i n  t he  I as t  two  chap te r s  o f  G race  and  F reedom.
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There is  even a shorter  route avai lable in the concise state-

men ts  f ound  i n  Co l l ec t i on :

I n  t he  De  Ma lo  and  i n  t he  p r ima  secundae ,  t he  i n t e l l ec tua l
app rehens ion  o f  t he  good  i s  t he  e f f i c i en t  cause  on l y
o f  t he  spec i f j . ca t i on  o f  t he  ac t ;  t he  exe rc i se  o f  t ha
ac t  o f  w i l l i ng  a  means  has  i t s  e f f i c i en t  cause  i n  t he
w i l L a c t u a t e d  r d i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a n  e n d ;  t h e  e x e r c i s e  o f
t he  ac t  o f  w i l l  an  end  has  i t s  e f f i c i en t  cause  i n  an
external  nover who is God.

Hence, the voluntas mota et  non movens of  Summa t l reoloqiae,
1 - 2 ,  9 .  1 i 1 ,  a .  2 ,  i s

a  pass i ve  ac t  p roduced  i n  t he  w i l l  b y  God  w i t houc  any
e f f i c i e n c y  e x e r t e d  b y  t h e  w i l l  i t s e l f .  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t
i n  f a t e r  Tho rn i s t  doc t r i ne  no t  on l_y  i s  such  pass i v i t y
i ncompa t i b l e  w i t h  f r eedom,  bu t  aLso  t ha t  t he  ac t  o f  w i1 l _
i n g  a n  e n d  i s  n o t  f r e e .  t 1 6 l

Bu t  whe the r  one  t akes  t h i s  sho r t e r  r ou te  o r  s t ud i . es  t he  ana l yses
g i ven  i n  G race  and  F reedom,  some  such  expos i t i on  i s  s imp l y
de  r i queu r  as  a  f i r s t  s t ep  f o r  one  who  wou ld  es tab l i sh  an
e r ro r  i n  Lone rgan ' s  i n t e rp re ta t i on  o f  Thomas .

One  consequence  o f  o rn i t t i ng  t h i s  expos i t i on  i s  t ha t  Te_
k ippe  i s  unab le  t o  t e l l  us  c l ea r l y  j us t  wha t  i s  w rong  w i t h
Lone rgan ' s  i n t e rp re ta t i on ;  obv ious l y  t ha t  shou ld  have  been
h i . s  second  s tep ,  bu t  how  cou ld  he  s ta te  w i t h  any  c l a r i t y  wha t
r s  v r r ong  r ^ / i t h  an  i n t e rp re ta t i on  wh i ch  he  has  no t  exam ined?

One  ga the rs  t ha t  t he  cha rge  rega rds  t he  re l - a t i on  o f  ' , f r ee_

d o m  a n d  n e c e s s i t y "  w h i c h  ' , a r e  t o  s o m e  e x t e n t  c o m p a t i b l e ' ,  I . l 7 1 i
" n e c e s s i t - y  a n d  f r e e d o m  a r e  c o m p a t i b l e  i n  s o m e  w a y ' ,  [ 1 g ] .  O f
cou rse ;  who  den ies  i t ?  No t  Lone rgan  ce r t a i n l y .  Bu t  " some  way "
and  " t o  some  ex ten t "  a re  no t  good  enough .  How  a re  necess i t y
and  f r eedom compa t i b l e?  I n  wha t  way ,  and  t o  wha t  ex ten t?  Tha t
i s  t he  who le  ques t i on ,  a  ques t i on  t ha t  canno t  be  answered
v r i t hou t  an  ana l ys i s  o f  t he  s t r uc tu re  and  p rocess  o f  human
w i l - l i ng ,  bu t  on  t ha t  anaJ , ys i s  Tek ippe  i s  s t r ange l - y  r e t i cen t .

L o n e r g a n ' s  p o s i t i o n ,  h o w e v e r ,  i s  c l e a r  a s  a  b e l l .  W i I I i n g
i s  a  comp lex  p rocess ,  i t  has  t o  be  ana l - yzed ,  and  i n  t he  ana l ys i s
d i sc r im ina t i on  o f  d i f f e ren t  ac t s  i s  r equ i r ed .  F reedom and
necess i t y  a re  compa t i b l e  i n  t he  who le  p rocess ,  bu t  no t  i n
one  and  t he  same  ac t ;  t hey  a re  qua l i t i e s  o f  d i f f e ren t  ac t s
i n  t he  i n t eg ra l  p rocess :  t he  w i l l  o f  t he  end  i s  no t  f r ee ,
howeve r  spon taneous  i t  be ,  bu t  w i l l i ng  t he  means  i s  f r ee  and
no t  necess i t a ted -  Un t i I  Tek ippe  p rov j - des  an  ana l ys i s  o f  compar_
ab le  c l a r i t y ,  and  a  c l ea r  and  spec i f i c  s t a temen t  on  wha t  i s
w rong  w i t h  Lone rgan rs  ana l ys i s ,  h i s  who le  l ong  s tudy  o f  Thomas
1s  a  wa r  w i t hou t  an  enemy ,  h i s  s t udy  o f  t he  sou rces ,  mo t i ves ,
consequences ,  e t c . ,  o f  Lone rgan ' s  e r ro r ,  i s  a  supe rs t r uc tu re
w i t hou t  a  f ounda t i on ,  and  engag ing  i n  f u r t he r  d i scuss ion  i s
po in t l ess .
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For  t hose ,  howeve r ,  who  may  w i - sh  t o  s t udy  t he  ques t i on

o f  t he  w i l l  i n  i t se l f ,  I  sugges t  a  pa ra l l e l  I  f i nd  i l J - um ina t i - ng

be t r . r een  Lone rgan ' s  ana l ys i s  o f  coqn i t i ona l  p rocess  and  h i s

a n a l y s i s  o f  p r o c e s s  i n  t h e  w i l I .  H u m a n  k n o w i n g ,  h e  i n s i s t s ,

i s  " a  dynam ic  s t r uc tu re  no t  some  s i ng le  ope ra t i on  o r  ac -

t i v i t y  b u t  . . ,  a  w h o l e  w h o s e  p a r t s  a r e  c o g n i t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s . "

Fu r t he r ,  t ' t he  pa r t s  o f  a  s t r uc tu re  a re  r e l a ted  t o  one  ano the r ,

n o t  b y  s i m i l a r i t y ,  b u t  f u n c t i o n a f l y  . . .  t h e r e  i s  n o  r e a s o n

to  expec t  t he  seve ra l  cogn i t i ona l  ac t i v i t i e s  t o  r esemb le  one

ano the r  .  .  .  each  .  .  .  mus t  be  exam ined  i n  and  f o r  i t se l - f  and  .  .  .

i n  i t s  f u n c t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  t o  o t h e r  c o g n i t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s "

t 1 9 1 .  I n  a  s i m i l a r  r v a y ,  I  s u g g e s t ,  w i l l i n g  i s  a  d y n a m i c  s t r u c -

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

t h e r e  i s  n o  r e a s o n  t o  e x p e c t  t h e  s e v e r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  w i l l

t o  r e s e m b l e  o n e  a n o t h e r  - -  f o r  e x a m p J - e ,  t o  a t t r j . b u t e  f r e e d o m

and  necess i t y  i n  t he  same  v /ay  t o  eve ry  ac t i v i t y .

Adve r t ence  t o  t h i s  mrgh t  have  made  Tek ippe  somewha t  I ess

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

" f a t a l  t o  L o n e r g a n ' s  p o s i t i o n "  [ 2 0 ] .  H e  q u o t e s  T h o m a s  a s  w r i t -

i n d .  " i ' h e  f a c r r l f v ' s  m o v e m e n t  o r  a c t ,  w h i c h  i s  a l s o  c a I I e d

w i J - I ,  i s  s o m e t i m e s  n a t u r a l l y  d e t e r m i n e d  a n d  n e c e s s a r y ,  a s

i t  i s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  h a p p i n e s s  . . . "  W e l l  a n d  g o o d ;  L o n e r g a n

w o u l d  a g r e e  w h o l e h e a r t e d l y ;  w e  h a v e  h e r e  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  o f

h i s  p o s i t i o n .  T h o m a s ,  h o w e v e r ,  g o e s  o n  t o  g i v e  t h e  o t h e r  h a I f ,

n o t  q u o t e d  b y  T e k i p p e :  " b u t  s o m e t i - m e s  i L  p r o c e e d s  f r o m  t h e

f r e e  d e t e r m i n a t r o n  o f  t h e  r e a s o n ,  i n  w h i c h  c a s e  i t  i s  n e i t h e r

n e c e s s a r y  n o r  n a t u r a l l y  d e t e r m i n e d "  1 , 2 1 1 .  E x a c t I y .  r n  s o m e

a c t i v i t i e s  t h e  w i I I  i s  n e c e s s i t a t e d ,  i n  s o m e  a c t i v i t i e s  i t

i s  f r e e ;  j u s t  w h a t  L o n e r g a n  h o l d s .  A n a l y s i s  o f  w i l l i n g  a s

a  d y n a m i c  s t r u c t u r e  c o m b i n i n g  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  e n a b l e s

Lone rgan  t o  ho l - d  bo th  ha l ves  o f  t he  passage  i n  ha rmon ious

r e l a t i o n .  W i t h o u t  s u c h  a n a l y s i s  n e c e s s i t y  a n d  f r e e d o m ,  a n d

the i r  compa t i b i l i t y ,  become  foggy  ques t i ons  i ndeed .

NOTES

[ 1 ]  " L o n e r g a n ' s  A n a l y s i s  o f  E r r o r :  A n  E x p e r i m e n t , "  G r e g o r i a n u m
t 1  t 1 9 9 0 1 :  3 5 3 - 7 4 .

[ 2 ]  I n s i q h t :  A  S t u d y  o f  H u m a n  U n d e r s t a n d i n q .  L o n d o n :  L o n g m a n s ,
G r e e n  a n d  C o . ,  1 9 5 ' 7 ,  

' 7 . 1 4 .

[  3  I  T e k i p p e ,  3 5 5 ,

[ 4 ]  G r a c e  a n d  F r e e d o m :  o p e r a t i v e  G r a c e  i n  t h e  T h o u q h t  o f  S t .
T h o m a s  A q u i n a s .  E d . ,  J .  P a t o u t  B u r n s .  L o n d o n :  D a r t o n ,  L o n g m a n
&  T o d d ,  1 9 7 1  .

[ 6 ]  r b i d . ,  3 5 s .
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[ 7 ]  L o n e r g a n ,  G r a c e  a n d  F r e e d o m ,  1 0 1 .  t 8 l  I b i d . ,  1 0 2 .

I 9 l  r b i d .  I 1 0 l  r b i d . ,  1 0 3 .  t 1 1 l  r b i d .  ,  1 1 7 .

t 1 2 l  r b i d . ,  1 2 3 .  t 1 3 l  r b i d . ,  1 2 6 .  [ 1 4 1  r b i d . ,  1 2 7 .

t151 "Mens"  here  inc ludes  w i l l ;  Thomas goes  on  to  rnake the
same remark about t 'voluntas": "voluntas se habet ut mota,
D e u s  a u t e m  u t  m o v e n s r '  ( S u m m a  t h e o l o q i a e ,  1 - 2 ,  q .  1 1 1 ,  a .  2  c . l .

t16 l  Co l lec t ion  (Co l lec ted  Works  o f  Bernard  Lonergan,  41 .
Toronto :  Un ivers i ty  o f  Toronto  Press ,  1988,  63 .  Eds . ,  F reder ick
E. Cror^re and Robert M. Doran. The essay guoted here was origin-
a l l y  a  book  rev iew,  r . r r i . t ten  in  1945.

Many students of Lonergan wil l  remember how he would
d iagram h is  unders tand ing  o f  th is  doc t r ine  o f  Thomas.

A  - - - - - - - - - - >  B

-/
t/

c  - : - - - - - - - - >  D

Here A is  the judgment of  good or value,  the ' rappet ib i le ap-
p rehensum"  t ha t  moves  t he  w i I I  j . n  t he  spec i - f i ca t i on  o f  i t s
bas i c  ac t .  B  i s  t ha t  bas i c  ac t ;  i t  i s  t he  w i l l  o f  t he  end ;
i n  i t s  exe rc i se  i t  i s  no t  p roduced  ! 1  t he  w i I I ,  i t  i s  p roduced
by  t he  ex te rna l  move r ,  God ,  bu t  i t  i s  p roduced  i n  t he  w i l l
and  i s  t r u l y  an  ac t  o f  t he  w i I l .  C  i - s  t he  de l i be ra t i on  o f
i n t e l l ec t  w i t h  r especE- to  means ,  a i a  D  i s  t he  f r ee  cho i ce
o f  means ,  t he  e l ec t i o .  The  p rocess  t h rough  C  and  D  i s  ca r r i ed
ou t  unde r  t he  manda te  o f  B ,  and  t e rm ina tes  i n  a  f r ee  ac t  o f
cho i ce  p roduced  by  B ,  bu t  B  j . s  no t  i t se l f  a  f r ee  ac t .  Thus ,
t he re  a re  two  ac t s  o f  w i I I :  one  i s  t he  w i l l  o f  t he  end ,  and
th i s  ac t  i s  no t  f r ee ,  i t  i s  a  case  o f  vo l un tas  mo ta  e t  non
movens ;  t he  o the r  i s  w i f l  o f  t he  means r f f i
a c t ,  an  ac t  o f  t he  w i I I  mov ing  i t se l f ,  a  case  o f  vo l un tas
m o t a e t s e m o v e n s .

[ 1 7 ]  T e k i p p e ,  3 5 6 .

[ 2 0 J  T e k i p p e ,  3 6 5 .

1 3 4

[ 1 8 ]  I b i d . ,  3 6 4 .  [ 1 9 ]  C o l l e c t i o n ,  2 0 7 - 2 0 8 .

[ 2 ' l ]  S u m m a  t h e o l o q i a e  3 ,  9 .  1 8 ,  a .  1  a d  3 m .



BAURIS ' 'CONVERSATION WITH HANS-GEORG GADAMER' '

AND I 'CoNTRIBUTION TO THE GADAMER_LONERGAN DISCUSSIONII :

A REACTION

Fred Lawrence

Bos ton  Co I l ege

1  am g ra te fu f  f o r  Ma rk  Mo re l l i ' s  i n v i t a t i on  t o  pa r t i c i pa te

i n  t he  conve rsa t i on  i n i t i a t ed  i n  t h i s  j ou rna l  IVo l .  8 ,  No .

1  ( 1 9 9 0 1 .  1 - 2 3 1  b y  M i c h a e l  B a u r .  I n d e e d ,  o n  t h e  v e r y  d a y  B a u r ' s

i n t e r v i ew  w i t h  Gadamer  t ook  p l ace  I  r ece i ved  f r om h im  a  l e t t e r

( t h e  m i r a c l e  o f  t h e  U . S .  M a i I  s e l v i c e ! )  t e l l i n g  m e  a b o u t  i t

and  i nv i t i ng  me  t o  sugges t  any  ques t i ons  I  t hough t  shou ld

be  asked  o f  Gadamer .  A f t e r  t he  conve rsa t i on  w i t h  Gadamer  had

been  t r ansc r i bed  and  t r ans la ted  Bau r  sen t  me  a  copy  t oge the r

r r i t h  h i s  con t r i bu t i on ,  a l ong  w i t h  a  f r i end l y  i nv i t a t i on  t o

commen t  on  t hose  p i eces .  So  f o r  a I I  t he  k i ndness  ex tended

me  by  M ichae l  Bau r  I  am  a l so  mos t  g ra te fu l .  I t  j - s  a  r ea l  hono r

f o r  me  t o  con t r i bu te  t o  t he  ove ra l l  exchange  o f  i deas ,  and

i t  i s  a  p l e a s u r e  f o r  m e  t o  d o  s o .

Be fo re  p roceed ing  w i t h  my  reac t i on  p rope r ,  I  t h i nk  i t

m igh t  be  he lp fu l  t o  g i ve  some  backg round  on  t he  cadamer -Lone rgan

re la t i onsh ip  based  on  my  hav ing  been  t oge the r  w i t h  t hem du r i ng

t h e i r  o v e r l a p p i n g  s t a y s  a t  B o s t o n  C o I l e g e  i n  t h e  1 9 7 0 s  a n d

1 9 8 0 s .

(1  )  Lone rgan  read  Wahrhe j - t  und  Me thode  soon  a f t e r  1 t

was  pub l i shed  i n  1960  i n  connec t i on  w i t - h  h i s  wo rk  on  me thod

i n  t h e o l o g y  a n d  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  h i s  e x e r c i t a t i o  c o u r s e s  t a u g h t

a t  t he  Grego r i an  Un i ve rs i t y .  To  my  know ledge  he  a lways  made

ra the r  f r equen t  and  pos i t i ve  r e fe rences  t o  t ha t  r , r o r k .

( 2 )  Lone rgan  used  cadamer  i n  t he  way  he  used  so  many

o t h e r  a u t h o r s ,  i n v o k i n g  t h e m  t o  c o n f i r m  a  p o i n t  h e  w a s  i n t e n t

upon  mak ing ,  wh i ch  may  o r  may  no t  have  been  exac t f y  cong ruen t

w i t h  t he  o r i g i na l  i n t en t  o f  t he  au tho rs .  Lone rgan  ag reed  $ r i t h

G a d a m e r ' s  c r i t i q u e  o f  t h e  E n l i g h t e n m e n t  p r e j u d i c e  a g a i n s t

p re j ud i ce  and  h i s  r ehab i l i t a t i on  o f  t r ad i t i on .  Wheneve r  Lone rgan

uses  au tho rs  t h i s  way  he  gene ra l l y  "makes  t he  bes t "  o f  t he j - r

t hough t  f r om  h i s  own  po in t  o f  v j . ew .  Th i s  was  a l so  t r ue  o f

h i s  r e fe rences  t o  Gadamer .

( 3 )  F r o m  h i s  e a r l i e s t  d a y s  l e c t u r i n g  i n  t h e  S t a t e s  a t

Ca tho l j - c  Un j - ve r s i t y  i n  t he  I a te  1960s ,  Gadamer  had  been  f ound

i r nmense l y  a t t r ac t i ve  by  peop le  a l r eady  f am i l i a r  r . r i t h  Lone rgan

C o p y r i g h t o l s e o  F r e d  L a w r e n c e

1  3 5
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who sensed the real  af f in i ty  of  their  or ientat lons.  They would

eager ly g ive Gadamer certa in works of  Lonergan (Verbum and

Insiqht  were given by David Tracy in those ear ly days,  and

Method in Theoloqv came to h im later  on) in hopes that  he

might  do wi th Lonergan what Lonergan had done wi th h is thought.

(41 Al though cadamer had had opportuniL ies to read at

I eas t  t hese  wo rks  o f  Lone rgan ,  i t  wou ld  be  d i f f i cu l t  t o  c l a im

tha t  he  eve r  d i d  r ead  t hem i n  h i s  se r i ous  sense  o f  t t t o  r ead t ' .

But  the mystery of  taste intervenes here as at  least

one factor .  More than once Gadamer quoted to me a statement

made to h im by one of  my col leagues f rom the theology depart-

ment who was his housemate at  the Jesui t  residence where Gada-

mer  usua l l y  l i ved  du r i ng  h i s  BC  so jou rns .  I t  was  t o  t he  e f f ec t

that  there were some authors whose sty le was such that  no

ma t te r  how  ha rd  he  t r l ed ,  he  j us t  cou ldn ' t  ge t  i n t o  t hem- -

Lonergan being the chief  case in point .  Gadamer never to ld

me th is by way of  b laming Lonergan, but  rather as a way of

apologiz ing for  never having read him. Another hypothesis

i s  sugges ted  by  Lone rgan ' s  r em inde r  t o  h i s  s t uden t s  do ing

doc to ra tes :  "Don ' t  expec t  you r  d i r ec to r s  t o  t ake  two  o r  t h ree

yea rs  f r om busy  ca ree rs  t o  l ea rn  my  s tu f f ! r '

( 5 )  Gadamer  and  Lone rgan  me t  occas iona l - l y ,  mos t l y  i n

s o c i a l  c o n t e x t s  i n  t h e  1 9 7 0 s  a n d  p e r h a p s  i n  t h e  e a r l y  1 9 8 0 s .

As  I  r eca l l ,  t hese  mee t i ngs  we re  a lways  marked  by  an  odd  com-

b ina t i on  o f  p l easan tness  and  awkwardness .

(a )  A t  l eas t  a t  t he  mee t i ngs  a t  wh i ch  f  v ras  a  w i t ness ,

Lone rgan  p ro fessed  f am i l i a r i t y  w j . t h  Gadamer ' s  t hough t  ( " hun -

d reds  o f  pages  o f  f i ne  p r i n t  i n  Ge rman l i ' )  bu t  made  on  p re tense

of expert ise.  He also demonstrated that  notor ious combi-nat ion

o f  ' I ' e s p r i t  d e  l ' e s c a l i e r '  ( h i s  o f t - a d m i t t e d  i n c a p a c i t y  t o
be  "qu i ck  on  h i s  f ee t " i n  g rasp ing  " t he  ove ra r ch ing  t h rus t i l

o f  an  i n t e r l ocu to r r s  commen t  o r  ques t i on  and  mak ing  i t  i n t o

something to which he could give an appropr iate anshrer on

the  spo t  )  and  guas i - emba r rassed  j ov i a l i t y .  So  he  wou ld  make
puzz l i ng l y  e l l i p t i ca l  s t a temen ts  abou t  t he  t op i c  o f  conve rsa -

t i on  and  t e l l  j o kes  o f  wh i ch  he  was  rem inded .  He  was  aLways  t he
sou l  o f  g rac i ousness  and  po l i t eness .

(b)  Gadaner,  probably the rnost  widely known of  the two

and surely one of  the most inf l -uent ia l  persons in German lnte l -

l ec tua l  and  un i ve r s i t y  l i f e ,  wou ld  be  t yp i ca l l y  cha rn i ng  and

always f r iendly vr i th Lonergan. He would invar iably excuse

himsel f  f rom the duty of  having to read Lonergan due to the

Ianguage barr j .er  (and those of  us whose mother tongue is Engl is t r
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know wha t  t h i s  means  even  be t t e r  t han  Gadamer  d i d !  ) .  Even

though he was never qui te sure of  $/hat  Lonergan was up to,

he  made  c l ea r  by  h j - s  ove ra l l  demeano r  t ha t  he  respec ted  Lone r -

gan  and  f ound  h im  endea r i ng ;  bu t  t he  respec t  was  ce r t a i n l y

no t  based  on  h i s  o r r r n  app rec ia t i on  o f  Lone rgan ' s  wo rks ,  bu t

pe rhaps  on  h i s  l i - k i ng  f o r  Lone rgan ' s  s t uden t s  whose  es teem

fo r  Lone rgan  had  b roadened  ou t  i n t o  es teem fo r  h im ,

(6 ) f n  r ega rd  t o  t he i r  conve rsa t i ons ,  I  am  rem inded  o f

a  f amous  s ta temen t  f r om John  Cou r tney  Mur ray ' s  co r respondence

w i t h  one  o f  h i s  mo re  we l l - known  deba t i ng  pa r t ne rs ,  t he  secu la r -

i s t  R .  M .  Mac l ve r :  " ou r  m inds  a re  no t  mee t i ng  - -  i n  t he  sense ,

I  mean ,  t ha t  t hey  a re  no t  even  c l ash ing .  "

Sone th i ng  o f  t he  same  quaJ - i t y  ho lds  t r ue ,  I  f ee l ,  o f

t he  Conve rsa t i on  w i t h  Bau r  l r hen  i t  comes  t o  Gadamer ' s  compre -

hens ion  o f  Lone rgan ' s  t hough t .  Pe rhaps  symp toma t i c  o f  t he

who le  Conve rsa t i on  i s  t he  way  Gadamer  shows  h imse l f  need less l y

de fens i ve  v i s -a - v i s  Lone rgan ' s  Yg I ! g [ ,  pub l i shed  l ong  be fo re

h i s  own  w r i t i ng  upon  ve rbum i n  T ru th  and  Me thod ,  when  he  asks ,

" I n  o rde r  t o  show  tha t  r  don ' t  see  t h i ngs  co r rec t l y? ' r  ( 3 )

A lmos t  eve ry th i ng  Gadamer  has  t o  say  abou t  Lone rgan  shows

h i s  m i sapp rehens ion  o f  how  Lone rgan  engaged  t he  i s sue  so  cen t ra l

t o  bo th  o f  t hem:  t he  f ac t  o f  s c i ence  i n  t he  mode rn  wo r l d .

Gadamer ' s  Lack  o f  f i r s t hand  know ledge  and  h i s  m i sunde rs tand ing ,

odd l y  enough ,  a re  somehow amp l i f i ed  by  Bau r ' s  s t r a tegy  o f

t r y i ng ,  j - n  sp i t e  o f  t h i s  l ack  o f  accu ra te  know ledge  o f  Lone r -

gan ' s  t hough t  on  Gadamer ' s  pa r t ,  t o  f i nd  common  g round  i n

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

a q e n s ,  m a t t e r ,  a n d  w i I l .

O f  cou rse ,  any  scho las t j - c  g round  cou ld  no t  be  neu t ra l

f o r  Gadamer .  He  cou ld  t r u l y  asse r t  w i t h  r espec t  t o  t he  scho las -

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

he  a l so  l van t s  t o  accuse  Lone rgan  o f  do ing  as  we l l :  t hey  had

been  l ed  as t r ay  by  mode rn  sc i ence  and  t he  ep i s t emo log i ca l

p r o b l e m s  r e g a r d i n g  r e a l i s m ,  i d e a l i s m ,  a n d  r e l a t i v i s m  - -  a b o u t

\ , t h i ch  A r i s t o t l e  and .  Aqu inas  t hemse l ves  we re  neve r  bo the red .

A n y o n e  w h o  h a d  g i v e n  t h e  f i r s t  t w o  c h a p t e r s  o f  L o n e r g a n ' s

Ve rbum even  a  cu rso ry  r ead ing  cou ld  no t  have  f a i l ed  t o  see

tha t  Lone rgan  was  acu te l y  awa re  o f  t he  d i f f e rences  i n  t hese

respec t s  be tween  t he  anc ien t s  and  t he  mode rns .

I n d e e d ,  w h a t e v e r  m a y  b e  t r u e  o f  T h o m i s t i c  ( i n  c o n L r a s t
^ ' . - l  - ^ m n l i ^ i f v  i h  I n o q t  - m o d e r n  s c  j e n t i f i C 'l u r r e ! Y a r r y  L u " r v r r s  r  L I  y v J  L  " ' v s ! r

e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  i s s u e s  ( 8 ,  t o p ) ,  i t  i s  a n  i r o n y  t h a t  G a d a m e r ' s

p o s t - K a n t i a n  n o t r o n  o f  f i n i t u d e  b e d e v i l s  h i s  d i s c u s s l o n  w i t h
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Baur of  t t in te l lectus agenst t :  For Gadamer t ' in te l lectus agenst t

i s  immanen t i s t  ( 2 -31  and  w i t hou t  any  ob jec t i ve  r e fe ren t  ( 3 ) ;

in order to at ta in an external  referent  other than the mind's

f ab r i ca t i on  i t se l f ,  "we  wou ld  need  t he  c rea to r r r  ( 3 ) .  cadamer

canno t  f o l l ow  Aqu inas '  Augus t i n i an  rend i t i on  o f  A r i s t o t l e r s

theory of  inte l lect  in which the l iqht  of  inte l lect  is  an

immanent source of  t ranscendence, as Lonergan, in contrast ,

can.  Gadamer "cannot see how some other approach I than his

ut ter ly  immanent ist  interpretat ion of  agent inte l lect l  would

su f f i ce ,  un less  one  appea l s  t o  t he  C rea to r - l i ke  cha rac te r

o f  t he  ' i n t e l Lec tus  agens . '  Bu t  t hen  one  wou ld  be  God"  ( 3 ) .

C lea r l y ,  t he  f r amework  be ing  assumed  f o r  Gadamer ' s  ana l ys i s

he re  i s  r ea l l y  no t  Aqu inas ' s  ( o r  Lone rgan ' s )  bu t  Kan t r s  f anous

contrast  betr , reen the f in i te human inte l lect 's  need of  An-

schauung and the intu i tus or iq inar ius proper to God.

Bau r  r ea l i zes  t ha t  as  ex t r i ns i ca l l y  cond i t i oned  by  space

and t ime in a manner that  God is not  condi t ioned, human inte l -

J . i gence  i s  i n f i n i t e  i n  po tencv  a l one .  So  I  adm i re  t he  way

he t r ies to use Gadamer 's interpretat ion of  matter  according

to Ar istot le to reach a correct  interpretat ion of  human f in i -

tude upon which Lonergan, Gadamer,  and perhaps even Heidegger

m igh t  conve rge .  And  t h i s  s t r a tegy  i s  a lmos t ,  bu t  on l y  a lmos t ,

success fu l :

Bau r :  Th i s  who le  i s sue  o f  I im i t a t i on  re tu rns  us  i n  a
way to the quest ion of  the ground of  human f in i tude.
I t '  s  wha t  has  been  ca l l ed  t hy l e ,  t  t he  "a lways -no  t - ye t t t
i n  human  ex i s t ence .

Gadamer :  Yes .  yes .  Tha t  i s  t he  f i n i t ude  o f  hunan  ex i s -
tence.  We are not  Creators.

Baur:  And what the neo-Thomists cal l  "matter t '  or  t tmater-

GEy" is  a lso a concept for  that .

G a d a m e r :  O h  y e s .  c o o d .  c o  o n .  ( 9 - 1 0 )

Baur then returns to the topic of  indiv iduat ion of  form by

matter .  Gadamer f inds the not ion of  matter  as a cause or

p r i nc i p l e  o f  i nd i v i dua t i on  suspec t  as  a  r e l evan t  i n t e rp re ta -

t i on  o f  A r i s t o t l e ' s  t each ing  (4 ) .  I ns tead  o f  head ing  t he

conversat ion more deeply into a possib ly correct  interpreta-

t ion of  human f in i tude,  th is topic gets Gadamer going on

the  t heme  o f  t he  l im i t a t i ons  o f  s c i en t i f i c  know j -ng ,  on  t he

dangers of  any k ind of  Calv in ist  qnosis (by which he means

being too sure one exhaust ively understands the t ruths af f i rmed

as  t r ue  by  f a i t h ) ,  o f  t he  pecu l i a r i t i e s  o f  He idegge r r s  r eac -

t i on  t o  wha t  Ha rnack  ca l l ed  t he  i lHe l l en i za t i on  o f  dogma"

( i n  t he  sense  o f  t r y i ng  t o  t r anspose  t he  nean ings  o f  r e l i g i on

in to  t he  ca tego r i es  o f  c reek  sc i ence  o r  ph i - l osophy )  ( 10 -11 ) .
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AI I  t h i s  b l ends  qu i t e  na tu ra l l y  i n t o  t he  key  po in t s  Gadamer

\ . r as  i nc l - i ned  t o  make  t h roughou t  t he  Conve rsa t i on  (and  wh i ch

recu r  i n  Bau r ' s  Con t r i bu t i on )  ,  name ly ,  t he  s im i l a r i t y  be tween

L o n e r g a n ' s  p r o j e c t  a n d  t h a t  o f  H e g e l  ( 1 ,  8 ,  9 ) ;  a n d  G a d a m e r ' s

c l a i m  t h a t  r e l i g i o u s  t r u t h s  a r e  n o t  s u s c e p t i b l e  o f  " i n t e l l e c -

t ua l  med i -a t i . on "  i n  t he  sense  o f  sc i en t i f i c  r e t r i eva l  i n  t e rms

o f  s y s t e m  (  1 2 - 1 3 t -  .

He re  I  wou ld  s imp l y  no te  seve ra l  po j - n t s .

T o  b e g i n  w i t h ,  L o n e r g a n  i s  n o t  i n s e n s i b l e  t o  t h e  I i m i t a -

t i ons  o f  t heo re t i c  o r  sys tema t i c  know ing  i n  r espec t  t o  t he

sub jec t  ma t t e r  o f  t heo logy ,  wh i ch  i s  God .  Lone rqan ' s  t echn i ca l

g r a s p  o f  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  ' m y s t e r y '  [ 1  I  i s  r e l e v a n t  h e r e .  F o r

bo th  Aqu inas  and  Lone rgan  t he  adequa te  o r  p ropo r t j - ona te  ob jec t

o f  f i n i t e  human  unde rs tand ing  and  knov r j . ng  i s  i n t r i ns i ca l l y

o r  a t  I e a s t  e x t r r n s i c a l l v  c o n d i t i o n e d  b y  s p a c e  a n d  t i m e ,  b u t

God  i s  no t  so  cond i t i oned .  Hence  f o r  t hem ne i t he r  ph i l osoph i ca l

no r  t heo log i ca l  know ledge  o f  cod  c l a ims  t he  so r t  o f  qnos i s_

o f  wh i ch  Gadamer  i s  so  susp i c i ous .  Gadamer  seems  t o  acknow ledge

t h i s  i n  A q u i n a s  ( 4 ) ,  b u t  n o t  i n  L o n e r g a n .

Nex t ,  i t  i i i a y  be  Lha t  scho las t i c s  o r  neo -Thom is t s  t ended

t o  h y p o s t a t i z e  A r i s t o t l e ' s  m a t e r i a l  c a u s e .  B u t  L o n e r g a n  n e v e r

d e v i a t e d  f r o m  r e c o g n i z i n g  r t  a s  a  p r i n c i p i u m  q u o  r a t h e r  t h a n

a  p r i nc i p i um quod ,  as  i s  c l ea r  bo th  f r om De  Ve rbo  I nca rna to

a n d  D e  C o n s t i t u t i o n e  c h r i s t i  o f  t h e  L a t i n  w o r k s ,  a n d  f r o m

t h e  d i s t i n c t r o n  b e t w e e n  c e n t r a l  a n d  c o n j u g a t e  p o t e n c y  i n

Insiqht .  ! \ Iay ba.-k in the qf- i l f -C____g.pg-I_g_!e ar t ic les '  Lonergan

h a d  w r i t t e n :  " 1 n  A r i s t o t l e ,  e v e n t s  h a p p e n e d  c o n t i n g e n t l y

because  t he re  . das  no  cause  t o  wh i ch  t hey  cou ld  be  reduced

a y . a n f  n r i m e  , r , r f  t p -  - ^ " ^ r  w a s  n o t  a  d e t e f m i n a t ee ^ e s p u  y !  r , " L  I  a r r u  P r  r r L l s  r " a  L  L e

c a u s e "  [  2 ]  .

F r r r f h o r  T  ^ h o r ^ - -  |  -  ' . ' ^  r V  i  - F o r n r a f : f  i  ^ n  r n d  h i,  - - . . , ^ - g a n  s  w o r K  l n  r n L - - F -  - - I S E o r Y

w i t h  r espec t  t o  t he  An te -N i cene  evo lu t i on  o f  doc t r i ne  demo l -

i s h e s  t h e  s a l i c i l t s  o f  l l a r n a c k r s  t h e s i s  o n  t h e  H e l l e n i z a t i o n

o f  dogma  abou t  wh i ch  cadamer  i nd j - ca tes  t ha t  He idegge r  was

r i g h t  t o  b e  c o n c e r n e d  t o  r e v e r s e  ( 7 ) t 3 1 .  L o n e r g a n  s a w  t h a t

w h a t  t h e  G r e e k  p h i l o s o p h e r s  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  P a t r i s t i c  t h e o l o g y

(wh i ch  was  o f  l as t i ng  va lue )  \ ^ ras  some th ing  much  more  modes t

t han  v rha t  Ha rnack ,  He idegge r ,  and  Gadamer  env i saged :  t he  use

o f  t h e  t e c h n i c r r r e  o f  r a f  l a o l i n n  r r n n n  n r o n o s i  t  i o n s  i  n  f h c  f j l g l

o r d e r  o f  s i m p l e  a s s e r t i o n s  o f  f a i t h  i n  o r d e r  t o  e x e r c i s e  a

I o g i c a l  c o n t r o l  o f  m e a n j . n g .  L o n e r g a n  f o c u s e s  o n  t h e  t e c h n i q u e

o f  h e u r j s t i c  . l c f r i , i L r o r ) ,  r r o t  j - n s . i g h t s  j n L o  L h e  d i v r n e  m y s L e r y

d r a w n  f r o m  G r e e l <  p h i l o s o p h y  s u p p o s e d l y  i m p o r t e d  j - n t o  C h r i s t i a n
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theology.  The person who perhaps came closest  to doing th is

Iat ter ,  Eunonius,  was condemned as unorthodox and not  agnost ic

enough! I  suggest  that  j . f  Gadamer grasped Lonergan's point

i n  t h i s  r ega rd  (a l ong  w i t h  h i s  deep  respec t  f o r  mys te r y ) ,

he would not  object  so strenuously to the so-ca1led use of

ph i l osophy  o r  sc i ence  i n  t heo logy .  ( I  w i l l  r e t u rn  t o  t h i s

theme of  lvhat  Gadamer al leges as " the inadeguacy of  the appro-

pr iat ion of  the Greek phi losophy through the Chr ist ian church"

( 5 - 7 )  I a t e r  o n e .  )

Further a long these same I ines,  Gadamer is  suspic ious

o f  any  ' r i n t e l l ec tua l  med ia t i on "  o f  t he  t r u th  o f  f a i t h  o r  o f

r e l i g i ous  mean ings .  He  ass igns  t he  ph rase  " i n t e l l ec tua l  med i -

a t i on ' r  a  r ange  o f  f a i r l y  cogna te  mean i . ngs :  ( a )  t u rn i ng  any th i ng

apprehended in a non-object i f ied way (actu exerc j - to)  into

a n  o b j e c t i f i e d  a c c o u n t  ( a c t u  s i q n a t o ) ( 1 ) ;  ( b )  g r a s p i n g  " w h a t

i s  ob jec t i f i ab l e ,  f o r  examp le  t h rough  measu r i ng ,  coun t i - ng ,

a n d  w e i g h i n g "  ( 5 ) t  ( c )  " f u s i n g  I s o m e  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r ]  i n t o

a  concep t "  o r  " concep tua l i z i ng "  ( 8 ) ;  ( d )  " t o  dea l  concep tua l l y

w i t h  . . . "  ( 9 ) ;  ( e )  " a t t e m p t  a t  s y s t e m a t i z a t i o n "  ( 1 2 ) .

The least  we can say wi thout  going into the matter  at

length is  that  Gadamer does not  at  a l l  nake c lear that  he

has grasped the ( for  Lonergan) centra l  ro le of  inte l l i .qere

( i ns i gh t ,  ac t  o f  unde rs tand ing )  i n  i n t e l l ec tua l  med ia t i on .

On the other hand, there is  every reason to assign th is Hegel-

i an - sound ing  ph rase  ( r r i n t e l l ec tua l  med ia t i on ' r )  as  Gadamer

uses  i t  i n  t h i s  conve rsa t i on  a  " concep tua l i s t ' r  i n t e rp re ta t i on

which fo l lows the neglect  of  the act  of  understanding as night

f o l l ows  day .

wi th respect  to every sal ient  point  about which Gadamer

wants to object  in what he takes Lonergan to be doing --  and

many other points could have been ment ioned --  Gadamer has

Lonergan hrrong.

But perhaps the most f rustrat ing th ing about the way

the interv iew turned out  is  that  you cannot te l l  f rom i t  how

many preoccupat ions Gadamer shares wi th Lonergan. Unless readers

were in possession of  a fa i r ly  extensive knowledge of  both

authors on their  own, they would never d iscern f rom the Conver-

sat ion that  Lonergan is out  to reverse counterposi t ions very

much  i n  l i ne  w i t h  t he  ones  cadamer  t i l t s  aga ins t  i n  h i s  wo rks .

fnstead r i le  have the disconcert ing impression of  Gadamer 's

f a i l i ng  t o  unde rs tand  Lone rgan t s  mean ing  a t  eve ry  t u rn .  The

Conve rsa t i on ,  no t  i n t en t i ona l l y  bu t  i n  f ac t ,  pu t s  h im  i n  t he

unpleasant posi t ion of  having to pronounce judgments based
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not on evidence but  on vague impressions.  Thank God for  the

repea ted  d i sc l a ime rs  a t  pages  2  and  3 :  "You  know ,  I  r ea1 l y

h a v e n ' t  r e a d  L o n e r g a n  s u f f i c i e n t l y ; "  6  a n d  8 :  " B u t  t h a t r s

no t  my  a rea . "  o the rw i se  h i s  cha rac te r i s t i ca l l y  good -w i I I ed

de te rm ina t i on  no t  t o  l e t  h i s  i n t e r v i e i r r e r  down  wou ld  have  been

qu i t e  un fo r t una te .

And  so  one  l ooks  t o  Bau r ' s  Con t r i bu t i on  f o r  r e l i e f  and

fo r  t he  conso l i ng  reconc i l i a t i on .  He re ,  su re l y ,  wha t  un fo r t un -

a te l y  cou ld  no t  be  accomp l i shed  i n  t he  Conve rsa t i on  by  way

of rapprochement betr / reen Lonergan's thought and that  of  Gadamer

m igh t  be  remed ied .  I ns tead ,  I  am  a f ra i d  t ha t  a l t hough  I  know

ex  a l i unde  t ha t  M i chae l  Bau r  has  a  r a the r  good  g rasp  o f  Lone r -

9aD ,  i n  t h i s  a r t i c l e  wha t  i s  p l a i n  i s  t ha t  he  sha res  some

o f  Gadamer ' s  m i sunde rs ta  nd ings  o f  Lone rgan .  Consequen t l y ,

t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  o f  a  d i s c u s s i o n  t o o  m u c h  a t  c r o s s - p u r p o s e s

induced  by  t he  Conve rsa t i on  ge t s  deepened  upon  read ing  Bau r ' s

Con t r i bu t i on .

I  sugges t  t ha t  t he  p rob lems  I  have  w i t h  bo th  p i eces  s tem

c h i e f l y  f r o m  t h e  a m b i g u i t y  o f  G a d a m e r ' s  t h o u g h t  i t s e l f .  A s

a  Ge rman  academ ic  ph i l osophe r  o f  t he  t v ren t i e t h  cen tu r y  one

has  t o  be  a  Kan t i an  i n  acco rd  w i t h  t he  l aws  o f  t he  soc io l ogy

o f  k n o w l e d g e .  I  h a v e  a l r e a d y  i n d i c a t e d  ( b u t  n o t  m a d e  f u l l y

e x p l i c i t )  h o w  G a d a m e r ' s  K a n t j , a n i s m  a f f e c t s  h i s  c o n s t r u a l  o f

" j . n t e l I e c t u a l  a g e n s . "  B u t  v / e  s e e  h i s  K a n t i a n i s r n  c o m e  t o  d o m r n -

a t e  t h e  e n t i r e  C o n v e r s a t i o n  w i t h  h r s  a n n e a l  t o  h i  s  a q q 2 \ /

"Bu rge r  zwe ie r  ! , , i e I t en " .  I n  t he  conve rsa t i on  Gadamer  f r ames

the  mode rn  p rob lem o f  t he  d i sc repancy  be tween  t he  p redom inance

o f  mode rn  sc i ence  and  t he  scope  o f  s i gn i f i - can t  r ea l j - t i e s  f a l - l -

i n g  o u t s i d e  i t s  c o m p e t e n c e  j - n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  n o t o r i o u s  K a n t i a n

d i c h o t o m i e s .  T h u s  f r a m e d ,  t h e  i s s u e  i s  h e l d  t o  b e  u n r e s o l v a b l e

r n  f a c t ,  i f  n o t  i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  b y  s u c h  w o r t h i e s  a s  H e i d e g g e r ,

C a r I  F r i e d r i c h  v o n  W e i z a c k e r ,  a n d  h i m s e l f .  T h e  i m p l i c a t i o n

i s  f o rwa rded  t haL  Lone rgan  and  t he  o the r  neo -Tho rn j . s t s  have

been  supe r f i c i a l  enough  t o  have  p re tended  t o  have  so l ved  t he

i s s u e ,  b u t  t h e y  a r e  m i s t a k e n ,  o r  t h e y  h a v e  d o n e  s o  b y  t h e

py r rh i c  v i c t o r y  o f  a  f a l - se  accoun t  o f  human  f i n i t ude .

I t  has  o f t en  been  obse rved  t ha t  t o  bad  gues t i ons  t he re

can  neve r  be  an  adequa te  answer .  So  t oo  w i t h  Gadamer ' s  p rob lem

o f  t he  f ac t  o f  s c i ence  as  posed  i n  Kan t i an  t e rms .

A s  I  s e e  i t  t h e n ,  K a n t  I i e s  a t  t h e  h e a r t  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m

tha t  He idegge r  and  cadamer  a t  t he i r  bes t  have  begun  t o  d i agnose ;

and  i t  i s  t he j - r  on l y  pa r t r a l l y  acknow ledged  f o l l owe rsh ip  o f

Kan t  t ha t  keeps  t hem f r om cohe ren t l y  r eso l v i ng  j - t  o r  f r om
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even being consistently faithful to their own deepest dialect i-

cal and therapeutic insights. Gadamer bel ieves that Kant not

only has respected the most important insights he, with Heid-

egger 's  he1p,  has  re t r ieved f ron  Ar is to t le ,  bu t  a lso  adds

dinensions beyond Aristot le. Notice how he appeals to both

Ar is to t le  and Kant  in  h ls  essays  on  ph i losoph ica l  e th ics .

Interestingly enough, however, in the essay "Cit izens
of Two Worlds'r i tself  Gadamer does not take exactly the same

tack as the one he took in Conversation. Here is where the

ambiguity of his thought comes in. Instead of lett ing the

readers hang, as i t  vrere, between Kant's phenomenal and nou-

menal worlds, in the essay he steers us by way of his congenial

interpretat ion of Plato's anametic account of coming to know

in to  the  sap ien t ia l  v iewpo in t  o f  Ar is to tJ -ers  p rac t ica l  ph iJ .o -

sophy. So he helps us to ascend to a perspective from which

we can handle the tension between the world of science and

the world of comnon sense in the intel l igently integrated

manner of practical wisdom. This way is never resolved once
and for alJ-, but has to be performed i.n an ongoing way through
t ime and in  h is to ry .  I t  s tands  as  a  h igher  v iewpo in t  i r reduc i -
ble to either the standpoint of science or that of comtnon
sense. Gadamer does not acknowledge this posit ion very well
in the Conversationi and Baur does not bring i t  out in his
Contr ibution. Let me examine i t  a bit  more ful ly here.

t tRecogn i t ionr t t  Gadamer  wr i tes ,  " i s  no t  the  mere  repet i -
t ion  o f  an  ac t  o f  knowing,  bu t  'exper ience '  in  the  t rues t
sense of the word: a journey at whose goal the already known
is  un i ted  w i th  new knowledge in  a  knowing tha t  pers is ts r .  [4 ] .
In Lonergan's terns, one knows by proceeding from the use
of what one already knows to f inding out nhat one has yet

to learn about the unknown. This attainment al lows one then
to name the unknown more adeguately, to inguiry further; i t
does  no t  s top  fu r ther  gues t ions .

Now if  the core of what Gadamer has Iearned from plato

is  tha t  f in i te  human knowing is  a lways-on- the-way,  in  cont ras t
wi.th God who "knows everything about everything" in the simpli-
c i t y  o f  an  in f in i te  ac t  o f  unders tand ing ,  then in  th is  sense
Lonergan is as much a Platonj.st as Gadamer.

Accord ing  to  Gadaner ,  Ar is to tLers  p rac t ica l  ph i losophy

teaches us  tha t  t 'ac t ion t t  as  t t the  ac t iv i t y  on  the  bas is  o f
wh ich  an  e th ica l  dec is ion ,  a  p roha i res is  i s  b rought  in to  p lay"
f i ts into "an involved system of act ion and reaction, of doing
and sufferLng" both on the part of the individual and that
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of  t he  commun i t y r '  [ 5 ] .  Mo reove r ,  " p rax i s  does  no t  mean  ac t i on

i n  acco rd  w i t h  r u l es  and  app l y i - ng  a1 - ready  a t t a i ned  know ledge ,

bu t  t he  en t i r e  p r imo rd ia l  s i t ua tedness  o f  peop le  i n  t he i r

na tu ra l  and  soc ia l  env i r onmen t . "  So  p rac t i ca l  ph i l osophy

" e m e r g e s  o u t  o f  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  p r a x i s  i t s e l f  i n  v i r t u e

o f  t h e  r e a s o n  a n d  r a t j - o n a l i t y  i n h e r e n t  i n  i t "  [ 6 ] .  C o n c r e t e l y ,

h e  f o l l o w s  A r i s t o t l e  i n  i n s i s t i n g ,  t h i s  i s  e x e r c i s e d  w i t h i n

a  common  o r i en ta t i on  and  w i t h i n  a l r eady  common l y  unde rs tood

and  known  and  dec ided  upon  ways  o f  do ing  t h i ngs  wh i ch  make

up  t he  e thos .  The  conc re te  con tex t  f o r  p rax i s  and  f o r  ph i l o -

soph i - ca I  r e f l ec t i on  upon  p rax i s  j - s  t he  k i , nd  o f  so l i da r i t y

t he  Greeks  un roman t i ca l l y  and  unsen t j -men ta l l y  ca1 led  f r i endsh j - p .

My  sense  i s  t ha t  t he  ph i l osophy  o f  Kan t  and  wha teve r

o f  Kan t  wh i ch  Gadamer  has  a l so  ass im i l a t ed  and  t akes  f o r  g ran ted

c a n n o t  d o  j u s t i c e  t o  t h e s e  A r i s t o t e l i a n  t h e m e s  i n  a  w a y  t h a t

Lone rgan ' s  ph j . I osophy  and  t heo logy  no t  on l y  can  bu t  do .  We

see  t he  commona l i t y  o f  s t a r t i ng  po in t  when  Lone rgan  no t  on l y

makes  good  bu t  p resses  Gadamer ' s  p r imacy  o f  t he  p rac t j . ca l

even  f u r t he r  t han  a  Kan t i an  f o l l ow ing  t he  s t r i c t u res  o f  t he

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  d i a l e c t i c  u p o n  r e l i g i o u s  d j - s c o u r s e  i n  p h i l o s o p h y

ca res  t o  do  when  Lone rgan  c ]a rms  t ha t  bo th  mo ra l  and  re l r g i ous

c o n v e r s i o n  f u r n i s h  t h e  c o n c r e t e  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  i n t e l - l e c t u a l  c o n -

v e r s i o n  ( o r  r a d i c a l J . y  c o n s r s t e n t  s e l f - a p p r o p r i a t i o n  o f  r a t i o n a l

s e l f - c o n s c i  o u s n e s s ) .  f n  t h i s  c l a i m ,  a l l  t h a t  A r i s t o t l e  c o u l d

mean  abou t  t he  a re ta i  o r  e :<ce l l ences  and  abou t  f r i endsh ip

comes  home .

J u s t  a s  i d e a l i s m  1 s  t h e  h a l f w a y  h o u s e  b e t l v e e n  m a t e r i a l i s m

a n d  c r i t i c a l  r e a l i s m ,  s o  t o o  d o e s  c a d a m e r ' s  H e i d e g g e r i a n  A r i s -

t o te l i an i sm  on l y  r each  ha l - fway  t owa rds  reso l v i ng  t he  mode rn

c r i s i s  t h a t  g r a v i t a t e s  a b o u t  " t h e  t w o  c u l t u r e s . ' ,  A n d  s o  w e

h a v e  t h i s  i r o n l c  s i t u a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  L o n e r g a n ' s  e f f o r t  t o  l a y

the  f ounda t i ons  f o r  t he  reso lu t i on  o f  t he  mode rn  c r i s r s  1n

a  m e t h o d  w h i c h  r e s t s  u p o n  t h e  u n i t v  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  a n d

c o n v e r t e d  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  w i l l  g e t  a c c u s e d  o f  b e i n g  t o o  i d e a l i s t

and  Kan t i an  by  peop fe  l i ke  Gadamer  whose  f ounda t i - ons  a re  a t
I e a s t  a m b i g u o u s l y  K a n t r a n .  U n I e s s  o n e  c a n  c o m e  u p  w i t h  a  t h e o r y

o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  w h i c h  i s  e m p i r i c a l l y  v e r i f i a b l e  a n d  n o r  a n -

vo . I ved  i n  Kan t i an  immahen t i sm  o r  N ie t zschean  n i , h i l i sm ,  t he

c h a n c e s  o f  r e s o l v i - n g  t h e  m o d e r n  c r i s i s  a r e  n i I .  B e  t h a r  a s
i t  m a y ,  I  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  d i s c r e p a n c y  b e t w e e n  G a d a m e r  a n d  L o n e r _
gan  may  be  bes t  b rough t  ou t  by  say ing  t ha t  bo th  a re  aga ins t

n a i v e  r e a l i s m r  b u t  G a d a m e r  o n l y  g e t s  h a l f w a y  t o  t h e  s o l u t i o n

a t t a i ned  by  Lone rgan .
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Even  more  i r on i ca l l y ,  as  a  ma t t e r  o f  f ac t  Lone rgan ' s

knowledge of  mathemat ics and modern science were j .nstrumental

i n  h i s  ab i l i t y  t o  see  t h rough  t he  scho las t i c i sm  o f  Sua rez

and Mol ina to which he had been exposed as a young man, and

to real ize that  nei ther Ar istot le nor Aquinas had made the

mistakes about understanding and knowing that  the conceptual is t

t r ad i t i on  had  f a I l en  i n t o .  f f  Lone rgan  was  ab le  t o  d i sce rn

the isomorphism between the accounts of  knowing on the part

of  Aquinas and of  modern science respect ively,  th j .s  was not

at  a1l  due to anachronism but  to h is int rospect ive understand-

ing of  h is own understanding.  This put  h im on the same perform-

at ive qround as Ar istot le and Aquinas and the performing modern

ma thema t i c i ans  and  sc i en t i s t s  ( i n  con t ras t  t o  such  m j . s t aken

thema t i za t i onso f  t ha t  pe r f o rmance  by  i deo log i s t s  o f  t he  En -

l i gh tenmen t  such  as  Bacon ,  Desca r t es ,  and  Comte ) .  Lone rgan ' s

we l l - known  f ondness  f o r  quo t i ng  E ins te i n ' s  adv i ce  t o  young

sc ien t i s t s  t o  wa t ch  wha t  sc i en t i s t s  do  ra the r  t han  I i s t en

to  wha t  t hey  say  t hey  do  ac tua l l y  t yp i f i e s  t he  d i f f e rence

betr , reen his cr i t ique of  sc ient isn and that  of  cont inental

t h i nke rs  such  as  He idegge r ,  Gadamer ,  and  Leo  S t rauss .  These

Ia t t e r  f ocus  no t  upon  sc i en t i f i c  pe r f o rmance  bu t  upon  t he

accoun t s  g i ven  o f  s c i en t i f i c  me thod  by  peop le  who  have  Mach ia -

ve l , I i an  p rog rams  t o  execu te  - -  Bacon ,  Desca r t es ,  Hobbes ,  Locke ,

and Hume. On account of  h is more empir ical  approach Lonergan

$ras able to d ist ingui ,sh between the normat ive achievements

o f  mode rn  sc i ence  and  t he  i . deo log i ca l l y -based  cove r  s t o r i es

( t o  adop t  t he  co inage  o f  my  co l l eague ,  Pa t r i c k  H .  By rne )  manu -

fac tu red  f o r  sc i ence  by  t hose  i deo logues  men t i oned  above .

Just  to ment ion an example which happens to have come

up  i n  t he  Conve rsa t i on ,  Lone rgan  can  exp la i n  i n  de ta i l  and

in  a  phenomeno log i ca l l y  os tens ib l e  way  t he  d i f f e rence  be tween

the  hypo the t i ca l -  cha rac te r  o f  ma thema t i ca l  f o rmu las  ( say ,

o f  R iemann ian  geone t r y )  and  t he  ve r i f i ed  r e fe ren t i a l i t y  o f

such  f o rmu las  a f t e r  t hey  have  been  pu t  t o  use  i n  t he  d i sc re te

exper iments of  the modern physic ist .  Whereas someone l - ike

Heidegger wi l l  go on and on about the empover ishment of  exper-

i ence  i nduced  by  l og i ca l  con t ro l  and  ob jec t i f y j . ng  t echn iques ,

Lonergan can give an account of  the enr iching character  of

sc i en t i f i c  abs t rac t i on  and  o f  t he  re fe ren t i a l  impo r t  o f  s c i -

ence ' s  p robab le  j udgmen ts ;  as  we l l  as  desc r i be  and  exp la i n

the  r i ch  i n t e rp l ay  be tween  c l ass i ca l ,  s t a t i s t i ca l ,  and  gene t i c

me thods  i n  mode rn  sc i ence .

Whereas  Lone rgan  d i s t i ngu i shes  p rec i se l y  be tween  p robab i l -

i t i e s  on  t he  l eve l  o f  hypo thes i s - f o rna t i on  and  p robab i l i t i e s
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on  t he  l eve l  o f  ve r i f i ca t i on ,  Gadamer  usua I J - y  cha rac te r i zes

the  sc i en t i f i c  concep t i on  o f  p robab i l i t y  i n  t he  o l d - f ash ioned

manne r  o f  J .  S .  M i I I  as  a  c l oak  f o r  i gno rance .  Un fo rLuna te l y ,

i n  h i s  Con t r i bu t i on  M ichae l  Bau r  i s  no t  as  c l ea r  as  he  m igh t

have  been  abou t  t he  re l a t i onsh ip  be t r { een  t he  con t i ngence  o f

c l a s s i c a l  I a w  a n d  t h e  r o l e  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y

when  he  desc r i bes  how  "be ings  wh i ch  a re  l ess  de te rm ined  by

a  m a t e r i a l  c o m p o n e n t  w i l l  b e  l e s s  s u b i e c t  t o  s c i e n t i f i c  g e n e r -

a L i z a t i o n "  ( 1 8 ) .  I n  t h i s  c o n t e x t  h e  s p e a k s  o f  a  d e c r e a s e  1 n

" t h e  p o s s i b j - I i t i e s  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  g e n e r a J - i z a t i o n "  w h e n  I  t h i n k

he  \ , r an t s  t o  convey  t ha t  h i ghe r  con juga te  and  cen t ra l  f o rms

( a t t a i n e d  b y  s c i e n t i f i c  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  a l t h o u g h  t h a t  i s

a  m i s l ead ing l - y  concep tua l i s t  way  o f  pu t t i ng  t he  ma t t e r )  a re

dec reas ing l y  de te rm ined  by  t he  man i f o l ds  o f  l owe r  f o rms  t hey

i n t e g r a t e  a t  h i g h e r  l e v e l s  o f  i n t e l l i g i b j . I i t y .  N e v e r t h e l e s s '

a t  e v e r y  l e v e I  o f  c l a s s i c a l  o r  s y s t e m a t i c  i n t e l l i g l b i t i t y

t he re  i s  i nvo l vemen t  i n  " t he  non -sys tema t i c  cha rac te r  o f  ma te r -

i a I  m u l t i p l i c i t y ,  c o n t i n u i t y ,  a n d  f r e q u e n c y "  t 7 1 .  A n d '  t o

s o m e  e x t e n t  o r  o t h e r ,  w h a t  i s  u n l n t e l l i g i b l e  f r o m  t h e  s t a n d -

p o i n t  o f  c l a s s i c a l  m e t h o d  m a y  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  i n  t e r m s  o f  s t a t i s -

t i c a l  a n d  g e n e t i c  m e t h o d .  W h e n  t h e s e  m e t h o d s  a r e  u s e d  c o m p l e -

m e n f a r i  l v -  t h c r e  i  e  f h a  n n q q i h i  I  i  t v  r  ^ - l l r z a -
r , ' e r r u q r r r f  ,  L , r s  P v o J r ! :  r  f  L  I  u L  r L r Y r r L  I  r  r L  Y e I r L - r  I

t i o n  1 n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  s t a t i c  s y s t e m s  o f  p h y s i c s  a n d  c h e m i s t r y ,

t h e  d y n a m i c  s y s t e m s  o f  t n e  o r g a n i c  a n d  t h e  p s y c h r c ,  a n d  t h c

s p i r i t u a l  s y s t e m s  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  h u m a n  o p e r a t i o r s .

B a u r ' s  l a c k  o f  c l a r i t y  a b o u t  t h e  r o l e s  o f  c l a s s i c a l  i n

r e l a t i o n  t o  s t a t i s L l c a l  a n d  g e n e t i c  ( t . o  s a y  n o t h r n g  f o r  t h e

momen t  o f  d j - a l ec t i ca l )  me thods  seems  t o  be  re f l ec ted  t h roughou t

B a u r ' s  e s s a y  w h e r e  I  s u s p e c t  t h a t  l i k e  G a d a m e r  a n d  m o s t  c o n t j - n -

en t i a l  phenomeno log i s t s  he  t ends  t o  make  t he  t e rm  sc i ence

c o n t e r m i n o u s  w i t h  c l a s s i c a l  a n d  s y s t e m a t i c  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y .

Wha t  he  means  when  he  speaks  abou t  be ing  " ve ry  ha rd  p ressed

t o  a r t i c u l a t e  s o m e  k i n d  o f  n o n - t a u t o l o q i c a l  ' I a w '  w h i c h  c o u l d

a p p l y  t o  a I l  h u m a n  b e l n g s  a s  s u c h "  ( 1 8 )  i s  a  p u z z l e  L o  m e .

W h a t  d o e s  h e  t h j - n k  t h e  f o r m a l l y  d y n a m i c  s t r u c t u r e  o f  c o n s c i o u s

i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  a s  d i s c l o s e d  a n d  v e r i f i e d  b y  t h e  s e l f - a p p r o p r i -

a t i o n  o f  r a t i o n a l  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s l l e s s  i s ?  W h . r t  d o e s  h e  t h r n k

t h e  t h e o r e t l c  d i m e n s i o n  o f  c o g n i t i o n a l  t h e o r y  c o n s i s t s  i n ?

H e n c e ,  i t  c o m e s  a s  a  d i s t i n c t  d i s a p p o i n t m e n t  t o  h e a r

B a u r  s a y  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :

F o r  G a d a m e r ,  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  I o f  s p i r i t u a l  r e a ] i t y l
canno t  be  demons t ra ted  I f o r  Lone rgan  no th i ng  can  be  p roved
j - n  t h i s  sense l  o r  even  med ia ted  i n t e l l ec tua l l y .  Any  a t t emp t
t o  d o  s o  v t o u l d  a l r e a d y  i m p l y  a  k i n d  o f  v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e
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inv io lable.  Of course the c la im here is  not  that  r re can
know nothing at  aI I  concerning the spir i tual  real i ty
which we are;  the c la im is rather that  what we may know
conce rn ing  t h i s  d i s t i nc t i ve  sp i r i t ua l  r ea l i t y  canno t
be mediated through any theory of  'actus s ignatus. '  To
express i t  in  Kant ian terminology:  knowledge concerning
the  d i s t i nc t i ve  sp i r i t ua l  r ea l i t y  wh i ch  we  a re  can  be
had  on l y  t h rough  t he  i deas  o f  p rac t i ca l  r eason .  ( 21  )

When you read th is,  you wonder what Baur means by knowledge.

He not  only seems to be point ing in the di rect ion of  restr ic t -

ing knowledge to the domain of  c lassical  and systemat ic method,

but  of  restr ic t ing i ts  range to the realn of  apodict ic  proof

o r  demons t ra t i on ,  wh i ch  Lone rgan  c l ea r l y  r ea l i zes  i s  una t t a i n -

ab le .  Fo r  Lone rgan ,  c l ass i ca l  l aws  and  t heo r i es  a re  on l y  ve r i -

f i ed  poss ib i . l i t i e s .  On  t he  o the r  hand ,  Bau r  does  no t  w i sh

to  un jus t j . f i ab l y  r es t r i c t  t he  mean ing  o f  t he  t e rm  know ledge ,

so  he  w idens  i t  t o  i nc l ude  Kan t r s  i deas  o f  p rac t i ca l  r eason .

Bu t  wha t  i s  t he  cogn i t i ve  s t a tus  o f  such  i deas?  Fo r  Kan t ,

I  bel ieve,  they fa1l  under the scope not  of  object ive knowledge

but only of  the rat ional ly  th inkable postulate.  Gadamer may

h ran t  t o  a f f i r n  t he  Kan t i an  res t r i c t i on  he re ,  bu t  does  Bau r?

I  would argue against  Baur and against  Gadamer himsel f  that

even  Gadamer  doesn ' t  cohe ren t l y  ho ld  t he  Kan t i an  pos i t i on

to  t he  ex ten t  t ha t  he  i s  i r r i t a t ed  by  Kan t ' s  con f i nemen t  o f

a r t i s t i c  know ing  t o  t he  rea lm  o f  t he  rb l oss  sub iek t i v . t  I

would also argue that  to reach coherence across the board

as regards what one means by knorrr ing would require the thorough-

go ing  app rop r i a t i on  o f  one ' s  r a t i ona l  se l f - consc iousness  t ha t

t owa rds  t he  end  o f  h i s  I i f e  Lone rqan  t ended  t o  ca l l  i n t e l l ec -

t ua l  conve rs i on .

I  am  w i l l i ng  t o  concede  t ha t ,  due  t o  i t s  na i ve  rea l i sm ,

much of  scholast ic  phi losophy probably d id lead people in

t he  schoo l s  t o  hypos ta t i ze  A r i s t o t l e ' s  ma te r i a l  and  f o rma l

causes ,  and  t o  a t t r i bu te  a  k i nd  o f  e f f i c i en t  causa l i t y  ( a

so r t  o f  imag inab le  ' agency ' )  t o  ma t t e r  and  f o rm ,  espec ia l l y

i n  j . t s  t a l k  abou t  ma t t e r  as  a  p r i nc i p l e  o f  i nd i v i dua t i on .

I  hope  t ha t  Bau r  i s  no t  gu i l t y  o f  t h i s .  Bu t  Gadamer  ce r t a i n l y

i s  r eac t i ng  t o  such  a  t endency  i n  t he  scho las t i c  t r ad i t i on

i n  h i s  r esponses  t o  Bau r r s  b r j . ng i ng  up  t he  t op i c  o f  ma t t e r

i n  t he  Conve rsa t i on .

The point  is  that  both in the realm of  inter ior i ty  where

e re  a re  f ocused  upon  " t he  d i s t i nc t i ve  sp i r i t ua l i t y  wh i ch  we

are" and in the wor ld of  theory general ly  the cr i ter ia imported

by a hor izon for  which the real  corresponds to the "a l ready-

out- there-now" is  catastrophic.  The scholast ics at  large and
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HegeJ -  may  have  been  gu i J - t y  o f  t h i s  m i x tu re ,  bu t  I  see  no  reason

to  suspec t  Lone rgan  o f  i t .

T h i s  b r i n g s  m e  t o  t h e  l a s t  i s s u e  I  w i s h  t o  d i s c u s s  i n

t h i s  a r t i c l e ,  t he  t op i c  o f  w i l I .  I n  t he  Conve rsa t i on ,  Gadamer

uses  i t  as  t he  i ncon t rove r t i b l e  ev i dence  f o r  h i s  a l l ega t i on

abou t  " t he  i nadequacy  o f  t he  app rop r i a t i on  o f  t he  Greek  ph i l o -

s o p h y  t h r o u g h  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  c h u r c h "  ( 6 - 7 ) .

L e t  m e  a s k  y o u :  w h a t  i s  t h e  G r e e k  w o r d  f o r  ' w i l l , '  f o r' v o l u n t a s ' ?  T h e r e  i s  n o n e .  I t  d o e s n ' t  e x i s t  i n  G r e e k .
I t ' s  a  v o l u n t a r i s m  t o  t h i n k  e v e r y t h i n g  i n  L a t i n .  T h a t , s
one  o f  t he  po in t s  t ha t  He idegge r  made .  He  had  go t t en
to  know  a  Thom is t i c  A r i s t o t l - e  a t  f i - r s t .  Then  he  read
Me is te r  Eckha r t  and  Lu the r ,  and  t hen  he  read  A r i s t o t l e .
A n d  t h e r e  i s  n o  ' v o l u n t a s r  i n  A r i s t o t l e  . . .  ( 7 )

Gadamer  i s  say i ng  an  aw fu l  l o t  he re ,  no t  j us t  abou t  t he

absence  o f  vo l un tas  i n  A r i s t o t l e  bu t  a l so  abou t  t he  suspecc

n a t u r e  o f  t h e  L a t i n i . z a t i o n  o f  c r e e k  p h i l o s o p h y :  t h e  L a t i n

l a n g u a g e  ( o n  a c c o u n t  o f  S t o i c  i n f l u e n c e ? )  c a r r i e s  w i t h  i t

t he  i nag ina t i ve l y  l oaded  conno ta t i ons  assoc j - a ted  i nd i sso lub l y

w i t h  a  v o l u n t a r i s m .  H e  a l s o  t e l e s c o p e s  f o r  u s  h e r e  a  n e a t

p i c t u re  o f  t he  young  He idegge r ' s  g radua l l y  com ing  t o  see  how

incompa t i b l e  t h i s  se t  o f  imag ina t i ve  connoLaL t -ons  was  w i t h

an  adequa te  exeges j - s  o f  G reek  ph i l osoph i ca l  t ex t s r  and  o f

h i s  e a r l i e s t  r e a l i z a t i o n s  t h a t  e v e n t u a l l - y  l e d  t o  t h e  p r o l e c t

o f  ' o v e r c o m i n g  m e t a p h y s i c s '  b o t h  a s  p r e m o d e r n  o n t o l o g i e s  o f

subs tance  and  as  mode rn  on to l og j . es  o f  sub jec t .  And  a t  s t ake

i n  a l I  t h i s  i s  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  v o l u n t a r i s m  f i r s t  d i a q n o s e d

b y  N i e t z s c h e .

F o l l o w i n g  a l o n g  t h i s  L i n e  o f  t h o u g h t ,  c a d a m e r  t e l l s  u s
h o w  m u c h  m o r e  a t  e a s e  h e  i s  w i t h  p l a t o ' s  a n d  A r i s t o t l - e ' s  s p e e c h

abou t  t o  t he ion  t han  he  i s  w i t h  t he  Ch r i s t i an  l anguage  o f
h o  t h e o s ,  w h i c h  i m p l i e s  a  b e i n g  t r a n s c e n d e n t  t o  a 1 I  f r n i t e

b e i n g s  w h o  c r e a t e s  t h e m  e x  n i h i l o  b y  e f f i c i e n t .  c a u s a l i t y .
Why  i s  Gadamer  uncomfo r t ab l_e  w i t h  t he  I a t t e r  ( a t  l eas r  r n
h i s  r o l e  a s  p h i l o s o p h e r ) ?  p e r h a p s  O n t o - t h e o - l o q i e ,  o r  v o l u n _
t a r i , s m  a n d  o b j e c t i f y j . n g  h y p o s t a t i z a t i o n  w r i t  J - a r g e .

I n  a  s o m e w h a t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i - c  l a c u n a ,  i n  a I I  t h i s  t a l k
abou t  vo l un ta r i sm  the re  i s  no  acknow ledgemen t  a t  a I l -  o f  t he
f a c t  t h a t  i n  A q u i n a s ' s  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  v o l u n t a s  t h e r e  i s  n o
v o l u n t a r i s m .

Th i s  ove rs i gh t  has  t o  do  w i t h  t he  i r npo r t a t i on  i n t o  t he
t h e o r y  o f  t h e  w j - 1 1  o f  i m a g e s  o f  e f f i c i e n t  c a u s a l i t y  o n  t h e
p a r t  o f  t h e  w i l I  t h a t  a r e  s t r i c t l y  b e s i d e  t h e  p o i n t .  T h i s
e r r o r  i s  o n e  o f  t h e  r a m i f i - c a t i o n s  o f  o v e r s i g h t  . r b o u t  i n s i g h t

METHOD
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and  t he  ro l e  o f  i n t e l l i gence ,  o f  i n t e l l i g i b1e  emana t i ons ,

o f  t he  p rec i se  make -up  o f  w iL l  as  an  i n t e l l ec tua l  appe t i t e .

I  have al ready nent ioned Baur 's vagueness about the re la-

t ionship between the cont ingence of  c lassical  or  systemat ic

i n t e l l i - g i b i l i t y  due  t o  t he  "non -sys tema t i c  cha rac te r  o f  ma te r -

i a1  nu l t i p l i c i t y ,  con t i nu i t y ,  and  f r equency "  i n  wh i ch  i t  i s

i nvo l ved ,  on  t he  one  hand ;  and  t he  doma ins  o f  s t a t i s t i ca l

and  gene t i c  i . n t e l l i g i b i l i t y .  Bu t ,  mo re  se r i ous l y  i n  t h i s  con -

t ex t ,  Bau r  l eaves  unh igh l i gh ted  " t he  rad i ca l  d i f f e rence  be rween

the  con t i ngence  o f  t he  ac t  o f  w i l l i ng  and  t he  gene ra l  con t i n -

gence of  existence and occurrence in the rest  of  the domain

o f  p ropo r t i ona te  be ing "  [ 8 ] .  As  Lone rgan  pu t s  i t :

F reedom,  t hen ,  i s  a  spec ia l  k i nd  o f  con t i ngence .  I t  i s
con t i ngence  t ha t  a r i ses ,  no t  f r om  the  emp i r i ca l  r es i due
tha t  g rounds  ma te r i a l i t y  and  t he  non -sys tema t i c ,  bu t
i n  t he  o rde r  o f  sp i r i t ,  o f  i n t e l l i gen t  g rasp ,  r a t i ona ]
re f l ec t i on ,  and  mora lLy  gu ided  w i I l .  I t  has  t he  two foLd
bas i s  t ha t  i t s  ob jec t  i s  me re l y  a  poss ib i l i t y  and  t ha t
i t s  agen t  i s  con t i ngen t  no t  on l y  i n  h i s  ex i s t ence  bu t
a l so  i n  t he  ex tens ion  o f  h i s  r a t i ona l  consc iousness  i n t o
ra t i ona l  se l f - consc iousness .  Fo r  i t  i s  one  and  t he  same
ac t  o f  w i l l i ng  t ha t  bo th  dec ides  i n  f avou r  o f  t he  ob jec t
o r  aga ins t  i t  and  t ha t  cons t i t u t es  t he  sub jec t  as  dec id i ng
reasonab l y  o r  un reasonab l y ,  as  succeed ing  o r  f a i l i ng
i n  t he  ex tens ion  o f  r a t i ona l  consc iousness  i n t o  an  e f f ec -
t i ve l y  r a t j . ona l  se l f - consc iousness .  t 91

Lonergan mixes the language of  facul ty psychology (wi I I

as  a  po tency ;  w i l l i ngness  as  a  hab i t ;  w i l l i ng  as  an  ac t )  n i t h

t he  l anguage  o f  i n t en t i ona l - i t y  ana l ys i s  ( p rac t i ca l  i n s i gh t s ,

r a t i ona l  r e f l ec t i on ,  dec i s i on )  i n  I ns i qh t , s  accoun t  o f  mo ra l

se l f - consc i  ousness .  The  f o rmer  co r responds  w i t h  t he  La t i n

o f  Aqu inas ,  i n  wh i ch  he  was  ab le  t o  g i ve  an  amaz ing l y  compre -
hensi .ve account of  the compl_ex interplay betr . reen the facul ty

o f  i n t e l l ec t  and  t ha t  o f  w i l l  i n  t he  un fo l d i ng  o f  human  ac t i on .
But even when Lonergan uses a set  of  terms more in l ine wi th

i n ten t i ona l i t y  ana l ys i s ,  h i s  accoun t  i s  i n  r emarkab le  ha rmony

with that  of  Aquinas.  Thus when he speaks of  f reedom as a

" c o n t i n g e n t  t h a t  a r i s e s  . . .  i n  t h e  o r d e r  o f  s p i r i t ,  o f  i n t e l l i -
gen t  g rasp ,  r a t i ona l  r e f l ec t i on ,  and  mora l l y  gu ided  w i I l r ' ,

he  i s  i n t eg ra t i ng  and  rea f f i rm ing  Aqu inas ' s  t each ing  i n  h i s

o rdn .  Ne i t he r  accoun t  i s  vo l un ta r i s t .

I  t ake  " vo lun ta r i sm"  t o  mean  t he  op in i on  t ha t  $ r i 1 I  i s

a  f acu l t y  p r i o r  t o  and  supe r i o r  t o  i n t e l l - ec t ,  so  t ha t  i n t e l l ec t

and  a l l  o t he r  f acu l t i e s  a re  sub jec t  t o  and  i ns t r umen ta l  t o
i t .  Th i s  a l so  imp l i es  t ha t  t he  momen t  o f  a rb i t r a r i ness  i s
integral  to the power to choose f reely,  so that  f reedom is

v i r t ua l l y  consonan t  w i t h  w i l l f uLness .

1 4 8
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METHOD

The  f o l l ow ing  summary  by  Lone rgan  o f  Aqu inas ' s  t heo ry

t h e  w i l L s h o w s  h o \ d  l i t t l e  i t  h a s  t o  d o  w i t h  v o l u n t a r i s m :

U p  t o  t h e  P a r s  P r i m a  i n c l u s i v e l y ,  t h e  w i I I ,  f o r  A q u i n a s ,
was  a  pass i ve  f acuJ . t y  moved  by  an  i n t e l l ec tua l  app rehen -
s i on  o f  t he  good :  ' appe t i b i l e  app rehensum move t  appe t i t um . '
I n  t he  De  Ma Io  and  t he  P r ima  Secundae ,  t he  i n t e l l ec tua l
a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  t h e  g o o d  i s  t h e  e f f i c i e n t  c a u s e  o n l y
o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  a c t ;  t h e  e x e r c i s e  o f  t h e
a c t  o f  w i l l i n g  a  m e a n s  h a s  i t s  e f f i c i e n t  c a u s e  a c t u a t e d
w i t h  r espec t  t o  an  end ;  t he  exe rc i se  o f  t he  ac t  o f  w i l l i ng
an  end  has  i t s  e f f i , c i en t  cause  i n  an  ex te rna l  move r  who
i s  God .  A t  no  t ime  d i d  Aqu inas  advance  o r  suppose  t ha t
an  immanen t  ac t  has  t o  be  caused  e f f i c i en t l y  by  t he  f acu l -
t y  i n  w h i c h  i t  o c c u r s  t h o u g h ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e
to  cons t ruc t  a rgumen ts  t o  t he  con t ra r y  based  upon  t he
e g u i v o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  t e r m s  a c t i o  a n d  o p e r a t i o ,  w h i c h  s o m e -
t imes  mean  e f f i c i en t  causa l i t y  and  some t imes  s imp l y  second
a c t ,  e n e r q e j - a . . . .  I T ] h e  v o l u n t a s  m o t a  e t  n o n  m o v e n s  o f
S u m m a  t h e o l - o q i a e ,  1 - 2 ,  q .  1 1 1 ,  a .  2 ,  i s  w h a t  j - t  c l a i m s
t o  b e ,  a  p a s s i v e  a c t  p r o d u c e d  i n  t h e  w i l l  b y  G o d  w i t h o u t
a n y  e f f i c i e n c y  e x e r t e d  b y  t h e  w i l l  i t s e l f .  I t  i s  t r u e
tha t  i n  l a t e r  Thom is t  doc t r i ne  no t  on l y  i s  such  pass i v i t y
i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  f r e e d o m ,  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  t h e  a c t  o f  w i I I -
i n g  a n  e n d  i s  n o t  f r e e .  N o n e t h e l e s s ,  i t  i s  a  v i t a l ,  l m m a n -
e n t ,  v o l u n t a r y  a c t ,  j u s t  a s  t h e  a c t  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g
i n  t h e  i n t e l l e c t u s  p o s s i b i l i s  i s  a  v i t a I ,  i m m a n e n t ,  i n t e l -
I e c t u a l  a c t  t h o u g h  i n t e l l i q e r e  e s t  p a t i ,  t 1 0 l

When  we  become  c l ea r  t ha t  any  vo lun ta r i s t  accoun t  o f

t h e  w i I I  i s  e l i m i n a t e d  f o r  e i t h e r  A q u i - n a s  o r  L o n e r g a n ,  w e

c a n  a l s o  c J . a r i f y  w h a t  L o n e r g a n  m e a n s  b y  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  f u n c -

t i o n  e x e r c i s e d  b y  s p i r i t  w h e n  v r i I I  c o n f e r s  l a w s  o n  l o w e r  l e v e l s

o f  b e i n g .  T h e  l a w  b e r n g  c o n f e r r e d  o r j - g j - n a t e s  w i t h  p r a c t i c a l

i n s i g h t s  ( " i n t e l I i g e n t  g r a s p " )  t h a t  a r i s e  i n  a n s t ^ r e r  t o  t h e

q u e s t i o n ,  W h a t  s h o u l d  I  d o ?  a n d  w i t h  r e f l e c t i v e  a n d  a f f e c c r v e

i n s i g h t s  ( " r a t i o n a l  r e f f e c t l o n " )  t h a t  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,

S h o u I d  I  d o  i t ?  b y  e l i c r t i n g  r e s p o n s i b l e  j u d g m e n t s  o f  v a I u e .

On  t he  Thom is t  accoun t ,  wheneve r  a  j udgmen t  o f  va l ue  occu rs

a n  i n t e l l i g i b l e  e m a n a t i o n  p r o c e e d s  ( c o n s c i o u s l y ,  i n t e l l i g e n t l y ,

r e a s o n a b l y ,  r e s p o n s i b l y )  f r o m  t h e  i n t e l l e c t  j - n t o  t h e  w i I 1 .

Th i s  i s  wha t  cons t i t u t es  wha t  Lone rgan  ca l l s  t he  "mo ra I I y
g u i d e d  w i 1 l . "

T h e  s p i r i t u a l l y  i n t e l l i g i b l e  a n d  i n t e l l i g e n t  I a w  i m p o s e d

u p o n  l o w e r  I e v e l s  o f  b e i n g  ( " r e a l i z e d  i n  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  s e n -

s i t i v e  f l o w " )  i s  n o t  m a n u f a c t u r e d  b y  t h e  w i l l  i t s e l f ,  b u t

i s  e i t h e r  e f f e c t i v e l y  f o l l o w e d  t h r o u g h  o n  o r  n o t  b y  t h e  a c t

o f  w i l l  o n  t h e  l e v e l  o f  m o r a l  s e L f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s .

B a u r ' s  c r i t i q u e  o f  L o n e r g a n  o n  w i l l  g i v e s  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n

t h a t  i t  m a k e s  s e n s e  t o  t h i n k  o f  t h e  i n t e l l i g i - b i l i t y  o f  t h e

a c t  o f  w i l l  o r  d e c l s i o n  a p a r t  f r o m  p r a c t i c a l  i n s i g h t  a n d  r e -

f l e c t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n .  B u t  1 n  t h e  I e g i s l a t i v e  f u n c t i o n  o f  t h e

s p i r i t  a I I  t h r e e  a r e  s o l i d a r y  r n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o f
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p resuppos i t i on  and  comp lemen ta r i t y .  you  can ' t  have  t he  l a t e r

members  o f  t he  se r i es  w i t hou t  t he  f o rmer i  bu t  you  don ' t  have
the  l a t t e r  s imp l y  because  you  have  t he  f o rmer ,  s i nce  each
la t t e r  member  i s  no t  necess i t a ted  by  t he  ea r l i e r ,  and  t he
las t  member ,  dec i s i on ,  i s  f r ee .  Neve r t he less  t he  ra t i ona l i t y

i nvo l ved  i n  dec i s i on  i s  no t  t he  i nven t i on  o f  an  i n t e r l i g i b l e
cou rse  o f  ac t i on  o the r  t han  t he  one  a l r eady  gene ra ted  by  p rac_
t i c a l  i n s i g h t  a n d  a p p r o v e d  b y  r a t i o n a L r e f l e c t i o n .  R a t h e r ,
I  t ake  i t ,  t he  ac t  o f  w j . l 1 ' s  r a t i ona l i - t y  i s  cons t i t u t ed  by
the  e f f ec t i ve  f o l l ow - th rough  on  t ha t  unde rs tand ing  and  eva lu_
a t i on  wh i ch  i s  f r ee ,  because  i t  i s  necess i t a ted  ne i t he r  f r om
h t i t hou t  ( f o r  t he  cou rse  o f  ac t i on  i s  on ry  poss ib re )  no r  f r om
r r i t h i n  ( s i nce  we  a re  no t  coe rced  t o  f o l l ow  t h rough ) .

The  f a i - l u re  t o  f o l l ow  t h rough  keeps  new  ex i s t ence  o r
occu r rence  ( t he  ac tua t i on  o f  t he  poss ib l e  cou rse  o f  ac t i - on )
f r om f r ee l y  and  con t i ngen t l y  com ing  t o  be .  One  does  no t  have
to  r each  t h i s  conc rus ion  by  way  o f  a  deduc t i on  f r om me taphys i cs
a s  B a u r  s e e m s  t o  i m p l y  ( 2 0 1 i  i t  i s  e x p e r i e n t i a l l y  o s t e n s i b l e
e a c h  t i m e  v / e  r e a l i z e  t h a t  f r e e  a c t s  t h a t  a r e  e v i l  ( B a u r , s

" a c t  w h i c h  c o n f e r s  d i s o r d e r  u p o n  e x i s t i n g  r e a l i t y ' , ( 2 0 ) )  r e d u c e
to  om iss i ons  ra the r  t han  commiss ions :  f a i r , u res  t o  f o r l ow
th rough .

N o r  j . s  B a u r ' s  d i c h o t o m y  o n  p a g e  2 0  ( " E i t h e r  o n e  c a n  m a i n _
t a i n  . . . i  o r  e l s e  o n e  c a n  a r g u e  . . . " 1  c o n v i n c i n g  a s  a  p o i n t
sco red  aga j - ns t  Lone rgan .  f t  i s  s t a ted  as  i f  Lone rgan  had  neve r
men t i oned  i nve rse  i ns i gh t  o r  spoken  o f  s i n  as  an  ob jec t i ve
su rd .  Wha t  does  Bau r  t h i nk  Lone rgan  means  by  , su rd r?

He re  aga in  I  am  no t  su re  t ha t  when  Bau r  speaks  abou t
L o n e r g a n ' s  " e x p l a n a t o r y  w o r l d - v i e w ' ,  ( 2 2 1  h e  i s  t h i n k i n g  e i t h e r
abou t  emergen t  p robab i l i t y  (wh i ch  i s  open  t o  b reakdowns  and
s u r d s )  o r  a b o u t  v e r t i c a r  f i n a l i t y  ( v J h i c h  i s  o p e n  t o  s u r p r i s e s
pa r  exce l r ence ,  such  as  t he  supe rna tu ra l .  ye t  comp lex  i n t e l l i -
g i b i l i t y  o f  t he  redemp t i on )  i ns tead  o f  some  "b l ow_up"  o f  s ys_
t e m a t i c  i n t e l l i q i b i l i t y .  B u t  t h e s e  a r e  i n t e g r a l  t o  L o n e r g a n , s
e x p l a n a t o r y  w o r l d - v i e w .

Howeve r ,  i f  Bau r  accep t s  Kan t i an  assump t i ons  abou t  t he
m e a n i n g  o f  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  i t s e l f  ( i n  t e r m s  o f  u n i v e r s a l i t y
and  abso lu te  necess i t y ) ,  t hen  ( v r i t h  Gadamer )  he  w i l I  no t  on l y
m isunde rs tand  b rha t  Lone rgan  means  by  exp rana to r y  wo r l d - v i ew ,
bu t  a l so  f a i l  t o  see  how  Lone rgan , s  i dea  o f  r a t i ona l - i t y  i s
n o t  " u n j u s t i f i a b l y  r e s t r i c t e d "  { 2 3 n t 3 ; .  I f  o n e  d o e s  a c c e p E .
the  Kan t i an  p resuppos i t i ons ,  one  i s  I e f t  w i t h  t he  d l sembod ied
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Vernun f t f ak tum de r  F re i he j . t  wh j . ch  has  no  conc re te  p ro tec t i on

aga j -ns t  t he  d i so r i en ta t i on  o f  a  N ie t zschean  W i l l - t o -Power ;

o r  aga ins t  He idegge r r s  v i r t ua l  p resuppos i t i on  o f  t he  da rkness

and  nega t i v i t y  o f  ev i l  as  t he  cond i t i on  f o r  human  f r eedom.

Fa r  f r om ach iev i ng  t he  ove rcom ing  o f  vo l un ta r i sm ,  He ideg -

ge r  managed  i t s  r educ t i o  ad  absu rdum by  mak ing  i t  a lmos t  im -

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

s e l f - c o n s c i  o u s n e s s ,  , . .  m i t i g a t i n g  t h e  m o r a l  c o d e  b y  r a t i o n a l -

i z a t i o n ,  a n d  g i v i n g  u p  h o p e  i - n  t h e  s t r u g g l e "  t  1 1  I  f r o m

the i r  oppos i t es .

F i na l l y ,  I  be l i eve  t ha t  Gadamer  wou ld  have  no  p rob lems

w i t h  A q u i n a s ' s  a n d  L o n e r g a n ' s  i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t  ( a s  o p p o s e d

to  voJ -un ta r i s t )  accoun t  o f  w i l l  and  f r eedom i f  on l y  he  knew

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

f r o m  H e i d e g g e r  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  N a t i o n a l  S o c i a l i s m  a n d  i n  h i s

w i J . l i ngness  t o  t r y  t o  use  t he  l anguage  o f  consc j - ousness  (as

j . n  w i r kunqsqesch i ch t l j . ches  Bewuss t se in )  i n  a  non -Kan t j - an  and

so  more  He idegge r - compa t i b l e  sense  .
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REVIEW

Jean -Marc  Lapo r te ,  S . J .  ,  Pa t i ence  and  Poh re r :  G race  f o r  t he
F i r s t  W o r I d .  N e w  Y o r k :  P a u l i s t  P r e s s ,  1 9 8 8 .  P p .  2 9 7 .

P ro fesso r  o f  s ys tema t i c  t heo logy  s i nce  1971  a t  Reg i s

CoIIege,  Toronto,  Jean-Marc Laporte had al ready demonstrated

his competence in the thought of  Thomas Aquinas when he pub-

1  i  shed  Les  s t r uc tu res  dynam iques  de  l a  g rAce  :  q rAce  m6d i c i na le

e t  q rAce  ' e l evan te  
d ' ap rds  Thomas  d tAqu in  IMon t rea l :  Be l l a rm : .n ,

19741 .  A lmos t  f i f t een  yea rs  l a t e r ,  he  noh r  g races  us  r . r i t h  a

wo rk  wh i ch  i s  a t  t he  same  t ime  b roade r  and  more  pe rsona l .

I t s  t i t l e ,  Pa t i ence  and  Power ,  a l l udes  t o  t he  two  t r ad i t i ona l

s i des  o f  g race :  ope ra t i ve  (whe re  God  a l one  i s  ac t i ve ,  and

the human person passive) and cooperaLive ($rhere both are

ac t i ve ) .  Hence  a  j ou rney  f r o rn  power l essness ,  t h rough  empower -

m e n t ,  t o  " a  p o w e r  . . .  p e r m e a t e d  w i t h  p a t i e n c e  a n d  r e s p e c t "  ( 1 4 r .

The  sub t i t l e  o f  t he  book  i nd i ca tes  t ha t  t he  au tho r  w r i t es

a  t heoJ -ogy  o f  g race  f o r  t he  f i r s t  wo r l d .  As  he  d raws  mos t l y

f r om Pau l ,  Augus t i ne ,  Aqu i . nas ,  and  f r om the  resou rces  o f  soc i o -

I ogy ,  psycho logy  and  pe rsona l i s t i c  ph i l osophy  (espec iaJ . I y

John  Macmur ray ) ,  he  o f f e r s  h i s  r eade rs  t he  bes t  t ha t  Wes te rn

t r ad i t i on  - -  bo th  anc ien t  and  mode rn  - -  has  i , n  s t o re  f o r  t hem.

Lapo r te  i s  neve r t he less  i n  f r equen t  d i a l ogue  w i t h  Ch r i s t i an

th i nk i ng  done  i n  t he  second  and  t h i r d  wo r l d  ( see ,  f o r  examp le ,

sec t i ons  o f  chap te r s  1 ,  2 ,  and  3 ) .  The  i n f l uence  o f  Be rna rd

Lone rgan  i s  l i kew i se  o f t en  f e l t  ( i n  chap te r  2 ,  as  t he  au tho r

assesses  t he  g row th  and  dec l i ne  o f  t he  Wes te rn  t r ad i t : . on  on

g r a c e ;  o c c a s i o n a l l y  a l s o  i n  c h a p t e r s  5  a n d  6 ) .

Be fo re  exp lo r i ng  t he  r i ches  o f  t he  book ,  I  sha l I  b r i e f l y

men t i on  a  f ew  m ino r  m i s takes .  F i r s t ,  a  coup le  o f  m i sp r i n t s :
p .  2 3 ' 1 ,  1 . - 5 ,  r e a d  " a p a r t  f r o m  g r a c e " l  p .  2 7 3 ,  l .  1 8 ,  r e a d

"Chap te r  Th ree " .  Second l y ,  t he  many  d i ag rams ,  gene ra l l y  use fu l ,

show  a  t endency  t o  ove rske t ch ,  some t imes  a t  t he  cos t  o f  t r u t h .

Fo r  i ns tance ,  p .  233 t  I sn ' t  even  hea l i ng  more  a  ma t t e r  o f

i n f used  t han  o f  acqu i r ed  v i r t ues?  I sn ' t  t he  supe rna tu ra l  as

g r a d u a l  ( a c t u a l -  g r a c e )  a s  i n s t a n t a n e o u s  ( j u s t i f i c a t i o n ) ?

Chap te r  1  p resen t s  a  p rec i se  and  i ns i gh t f u l  phenomeno logy

o f  t he  s t r ugg le  be tween  s i n  and  g race  as  i - t  t akes  p l ace  i n

con tempo ra ry  i ns t i t u t i ons .  Chap te r  2  r e t r aces  t he  ma in  h i s t o r i -

ca l  s t eps  o f  t he  Wes te rn  con t r i bu t i on  t o  t he  t heo logy  o f  g race

and  ske t ches  p resen t  poss ib i l i t i e s .  Chap te r s  3  and  4  succes -

s i ve l y  i n t r oduce  t he  t hough t  o f  pau l ,  Augus t i ne  and  Aqu inas
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on  g race .  Each  chap te r  spec i f i e s  t he  ove ra l l  h i s t o r i ca l  con tex t

e rhe re i n  t hese  t h i nke rs  we re  w r i t i ng .  Pau I  announces  "g race

fo r  t he  be tween - t ime , "  i n  an  apoca l yp t i c  v i s i on  wh i ch  resemb les

ou r  s i t ua t i on  a t  t he  end  o f  t he  second  rn i l l en i um a f t e r  ch r i s t .

Augus t i ne  p resen t s  "g race  f o r  a  dy i ng  age , "  wh i l e  t he  Roman

emp i re  was  c rumb l i ng .  Aqu inas  re f f ec t s  on  "g race  f o r  an  emerg -

i ng  wo r l d , "  i n  a  cu l t u re  wh i ch  was  bo th  s tab le  and  c rea t l ve .

Lapo r te  i s  a  f i ne  i n t e rp re te r  o f  Pau I ,  Augus t i ne  and

Aqu inas .  I n  each  case ,  a f t e r  t ak i ng  accoun t  o f  t he  h i s t o r i ca l

con tex t ,  he  f ocuses  on  t he  s t r uc tu res  t ha t  r ende r  t he  e l emen ts

i n te l l i g i b l e ;  he  a l so  unpacks  t he i r  mean ing  by  compar i ng  t hem

wi th  con te rnpo ra r y  r e f l ec t i ons  d rawn  f r om soc io l og i s t s ,  psycho l -

o g i s t s  a n d  e d u c a t i o n i s t s  ( e . 9 . ,  P a u l o  F r e i r e ) .

Th i s  me thod  has  an  advan tage  and  a  d rawback .  on  t he  one

h a n d ,  t h e  r e a d e r  c a n  e a s i l y  g r a s p  t h e  s p i r i t u a l  a n d  p r a c t i c a l

consequences  o f  w r i t i ng  s t y l es '  wh i ch  a re  ve ry  d i f f e ren t  f r om

ou rs .  See ,  f o r  j . ns tance '  i n  Chap te r  4  and  5 ,  t he  mu tua l l y

i l l um ina t i ng  ove r l app ings  be tween  Augus t i ne  and  Aqu inas ,  and

some  p resen t -day  psycho log i s t s .  On  t he  o the r  hand ,  t he  t ex t s

a r e  d e a l t  w i t h  a s  i f  t h e y  d i d  n o t  b e l o n g  t o  d i s t i n c t  s t a g e s

o f  t heo log i ca l  me thod .  I n  Chap te r  3 ,  t he  au tho r ' s  p rema tu re

t r a n s p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  d y n a m i c s  o f  g r a c e  a c c o r d i n g  t o  S t .  P a u l

and  t o  Pau l , o  F re i r e  bypasses  t he  med ia t i on  o f  s ys tema t i c  t heo -

l o g y .  S u c h  s y s t e m a t i z a t i o n  t h e  o n e  d o n e  b y  A q u i n a s  i s

i n t r oduced  i n  Chap te r  5 ,  bu t  i t  i s  no t  c l ea r l y  shown  t o  be

a  k i n d  o f  t h i n k i n g  v 6 5 . 7  i r f f e r e n t  f r o m  t h e  p r e v i o u s  r e f l e c t i o n s

i t  s y s t e m a t i z e s .

T h e  s y n t h e s e s  o f  P a u I ,  A u g u s t i n e  a n d  A q u i n a s ,  a s  w e l l

as  t he  comp lemen ts  Lapo r te  f i nds  i n  con tempo ra ry  au tho rs ,

a re  t r ea ted  as  t hough  t hey  r , r e re  on  t he  same  Ieve l  o f  t heo lo -

g i z i n g .  M o s t  o f  t h e  t i m e ,  e v e n  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  b y  A q u i n a s

a r e  s e e n  i n  a  d e s c r i p t i v e  w a Y ,  t h a t  i s  t o  s a y ,  a s  i l l u s t r a t i n g

the  re l a t i onsh ips  be tween  humans ,  and  be tween  humans  and  God ,

f r o m  t h e  v i e w p o i n t  o f  c o m m o n s e n s e  e x p e r i e n c e .  O n  p -  2 3 2 ,  p a r a -

g r a p h  4  ( j - n c l u d j - n g  n o t e  7 9 1 ,  o n e  c a n  s p o t  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s

o f  a  p e r s o n a l i s m  w h i c h  r e m a i n s  d e s c r i p t i v e .  W i t h  L a p o r t e '

T  1 1 6 r \ r  m r r a h  i n n r a ^ i a f a  l - h a  n p r q o n a  t  '  ^ -r  v L r J  r , - - - - - - l r s r n  c r  ' l n o r n a s  A q u r n a s -

T h e  p r o b l e m ,  h o w e v e r ,  i s  n o t  p e r s o n a l i s m  i n  i t s e l f ,  b u t  a

t h e o l o g i c a l  p e r s o n a l i s m  w h i c h  d o e s  n o t  e x p l i c i t l y  t e n d  t o w a r d

the  exp lana to r y  s t age .  Lapo r t e  has  sh ied  away  f r om tha t  t ask .

H e  w r i t e :  " I t  i s  b e t t e r  t o  a c c e p t  t h e  a m b i g u i t y  a n d  t e n s i o n

t h a t  f l o w s  f r o m  u n r e s o l v e d  p l u r a l i t y  t h a n  t o  g e t  s t u c k  i n

a  p r e m a t u r e  s y n t h e s i s "  ( 2 6 2 ) -
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I have insisted on that shortcomi.ng because I think i t

is regrettable that, since Rahner (who hinself vras not very

explanatory but at least offered a synthetic view of grace),

no theologian (to my knowledge) has tr ied to develop a system-

at ic  theo logy  o f  g race .  As  a  mat te r  o f  fac t ,  because o f  h is

structural approach, his theological formation and his intel-

lectual acumen, Laporte is closer to systematic theology than

De Lubac, Schi l lebeeckx, Leonardo Boff and Segundo (to mention

some of those who have writ ten on grace sj.nce the Second Vati-

can  Counc i l ) .  Desp i te  my reserva t ions ,  I  wou ld  venture  to

say  tha t ,  ow ing  to  the  r i chness  o f  i t s  ana lyses ,  i t s  c rea t ive

para1 le1s  and i t s  nove l  perspec t ives ,  Lapor te 's  book  is  the

best one to have been published on grace 1n the last tvtenty

years .

L o u i s  R o y ,  O . P .

Boston College




