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RECONSTRUCTION, DIALECTIC AND PRAXIS

Patrick Riordan, S.J.
Milltown Institute, Dublin

Bernard Lonergan's Method in Theology proposed a particu-

lar organization of the questions and methods of theology.
This proposal arose from a prolonged study of human cognition
begun in his earlier philosophical writings. The outcome
of the philosophical reflection, from the Verbum articles

to Method in Theology, was a generalized empirical method,

which Lonergan proposed, not only as a contribution to the
clarification of method in Theology but as articulatingi a
method appropriate for all the sciences of culture. So far,
his proposal seems to have evoked little response from prac-
titioners within the mainstream of these sciences. However,
there are other voices apart from his advocating similar
shifts in method, and there are recurring problems within
the realms of debate of these sciences which draw attention
to the limitations of currently dominant methodologies. These
voices point out in one way or another that the roots of
social reality are to be sought in human meaning and purpose.
The problems which provoke such remarks are typically the
problems encountered when the explanatory concepts generated
for the analysis of social reality fail to recognize that
the human world is a world constituted by meaning. In this
essay I will present one such voice and will report one set
of problems which draws attention to the need for appropriate
methods.

Firstly, I will present Lonergan's method for recon-
structing the world as constituted by meaning, drawing atten-
tion to the notions of authenticity, dialectic and praxis.
Secondly, as an example of another voice, I will present
Oswald Schwemmer's practical philosophy. Schwemmer is a lead-
ing exponent of the contemporary German Constructivist School,
and has written extensively on the problems of method in
the cultural sciences. Thirdly, the problems associated with
the definition of law and legal system in Jjurisprudence are
taken as illustrating the issues for which Lonergan's and

the Constructivists' proposals are solutions.
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2 METHOD

Lonergan on Reconstruction

Lonergan seems to be delighted with the definition of
Philologie advanced by the nineteenth-century philologist,
August Boeckh. He refers to it several times both in Method

in _Theology and in the papers in A Third Collection (1],

and quotes it with obvious approval. "In a brilliant defini-
tion of the aim of Philologie and later the aim of history
was conceived as the interpretative reconstruction of the
constructions of the human spirit." He makes this remark
in his article on "Natural Right and Historical Mindedness'"[2],
where he is contrasting the static, classical understanding
of human nature, with historical mindedness. Reporting the
discovery of human historicity and the development of the
appropriate methods for understanding that historicity, Loner-
gan credits the German Historical School with the significant
breakthrough. August Boeckh was a philologist, working primar-
ily on the language and literature of ancient Greece, author

of The Encyclopedia and Methodology of the Philological

Sciences.

According to Lonergan, this definition of philology
is fundamental to all disciplined attempts to understand
human historicity. Historicity is contrasted with the constant,
human nature. It is the changeable, variable component of
human reality, and in various 1lists Lonergan indicates that

he is referring to (1) cultural achievements -- '"religions

and art-forms, languages and literatures, sciences, philoso-

phies, the writing of history," and (2) social institutions

-- "the family, the state, the law, the economy”"{3]. All
these have a history, they undergo change, sometimes as pro-
gress and sometimes as decline. The key to understanding
such cultural achievements and social institutions is to
approach them as constructions of the human spirit. The word
'construction' is used in its obvious sense of making, build-
ing, producing. And the genitive is deliberately both subjec-
tive and objective: the constructing is done by the human
spirit, and it is the human spirit which 1is constructed.
In Lonergan's innocently sexist language, it is the '"making
of man by man."

Construction is a making, but what is made and what
is changed is meaning. We are dealing with the human world,
that constituted by meaning, to be distinguished from the
world of immediacy. The latter is available to us now only

in abstraction from our present adult existence, but we can
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point to it as the world of the infant or of the animal. As
adults we orient ourselves in a world which is a rich web
of meanings. In order to understand this human world, that
of cultural processes and achievements like religions and
literatures, as well as that of social institutions, the family
and the law, we must approach it and its elements as products
of human making. To understand it we must reconstruct it.
That is, we must reproduce the acts of meaning which originally
constructed and still constitute the human world.

The constructions of the human spirit are man and his
world: for his world is a world mediated by meaning and
motivated by value; and it is the human spirit that con-
structs the meanings and responds to the motivating values.
But what man has constructed, man can reconstruct. What
man has responded to in thought and word and deed, he
can respond to once more if only in thought and word
and feeling., Such reconstructing and such responding-
to-once-more are the interpretations of the scholar and
the narratives of the historian. [4]

But is it really possible to reproduce the acts of meaning
and purpose which generated the world we have inherited? It
is in answer to this question that the traditional reflection
on the constant in human reality, human nature, can be recon-
structed to complement human historicity. The abstract possi-
bility of an interpretative reconstruction of a prior construc-
tion is given in the oneness of the humanity common to the
original constructors and the interpreters. This common human-
ity, traditionally referred to as human nature, is expressed
by Lonergan in the fourfold structure of human consciousness:
Experience, Understanding, Judgment, and Decision. Correspond-
ing to these four levels are the four transcendental precepts
which Lonergan proposes as articulating the common law of
this nature: '"be attentive, be intellligent, be rational,
be responsible." The ongoing process of self-transcendence
constituted by the dynamic of the corresponding questioning
has its completion in the state of being-in-love [5].

The common humanity of original constructors and subse-
quent interpreters, so understood, grounds the abstract possi-
bility of a successful interpretative reconstruction. Both
the human world of cultural achievement and social institutions,
and the interpretative reconstruction of the meaning and value
which constitute that world, are products of the same human
spirit. However, not every architect's dream is realized,
many forces are brought to bear before a building is completed,
and few are without fault. The original construction may well

have been a successful realization of a well-founded plan,
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or it may have been flawed in some way. Similarly, the effort
at reconstruction may be a fine accomplishment of research
and interpretation, or it may be flawed also. Either or both
the original construction and the reconstruction may be
authentic, or unauthentic. They are authentic in so far as
they are cumulatively the result of a process in conformity
with the transcendental precepts. They are unauthentic in
so far as they are the product of cumulative inattention,
obtuseness, unreasonableness or irresponsibility [6].
Authenticity is a fruit of the triple conversion, intel-
lectual, moral and religious. But it is a precarious achieve-
ment, because unauthenticity is a constant possibility from
a single failure to attend, to understand, to judge reason-
ably or to decide responsibly. For instance, misunderstanding
can occur both because of the diversity of horizons and be-
cause of the great variety of specializations within horizons.
Tim Lynch draws the useful distinction between the ordinary

horizon of common sense, the out-of-the-ordinary horizon

of the sciences, and the extraordinary horizon of metaphysics
or methodological reflection [7]. One can operate in all
three horizons, but the failure to advert to the shift as
one moves from one to the other can lead to grievous misunder-
standing. Within the horizon of common sense there is a great
variety of self-understandings as reflected in the variety
of languages and cultures at different times and places.
And the great variety of guestion and method within the out-
of-the-ordinary horizon of science further exacerbates the
difficulty of attaining a correct interpretative reconstruc-
tion of the constructions of the human spirit.

Authenticity and unauthenticity occur both in the origin-
ating construction and in the interpretative reconstruction.
The situation is further complicated by the fact that there
can be both 1large and small scale authenticity. Lonergan

distinguishes between the minor un/authenticity of the subject,

and the major un/authenticity of a tradition [8]. As well

as the possibility of breakdown for individuals, there is
the possibility that whole communities may be sidetracked.
Despite the best intentions and efforts of social actors
or scientists, the set of meanings they have inherited from
their social milieu or from the community of science may
exhibit distortion due to some failure to attend, to under-
stnad, to judge and to decide. The bias of some particular
perception, some particular interest or group may be solidified
in the conventional wisdom of some culture or scientific

community.
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These brief reflections on the dynamic structure of human
consciousness, on the triple conversion, on the precariousness
of authenticity and the possibility of unauthenticity, on
the plurality of horizons and on the variety of specializations
within the horizons, highlight the complexity of the reality
referred to as construction and reconstruction. If human studies
involve the interpretative reconstruction of the constructions
of the human spirit, then it must be recognized that (1) the
human world to be understood may be a mixed product of authen=-
ticity and unauthenticity, and that (2) the attempt to interpret
the human world may be affected by the personal or inherited
unauthenticity of the investigators [9]. Lonergan distinguishes
these as the objective and subjective aspects of one problem.
Human sciences have developed appropriate methods corresponding
to the objective pole, namely, dialectical analysis, as exem-
plified in Ricoeur's distinction of the hermeneutics of re-
covery and suspicion, Marx's critique of ideology, and Loner-
gan's own proposal of the functional specialty, Dialectic.
He himself had applied the dialectic to the reconstruction
of the debates within Christology and Trinitarian Theology.
Dialectic is defined as the concrete unfolding of linked but
opposed principles of change [10]. In the application of dia-
lectic, social events can be retraced to their origin in two
related but opposed principles of movement. In the on-going
process of history dialectical reconstruction can discern
either progress or decline. Both are cyclical and cumulative,
the one rooted in authenticity, and the other in unauthen
ticity [11].

As well as the objective aspect of the problem to which
dialectic is the appropriate methodological response, there
is also a subjective pole. The interpreters and historians
themselves may be rooted in an unauthentic tradition. They
may be locked still in the age of innocence which takes authen-
ticity for granted, which presumes that truth consists in
necessary conclusions from self-evident principles and that
reality is the already out there now real, or which relies
on some postulated philosophy to solve such critical problems.
Both the scholar and the community of scientists may be part
of the problem which they identify and investigate. In that
case it is not possible to solve the problem addressed without
the scholar and perhaps the community of scholarship undergoing

change.
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Dialectic describes concrete process in which intelligence
and obstuseness, reasonableness and silliness, responsi-
bility and sin, love and hatred commingle and conflict.
But the very people that investigate the dialectic of
history also are part of that dialectic and even in their
investigating represent its contradictories. [12]

The implication of this reflection is that the answers to
certain questions in cultural studies will depend on the per-
sonal development of the scientists investigating those ques-
tions. To reconstruct the human world, they must reproduce
the acts of understanding, judgment and decision which consti-
tute that world, but the commitment, wisdom and intelligence
required for such an accomplishment is not to be taken for
granted.

The minor and major authenticities of scholars and their
disciplines are important conditions of an adequate understand-
ing of human affairs. This is a basic implication of Lonergan's
reflections. Of course, he is primarily interested in theolog-
ians, but the same holds true for other disciplines [13].
Just as dialectic is the response to the objective aspect
of the problem, praxis is identified as the response to the
subjective pole. Praxis is the dialogue beyond dialectic.
It is contrasted with empirical method which moves from below
upward. The method of praxis flows from a decision and so
moves from above down. The commitment to dialogue is a source
of solutions to the subjective pole of the problem. The commit-
ment to engage in discussion with others about divisive issues
is rooted in an acceptance that their common humanity grounds
the possibility of healing and reconciliation. Constitutive
of that common humanity is the desire to understand, the capac-
ity to judge reasonably and to evaluate fairly, and the open-
ness to friendship and love [14]. In dialogue in which the
partners reveal their humanity to one another there is the
possibility of personal development, and therefore the possi-
bility of that change or conversion in the scientist which
is a condition for progress.

The human world is constituted by meaning, and the under-
standing of that world requires the interpretative reconstruc-
tion of the constructions of the human spirit. However, both
the construction and the reconstruction may reflect authen-
ticity or unauthenticity, on minor and major scales. Therefore
the effort to understand the social world is fraught with
difficulties. Insofar as the problem is located in the object
of human studies, the appropriate method is dialectic. Insofar
as the problem is located in the subject of human studies,

praxis is the appropriate response.
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Constructivist Practical Philosophy

The realization that the social world is a world consti-
tuted by meaning, and that the meanings of the scientist condi-
tion his or her understanding of that world, is not confined
to Lonergan. Unpopular as such a viewpoint is in the context
of the mainstream positivist philosophy of science, Oswald
Schwemmer is one of a group of philosophers who attempts to
answer positivist objections. This group of contemporary German
and Austrian philosophers, referred to as Constructivists,

or as the Konstanz-Erlanger-Schule because of their association

with the universities in those places, are expressing concerns
and taking positions in relation to human studies which bear
certain similarities to those of Bernard Lonergan. Oswald
Schwemmer is professor of philosophy at the Philipps University
in Marburg, Germany, and he has written extensively in the
fields of ethics, the methodology of the cultural sciences,
and practical rationality.

A central element of constructivist method is that state-
ments or positions are not justified merely by recourse to
other statements or assumptions, but by recourse to the opera-
tions of the scientist, by which the statements or positions
were generated [15]. These statements are constructions of
the scientist and can be made intelligible in terms of the
problems, goals and needs which provoked the activity. Theoret-
ical activity is seen as rooted in the spectrum of the needs,
goals and tasks of everyday life; the accumulation of knowledge
is to be made intelligible and ultimately justified in terms
of such needs or goals which are accessible in principle to
any participant in everyday affairs (161. So, for instance,
Paul Lorenzen, one of the founders of this group, has shown
that the basic units of number and measure in mathematics
are not ultimate but are dependent on the fundamental activities
of counting and measuring ([17]. These activities have their
context in the practical needs and goals of daily life: we
count, because we need to know how many places to set for
dinner; we measure to ensure there will be sufficient rice.
Sometimes the counting and measuring requires sophisticated
standards and techniques, but peculiarities provoke metaphysical
problems about the objects counted or measured only if the
basic operations and their contexts are ignored.

It is primarily the experience of error, breakdown, disa-
greement and conflict in everyday life which generates the
need for reliable knowledge, both of the processes which are

independent of human action, and of the patterns and products
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of human action itself. Because the context is one of conflict,
at least potentially, the knowledge claimed by an participant
must be accessible in principle to all and capable of being
defended against any challenger. This is the basis for the
reguirement that the scientist follow only such procedures
in the activity of knowledge accumulation and use only such
linguistic and other means as can be taught to or learned
by others. This reguirement is central to the constructivist
program: it attempts to elaborate a general and controllable
method whereby steps in theoretical construction can be iden-
tified and both challenged and defended.

These characteristics are reflected in Schwemmer's work
in practical philosophy. Practical philosophy and ethics
is admitted to be an activity, namely, the activity of con-
structing both language and criteria for moral arguments
and for the cultural sciences [18]. This approach is in oppo-
sition to the dominant positivist trend in the philosophy

of science. The task of ethics is set by the problems encoun-

tered in everyday life relative to which the demand for justi-

fication is raised. Similarly, the task of the cultural sci-
ences is set by the problems of conflict [19]. Science can
make a contribution to the solution of these problems by
providing reliable information about processes which are
independent of human activity. Accordingly, theoretical rea-
son is seen as subordinate to practical reason: it doesn't
make sense to invest a lot of effort in defending the theories
one has generated unless there is agreement on why the rele-
vant knowledge is needed. The first step in fulfilling the

task is the construction of a regulated language and learnable

principles to be used in justifying arguments [20].
In terms of these three features, the constructivist
program can be seen to occupy the middle ground between the

poles of Critical Rationalism, represented by Karl Popper

and Hans Albert on the one hand, and the (Critical Theory
of the Frankfurt School on the other. In contrast to the

critical rationalists, the constructivists want to subject
the tasks and goals and the practical foundations of science
to rational critique and to the demand for justification.
While they share this concern with the critical theorists,
the constructivists insist that the setting of the goals
and of the procedures of science must be accomplished in
controllable steps: "self-evident options" for the goal systems

of one class are to be replaced by a procedure for the setting
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of goals which is in principle accessible to anyone [21].
Thus they straddle both positions in admitting the purposes
of scientific endeavor to the agenda of scientific discourse,
while requiring strict methodological regulation of that
discourse.

In his ethics, the discussion about the justification
of norms and the principles of justification, Schwemmer con-
stantly shifts attention from the guestion whether such Jjus-
tification is possible to the guestion why it is needed at
all. Whatever purpose justification 1is intended to achieve
will determine what is to count as successful justification.
That purpose is set by the context of practical conflict,
in which the demand for the justification of proposals arises.
It is the commitment to resolve such .conflict by talking
rather than with force which grounds the search for the appro-
priate linguistic means and practical principles. What kind
of talking, what sort of arguments would be adequate to satisfy
the demands for justification raised in situations of conflict?
Guided by this question, Schwemmer constructs an idealized
language for arguments concerning activity in pursuit of
goals in conflict situations. This language includes the
terms action, goal, maxim, norm and interest. Because it
is idealized, this vocabulary allows participants to present
their arguments in justification of their own positions in
terms intelligible to those who might oppose them.

The terms in which conflicted parties present their
cases may be mutually intelligible, but the argument cannot
proceed to a conclusion without accepted criteria for what
is to count as justification. Therefore, in a further step,
a reconstruction of the Kantian Categorical Imperative,
Schwemmer proposes two principles to guide argument for the
handling of conflict. These principles are available to assess
the validity of any argument made in support of a proposed
action, goal, law or norm. Justification then is the activity
of presenting arguments to elicit agreement or cooperation,
whereby the standards of validity are the principles derived
from the commitment to handle conflict by talking.

Similarly, when considering the cultural sciences,
Schwemmer asks the fundamental question why an interpretation
or explanation of human activity is needed. Using the term

cultural science to include all those sciences which investi-

gate human action as subject to norms, i.e., human doing
and making which is accessible to argument, his .question

asks why the accumulation of knowledge of this activity and
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its products is deemed necessary and worth the effort invested.
The tasks and methods of these sciences can be meaningfully
discussed only after this fundamental issue has been clarified
[22]. This is a challenging gquestion in the context of the
prevalent dissatisfaction with a sociologyy and an economics
which are often seen to do little more than regularly generate
descriptions and quantifications of problems while having
nothing to say in their evaluation and solution. Once again,
Schwemmer's question introduces him to the debate between
critical theory and the positivists at the very point on which
they disagree.

Schwemmer's proposed answer is based on his understanding
of ethics as the formulation of principles to guide activity
directed to the non-violent resolution of conflict. The appli-
cation of these principles to the resolution of present conflict
and the prevention of possible conflict requires the accumula-
tion of reliable knowledge, not only of a technical kind (the
effects of actions in various situations), but also of the
actions and reactions which can be expected of affected persons.
This is not the same as Machiavelli's suggestion that the
successful operator must take into account the likely behavior
of others in reaction to his machinations. Rather it is a
matter of anticipating the arguments and reasons which might
be raised by partners in conflict with a view to incorporating
those of their concerns which are valid in the proposed solu-
tion. The application of the principles of justification to
particular instances requires knowledge of the goal structures
of the partners, some of whose goals are incompatible and
the source of conflict. Such knowledge, in order to be of
use in a practical consultation, must be acceptable in prin-
ciple to any of the conflicting parties as a basis in terms
of which the problem can be specified and proposed solutions
can be worked out. The knowledge to be generated and used
must be transsubjectively defensible. This requirement marks
the distinctive task of a science: for the cultural sciences,
therefore, it is the task of constructing defensible interpre-
tations of the goal and norm systems of potential or actual
conflict partners. Accordingly, they are given the task of
establishing the relevant norms in conflict situations, and
on the basis of criticism based on the two principles of justi-
fication, of selecting the norms which as justified are worthy

of being followed, or devising proposals of possible solutions.
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The interprétation of conflict-relevant norm systems makes
it possible for participants to anticipate the arguments of
partners in conflict, so that they can argumentatively plan
their action; the generation of such interpretations is the
contribution of the cultural sciences to the violence-free
resolution of conflict [23].

Schwemmer's approach gives the cultural sciences a very
specific practical task and relevance. Science as a socially
regulated activity, requiring social cooperation and allocation
of resources, is not for its own sake, and its goal of accumu-
lating knowledge is in need of justification [24]. These sci-
ences are not justifiable as indifferent spectators of cultural
life and action, but have a practical role to fulfil in making
our common life and action more rational. The method of the
cultural sciences is also determined by this task. Since their
task is specified in relation to conflict and the anticipa-
tion of the arguments of affected participants, the language
available for interpretation and explanation is the same as
the language generated for justification. Interpretation pro-
ceeds by reconstructing the arguments which might have been
made by those whose actions and conformity to norms constitute
the situation of conflict. Their method can be summarized -
as a dual reconstruction.

Following Lonerzen's proposals in Normative Logic and

Ethics Schwemmer outlines the procedure of the cultural sciences

as the factual reconstruction of a conflict-relevant situation,

followed by its normative reconstruction ([25]. In the first

step, the action patterns of conflicting groups are to be
interpreted in terms of goals, and these goals are then to
be structured in a system of inferior-superior goals, according
to the criterion whether ‘a goal is pursued partly also as
a means to assuring the attainment of another goal. This struc-
turing of the goal or norm system of a group is termed its

factual reconstruction. The actual historical sequence in

the emergence of the goal or norm system can offer guidelines
to the cultural scientist in reconstructing the relationship
of means to goals which exist among the group's goals. However,
the concern is not with how the present situation came to
be, but with the intelligible pattern of relationships in
the existing goal and norm systems. The factual reconstruction
is the production of a hypothetical model showing the intelli-
gible relationships among the various norms actually complied
with.
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In the second step, each stage in this hypothetical model
is to be tested for its rationality in terms of the ethical
principles of Jjustification. Can each stage in the hierarchy
of goals be approved of as the hypothetical outcome of a prac-
tical consultation of all affected persons? Are there reasons
which would indicate that some of the affected participants
would not have been willing or able to concur in the actual
development, either because their legitimate concerns were
excluded from consideration or because the actually favored
proposals were in fact maxims representing sectional interest?
This evaluative review of the factual reconstruction of the

goal and norm system is its normative or critical reconstruc-

tion. If the goal and norm systems can be reconstructed as
morally Jjustifiable, with the exceptions of the presently
conflicting goals and corresponding norms, then the principles
of justification can be applied and the handling of the conflict
facilitated.

From this brief survey perhaps it is possible to list
a number of areas of similarity of ideas between Schwemmer
and Lonergan. They agree that (1) the human world is a world
constituted by meaning, but that since there may be unauthen-
ticity or unjustifiable constructions, there is need for (2)
dialectic with regard to the content of reconstruction, and
(3) praxis with regard to the subjects of reconstruction.

On Schwemmer's proposal for the method of the cultural
sciences, the structures and products of human activity are
to be interpreted by reconstructing the arguments which could
have been made by the people who built and operate them. The
language of explanation in human studies is the same as the
language of justification, i.e., the language with which one
argues in defense of one's activity. As a result, the human
world is understood as constituted by the acts of meaning
which went into its construction, so that the interpretation
of that world and its elements requires the reproduction of
those originating acts of meaning. The attention to idealiza-
tion in the reconstruction of that meaning reflects a skep-
ticism about the self-interpretation by those involved. The
distinction of spontaneous self-interpretation and idealization
in controllable terms parallels Lonergan's distinction of
the horizons of common sense and science.

There is no guarantee that the actions of the past or
its products can be rationally defended. Justification is

not guaranteed. The centrality of justification in relation
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to conflict in Schwemmer's thought corresponds to the centrality
of authenticity in Lonergan's scheme. The human sciences must
admit the possibility of distortion and unauthenticity. Loner-
gan's outline of the appropriate methodological response as
dialectic has its counterpart in Schwemmer's program of a
double reconstruction. The interpretation of actions as their
products consists in the reconstruction of the arguments which
could be made for them. This involves two steps which Schwemmer

distinguishes as factual and normative

reconstructions. The factual reconstruction is the production
of a hypothetical model showing the intelligible relation-
ships among the various norms actually complied with by a
group 1in conflict. In the second step, each stage in this
hypothetical model is to be tested for its rationality, relative
to criteria generated in an ethics concerned with conflict
resolution. This dual reconstruction corresponds to the method
of dialectic as a response to the objective pole of unauthen-
ticity.

Just as dialectic corresponds to the objective pole of
the problem identified by Lonergan, praxis corresponds to
the subjective pole. Dialectic is accounted for in Schwemmer's
proposals in the construction of a dual interpretation, the
second normative reconstruction being an evaluation of the
first according to recognized criteria. The subjective pole
of the problem is catered for also in an equivalent of praxis.
Schwemmer maintains that there is 1little point in engaging
in a debate about the formal criteria for the justification
of norms (ethics) or in a debate about the appropriate methods
of the cultural sciences, until the scientist has clarified
why s/he wants such justification or science at all. Methods
of justification or of science can only be assessed relative
to the purposes for which they are designed and applied. In
Schwemmer's proposals for these disciplines, the non-violent
resolution of conflict provides a purpose for the sake of
which adequate methods are developed and systematically applied.
Adoption of the method of reconstruction relies on an accep-
tance of the program of the non-violent resolution of conflict.
This in turn implies (a) a willingness to use language and
arguments which are in principle learnable and teachable for
any partner in dialogue; and (b) a willingness to subject
one's own interpretations and proposals to the demand for

justification and to critical assessment. The philosophers
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and academics must so behave and live that they constitute
a form of life within which dialogue is practiced and talking

to resolve conflicts can take place.

The Problem of Definition in Jurisprudence

John Finnis's account of the problem of definition in
jurisprudence provides a useful example to illustrate the
themes of reconstruction, dialectic and praxis [26]. Finnis
reports a debate on the definition of law in contemporary
positivist philosophy of law. As he sees it, the debate has
developed to the point where it is generally recognized that
an adequate definition would have to mention the functions
of law. However, the identification of the 1law's function
could be done only by reproducing the arguments of (some of)
those who construct and implement the law and its institutions.
In Finnis's opinion, the various attempts to do this are handi-
capped by the inability to assess critically the arguments
which might be made in justification of a legal system. The
kernel of Finnis's challenge to positivism is the thesis that
the justification and explanation of legal institutions and
systems of law 1is best achieved by presenting the reasons
which a proponent of those institutions and laws would give
in explaining his or her consent and conformity. Obviously,
criteria are needed to distinguish the various possible reasons,
in order to select those which have explanatory force: not
every argument which can be made ought to be accepted at its
face value. But the fundamental issue 1is that justification
and explanation are to be located within the range of the
reasons which affected persons can give for their action or
conformity.

This central point is already accepted in principle within
analytic legal science. Finnis reports the criticisms which
H. L. A. Hart and Joseph Raz make against the traditional
positivist definitions of law, derived from the writings of
Bentham, Austin and Hans Kelsen. Common to the methods of
these three authors was the search for a distinctive element
which was to be found in all instances of which one could
use the word "law". Both Bentham and Austin identified that
characteristic element as the expression of a sovereign's
will [27]. Kelsen goes beyond the notion of a ruler's command
favored by Bentham and Austin to include the element of func-
tion. He defines law as '"the social technique which consists
in bringing about the desired social conduct of men through
the threat of a measure of coercion which is to be applied

in case of contrary conduct" [28]. Social control, "the
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promotion of peace," is the end to which the law as a system
of directives and threats is intelligible as means. Kelsen
defends this understanding of law as being applicable to all
possible cases, ranging from the despotic leadership of a
tribal chieftain to the Constitution of a Swiss Republic,
since the specific social technique of control through threat
is the same for all these cases. The identification of this
single common feature makes it possible to generate a univocal
concept of law. Despite its limitations, Kelsen's definition
marks an advance on the reflections of Bentham and Austin
in that he 1includes the point or function of law in its
definition.

According to Finnis, Bentham, Austin and Kelsen were
uncritical of the evaluations implicit in their preferred
definitions of law. He adopts the criticisms voiced by three
contemporary philosophers of law, H. L. A. Hart, Joseph Raz
and Lon Fuller, because they appreciate the methodological
problems involved in specifying which elements of legal pheno-
mena are to be deemed important in forming explanatory con-
cepts [29]. This advance in the generation of explanatory
concepts is achieved by their attention to the following three
features: (1) practical point; (2) the selection of central
case or focal meaning; (3) the selection of viewpoint.

(1) Practical Point: Although Hart, Raz and Fuller offer
different specifications of the point or function of the law,
they all include consideration of the "“practical point" of
the law as essential to its description. Hart does not dispute
Kelsen's specification of law as a "method of social control,"
but he rejects his description of the means as undifferentiated.
The notion of control through threat does not adequately repre-
sent the different social functions which different types
of legal rule perform, as for example the various laws con-
ferring legislative or other powers. Secondary rules, including
(a) rules of recognition for the identification of valid laws,
(b) rules of change conferring powers of legislation, etc.,
and (c) rules of adjudication regulating the application of
the law, are designed to overcome the defects of (a) uncer-
tainty (what is the law?), (b) stagnation (e.g., laws as solu-
tions to problems can become fossilized when the problems
no longer occur), and (c) inefficiency (e.g., the danger of
vendetta in restitution and punishment cases) in codes of
merely primary rules [30]). The practical point of law is cor-

respondingly complex: it is intended for the guidance both
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of officials and of citizens, both rulers and subjects; it
is designed to remedy the defects of a pre-legal system of
commands or practices; it is designed to guarantee the survival
of a society; and it is addressed to its subjects as giving
them practical reason to comply with it.

Finnis couples Raz's understanding of the point of law
with that of Ron Fuller. Fuller rejects Kelsen's general cate-
gory of law as a means of social control as being inappropriate.
He does not dispute the distinction between rulers and ruled,
but holds that the relationship between them as structured
by law is radically different from a relationship in which
rulers exercise managerial direction over subjects. The critical
difference is given by the fact that in a legal system, the
officials are also bound by the rules which they promulgate.
Fuller sees law, not as a means of control, but as an instru-
ment of collaboration and reciprocity. Raz also focusses on
this element of the law, namely that the law guides the author-
itative institutions as well as the actions of individuals
which may be judged by those institutions. He also rejects
the inclusion of the threat of sanctions as a major element
in the understanding of law: the main functions of law would
still be necessary in a society which did not require the
additional motivation given by the threat of sanctions. Although
Hart, Raz and Fuller refer to the purpose of law and legal
system in their definitions, they differ in their selection
of elements for the specification of that purpose. This provokes
for Finnis the question as to the criteria for the selection
of significant elements to be incorporated in the definition:
"from what viewpoint and relative to what concerns are impor-
tance and significance to be assessed?"

(2) Central Case: Kelsen demanded univocity in the con-
struction of explanatory concepts: he looked for a term which
could be applied in the same sense to all the states of affairs
which are in fact qualified as "law" in non-theoretical dis-
course. Hart and Raz reacted to this demand for univocity.
They considered that the general terms of any cultural science
must be capable of extension to a broad spectrum of instances
though not always in the same sense. Hart speaks of a principle
to guide this extension [31}. Raz speaks of a typical instance
in such a spectrum, in which all the traits included in the
concept are present to a high degree, and further instances
in which some or all of these traits are present in a lesser
degree, or in some cases absent altogether. As well as the

typical instances, there are divergent or borderline cases
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to which the explanatory term may also be applied, once the
dissimilarities to the typical instance, i.e., the degree
of divergence, is indicated [32]. However, the adoption of
a method of analysis of central cases poses the same methodo-
logical problem as above: according to what criterion is one
case to be considered central and another peripheral, one
element or function of law significant, and another less
important?

(3) Selection of Viewpoint: Both Hart and Raz maintain
that the legal scientist must adopt or reproduce "a practical
point of view" on the basis of which s/he can select the cen-
tral case. A practical point of view is the attitude of one
who considers what s/he will do and what s/he ought to do.
The scientist must reproduce the point of view of those whose
decisions and actions constitute the subject-matter to be
explained. Hart speaks of the "internal point of view," i.e.,
the viewpoint of people who use the law and its rules as "stan-
dards for the appraisal of their own and others' behavior."
Raz refers to the '"legal point of view" which is proper to
people who '"believe in the validity of the norms and follow
them." The internal or legal point of view is contrasted with
an external attitude to the law, which might see rules as
signs of possible punishment, or as prognoses of probable
future behavior, and from which conformity is chosen in prefer-
ence to accepting the punishment which accompanies non-
conmpliance.

Finnis argues that the 1legal or internal point of view
does not offer a stable solution to the problem of a criterion
for distinguishing between central and peripheral cases. Hart
and Raz refuse to further specify this "point of view," even
though they recognize that a variety of internal viewpoints
is possible. Raz even allows the legal point of view to encom-
pass that of an anarchist who becomes a judge "on the ground
that if he follows the law most of the time, he will be able
to disobey it on the few but important occasions when to do
so will most undermine it" ([33]. Hart admits the unreflected
traditional attitude and the wish to conform as also belonging
to the internal point of view. Finnis challenges the accepta-
bility of some of these viewpoints as the source of criteria:
apart from the argument that many of the people included as
holding an internal point of view would neither regard them-
selves nor be regarded by their fellows as paradigmatic, such

descriptions are hardly adequate for people who would not
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only comply with the law, but would cooperate in the function
of the law as these authors specified it: to remedy the various
defects of pre-legal social orders, and to solve problems
of coordination.

If the 1line of thought advanced by Hart and Raz is to
be coherent and solve the problems they set themselves, then
they must further specify the internal point of view. Finnis
accepté their thesis that an explanatory Jjurisprudence or
any cultural science must adopt the practical point of view
of those who are in fact practically reasonable in their ac-
tivity of administering and reforming and complying with the
law, or the equivalent cultural construct. Explanatory social
theory "cannot do without the concepts found appropriate by
men of practical reasonableness to describe to themselves
what they think worth doing and achieving in the face of all
the contingencies, misunderstandings and myths confronting
them in their practice" {[34]. The theorist must undertake
the construction of concepts with reference to the practical
problems perceived by concerned persons, and their interpre-
tation of their activity and its products as attempted solu-
tions to these problems. Accordingly the purpose and concern
of legal or cultural science is to assist the practical reflec-
tions of those who are obliged to act in these practical af-
fairs, whether as citizens or judges or politicians [35].

Given the variety of possible descriptions of practical
viewpoints, the theorist needs some critical tools for distin-
guishing between them in order to select the appropriate prac-
tical viewpoint with its perception of the law's practical
point. Knowledge of the structure and principles of practical
reason is a prerequisite of any critique of practical view-
points. Where such a critique is lacking, the selection and
formation of explanatory concepts is bound to be arbitrary.

In Natural Law and Natural Rights Finnis attempts to provide

such an analysis of practical reason, as a possible basis
for the critigque of explanatory viewpoints and concepts in
jurisprudence and the cultural sciences. In comparison with
the internal viewpoints identified in the writings of Hart
and Raz, Finnis aims at the construction of an unrestricted
practical viewpoint, one which does not arbitrarily exclude
any area of the human good nor any requirement of practical
reasonableness. The adeguacy of explanation in the cultural
sciences is a function of the limitations or unrestrictedness
of the practical viewpoint adopted by the scientist or by

the community of scientists in the relevant discipline.
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Although the natural law philosophy advocated by John
Finnis has had a mixed reception [36], the question he raises a-
bout the methods of the cultural sciences requires an answer.
His emphasis on meaning, on the varieties of possible meanings,
and on the practical stance of the scientist remain as a chal-
lenge to the mainstream philosophy in the cultural sciences.
His approach to the discussion of law is based on the recogni-
tion that the legal world is constituted by meaning, and that
efforts to interpret the law must take account of the acts
of meaning which constitute it. The reconstruction of that
meaning is fraught with the difficulties which Lonergan iden-
tified as the objective and subjective poles, requiring the
responses of dialectic and praxis. Finnis does not explicitly
distinguish these poles nor their corresponding methodological
responses, but they are implicit in his discussion. The analy-
sis he undertakes is an example of praxis, namely the dialogue
in which the participants are challenged to re-examine their
own practical commitments, because these are foundational
for the explanatory concepts of jurisprudence. The debate
which Finnis reports is a search for adequate concepts to
describe the phenomena of law in complex and diverse societies.
This complexity is the source of the variety in the definitions
of law, and as such it reflects the objective pole of the
problem. The element of dialectic is present in Finnis's con-
tribution, in articulating the spectrum of practical viewpoints
in relation to a selected central case. For both praxis and
dialectic the standard for assessment of positions is the
best position achieved in the community of those involved
in constructing and applying law. The philosophical agenda
is set by the problem of identifying this best position. Fin-
nis does not have Lonergan's analysis of authenticity, but
he does have a parallel concern with the dynamic of the opera-
tions of human knowing and doing, and with their orientation.

Conclusion

My purpose has been to show that there are problems within
the cultural sciences for which Lonergan's methodological
proposals are helpful, and that there are other voices express-
ing similar concerns in the fields of human studies. The em-
phasis on meaning in constituting the human world, and the
aspects of dialectic and praxis in the activities of cultural
scientists in reconstructing that meaning have their parallels
and echoes in the work of Schwemmer and Finnis. Both give

(1) priority to practical interest in the interpretation of
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cultural constructs, and (2) both rely on the reconstruction
of the arguments of actors as the method for explaining their
action. They differ however in- the specification of the practi-
cal interest, and in the specification of what is to count
as argument. For Schwemmer, the non-violent resolution of
conflict provides the motivating concern for investing effort
in ethics and in cultural science; both ethics and science
are relativized to instances of conflict, either potential
or actual. For Finnis, the practical interest is located in
the concerns of persons committed to the operation and reform
of legal and other cultural constructs.

That the human world is constituted by meaning is accepted
and reflected in the approaches of these two scholars. That
the source of meaning is polymorphic is also accepted, along
with the need to discriminate between adequate and inadequate
constructions. Both Schwemmer and Finnis recognize that a
variety of internal practical viewpoints are possible, and
that it is necessary to discriminate between them. The objec-
tive pole of the problem, which Lonergan solves with his pro-
posal of dialectic, is catered for by Schwemmer in the dialec-
tic of factual and normative reconstruction, and by Finnis
in the dialectic of restricted and unrestricted viewpoints.
The subjective pole of the problem to which Lonergan points
with his proposal of praxis also has its corollaries in Schwem-
mer's adoption of the task of practical justification and
the commitment to enter into dialogue, and in Finnis's pro-
posal of substantive ethics. Both challenge the cultural scien-
tist to espouse the preferred practical viewpoint. It is only
relative to an acceptance on the part of the scientist of
the task of practical justification in the context of conflict
that Schwemmer's proposed program of reconstruction and justif-
ication is defensible. Similarly, the construction of explana-
tory concepts and theories from within Finnis's unrestricted
practical viewpoint depends on acceptance of that viewpoint,
since it 1is the context for the specification of function
and purpose, including that of the scientist.

The problems which we encounter in our social, economic,
cultural and political worlds are discovered to be of human
making, precisely to the extent that the making is less human
than it might be. The scientist or indeed the scientific com-
munity who interpret the problem are themselves part of the
problem to the extent that their interpretative reconstruction
replicates the less than human making, or fails to reach up

to the achievements of the past. Lonergan's voice is not alone
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in drawing attention to these issues and there are real con-
cerns in the whole field of cultural and human studies to

which his methodological proposals are directly relevant.
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CONCEPTS OF CULTURE:
LONERGAN AND THE ANTHROPOLOGISTS

Dennis Klein

Seton Hall University

My aim in this paper is to develop a comparison between
Bernard Lonergan's notion of culture and the notion of culture
that 1is generally used by modern-day anthropologists. For
it is most notably within our modern science of anthropology
that the term 'culture' has come to assume a position of cen-
tral importance and has thus become the subject of countless
inquiries and investigations documented and criticized through-
out the vast array of scientific journals, books, monographs,
and periodicals that have made their appearance within the
world of anthropological endeavors.

In fact I have chosen one of these works to guide me
in the rather formidable task of trying to come to some basic
understanding of what has been said about culture within the
‘confines of a scientific field that is neither familiar to,
nor within the competence of, the present writer. In 1952
A. L. Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn published a work that became
Volume XLVII, No. 1 of the Papers of the Peabody Museum of
American Archaeology and Ethnology (Harvard University). This

work was entitled Culture: A Critical Review of Concepts and

Definitions. In 1963 it was reprinted by Random House as a
Vintage Book [1]. In it the authors presented more than one
hundred and fifty definitions of the word 'culture' taken
from the writings of many anthropologists, sociologists, psy-
chologists, and others. By careful examination they were able
to classify these many definitions into several main types.
They also provided their readers with a general history of
the word 'culture' and included as well an anthology of extended
statements about culture -- its nature, components, distinc-
tive properties, and its relationship to language, to society,
to the individual personality, and to the natural environment.

While it would be impossible, of course, to give a suffi-
cient indication of the wealth of material in this volume,
I have nonetheless found it to be an invaluable source of
information for my own survey and appraisal of the technical
notion of culture that has been in use within the realm of

anthropology ever since the landmark publication of E. B.
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Tylor's Primitive Culture in 1871 [2]. I should like to begin,
however, with a distinction of my own: I shall attempt to
structure my comparative analysis in accordance with a basic
division between a descriptive approach to culture and an
explanatory approach. After a descriptive account of the sub-
ject matter (cultural phenomena) that most properly belongs
to cultural studies, one can then attempt an explanatory account
of the subject matter so described. We shall find that with
regard to each of these two approaches Lonergan's thought
on culture differs rather significantly from that of the

anthropologists.

I. Description

A. The Anthropologists: Descriptive Definitions as (1) All-

Inclusive and (2) Enumerative of (a) Cultural Factors and
(b) Cultural Features
First of all we ought to take note of the fact that most

descriptive definitions of culture within the realm of anthro-
pology tend to be all-inclusive. That is to say, at least
implicitly their basic intention 1is to include everything
on the social or communal level that distinguishes humankind
as such from all forms of animal and plant life, everything
that is specifically human or that somehow belongs to human
beings and to human beings alone, everything that cannot be
included under the heading of 'nature' and therefore rightly
belongs to the sphere of 'culture.' We might say, then, that
generally speaking culture for the anthropologists tends to
be synonymous with the collective aspects of the specifically
human sphere of reality in all of its various dimensions.
While Kroeber and Kluckhohn provide numerous quotations where-
in this aspect of inclusivity is quite clearly indicated,
limitations of space make it advisable that here as elsewhere
within the main body of this paper I give a small sample of
just two examples and reserve references to further examples
for the endnotes. In this instance, our two examples are as
follows:

Civilization or culture should be understood here in
the sense of a possible minimum definition, that is,
it includes whatever is above the animal level in mankind.
[KK: p. 139/#4]

The term culture is used to signify the sum-total of
human creations . . . [It] includes . . . aspects of
human as distinct from animal life. Everything, material
and immaterial, created by man, in the process of living,
comes within the concept of culture. [KK: p. 126/#8][3]
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Culture, then, has become the "central concept of anthro-

pology,’
as one of the "key notions" within contemporary scientific

' [4) and in its broad anthropological sense it functions

thought. As such it can be characterized as a "fundamental
and inclusive concept," [5] a "generalized concept" {[6] that
embraces everything that is specifically and exclusively human
and that is shared in some communal fashion by the members
of a human group or society.

The second observation about the descriptive approach
to culture builds upon this notion of inclusivity. If culture
in its modern anthropological sense is indeed a highly techni-
cal and specialized concept, descriptive definitions of culture
taken in this specific sense usually prove to be of the enumer-
ative type. That is to say, they often tend to enumerate some
of the various kinds of things that the author in question
would consider to be examples of cultural phenomena. Such
definitions list certain factors or components that comprise
or constitute or make up the very sum and substance of a cul-
ture. As such they approach culture from the point of view
of its content. But besides the content of a particular culture,
a descriptive definition may also attempt to indicate some
of the characteristic traits or features that belong to this
content, i.e., the essential properties or attributes which
properly belong to all of the things that can be labelled
and listed as cultural phenomena. And, of course, beyond this
mere enumeration of component factors and characteristic fea-
tures a more complete description may be given which will
attempt to £ill out and elaborate upon this bare inventory
or catalogue by analyzing and reflecting upon such factors
and features at greater length and in greater detail.

Let us first consider some of the factors which anthro-
pologists have included within their descriptive definitions
as elements which serve to specify the content or make-up
of a culture -- the very 'stuff' out of which a particular
culture is formed or fashioned. I shall attempt to organize
my observations by classifying these various different factors
under general headings, headings provided by two basic divisions
or differentiations sometimes made by anthropologists them-
selves.

A distinction is sometimes made between cultural phenomena
that are covert, internal, and therefore non-observable and

those that in contrast are overt, external, and therefore

quite readily observable. The latter are frequently taken
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to be results, products, expressions, manifestations, or
objectifications of the former. Variations on this particular
classification or cultural phenomena include the division
or differentiation between material culture and spiritual
or mental culture, between behavioristic cultural factors
and idealistic cultural factors, between cultural 'percepta'

and cultural ‘'concepta,'

and finally between explicit and
implicit aspects of a culture. The following two passages
may be cited as representative of the basic distinction I
have in mind:

Culture includes not only the outward, visible acts
of individuals, but also behavior that is not readily
observable -- feeling, thinking, believing. The first
category is often referred to as overt behavior, and
the second as covert behavior., [7]

[Culture includes} on the one hand, the whole of man's
material civilization, tools, weapons, clothing, shelter,
machines, and even systems of industry; and, on the
other hand all of non-material or spiritual civiliza-
tion, such as language, literature, art, religion, ritual,
morality, law, and government. [KK: p. 159/#2] [8]

The overt-covert distinction, then, would differentiate be-
tween two types of component factors within any one particular
culture: on the one hand, there are observable cultural phen-
omena such as physical or bodily human behavior, the results
or products of such behavior in terms of tools, buildings,
or artifacts of any kind, and also all the various kinds
of signs, symbols, and sensuous carriers or embodiments that
transmit and communicate cultural meanings and values; on

the other hand, there are the different types of non-observable

cultural phenomena that properly belong to the spiritual
or mental realm of thought and experience, feeling and senti-
ment, knowledge and belief -- the interior realm that is
most often associated with ideas, concepts, emotions, moods,
motives, hopes, dreams, judgments, deliberations, decisions,
norms, values, ideals, objectives, attitudes, outlooks, and
dispositions.

Superimposed upon this particular classificatory schema
and thoroughly intertwined with it there is yet another basic
distinction that is sometimes made by social scientists --
a distinction that focuses upon the technical, the social,
and the ideological as three clearly differentiated yet inter-
related aspects of any culture: ‘

Cultures are built up out of patterned and interrelated
traditions . . . traditions in technology, social organi-
zation, and ideology. [9]
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The major domains of culture are (1) the relation of
man to nature, subsistence concerns, techniques, 'material’
culture; (2) the more or less fixed interrelations of
men due to desire for status and resulting in social
culture; (3) subjective aspects, ideas, attitudes and
values and actions due to them, insight, ‘'spiritual'
culture. [KK: p. 187])[10]

Now it cannot in fact be shown that anthropologists in
general have reached a unanimous agreement on exactly what
is to be included within each of these three aspects or how
each aspect relates to the overt-covert distinction explained
above. Some would prefer to identify the ideological dimension

of culture solely and exclusively with the covert '

spiritual’
realm of knowledge, ideas, beliefs, values, feelings, etc.,
while the technical and social aspects of a particular culture
would be more or less restricted to the overt and sensible
manifestations of that spiritual realm, i.e., to the outward
and observable forms of patterned social behavior and to the
various implements and artifacts that so clearly indicate
the human race's constant transformation of its own natural
environment. Others, however, would prefer to extend the overt-
covert distinction to all three realms, insisting that technical
knowledge, skill, and know-how as well as social feelings,
cognitive awareness of social roles and functions, values
and norms of social interaction and cooperation all clearly

indicate that there is a definite mental or spiritual component

that properly belongs both to the technical and to the social
dimensions of any culture: symbolically transmitted and commun-
icated ideas, values, and beliefs do not belong off by them-
selves in some separate realm or compartment but are clearly
linked not only with such obvious 'mental' or 'spiritual'
achievements as art, religion, philosophy, science, and history,
but with tools, artifacts, social relationships, and organized
institutions as well [11]. If we accept this second stance
as the more correct one, this will also allow us to correlate
and combine our two classificatory schemas with much greater
ease, as can be seen by consulting the summary diagram on
the following page

The diagram outlines a final classificatory schema, one
that provides us with a structure or framework for arranging
and categorizing the various different factors mentioned by
anthropologists as contributing to the over-all content or
composition of a particular culture. To complete the analysis
of what I have termed a descriptive approach to culture on
the part of anthropologists, I turn now to a consideration
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CULTURE: THE SPECIFICALLY HUMAN SPHERE OF REALITY

TECHNICAL
DIMENSION

SOCIAL
DIMENSION

IDEOLOGICAL
DIMENSION

COVERT ASPECTS

common ideas, be
liefs, norms, mean-
ings, values,
thoughts, concepts,
decisions, feelings,
attitudes

common technical

knowledge (techno-
logy);

practical know-how

(ideas, plans, in-

structions, designs
standards, etc.);

knowledge about how
a certain tool is
to be used, about
how a certain arti-
fact is to be pro-
duced, etc.

common knowledge
(socio-logy), ideas,
values, attitudes,
feelings, beliefs,
about social behav-
ior, interactions,
and interrelation-
ships (i.e., about
all the various
forms of social or-
ganization and or-
der: personal bonds
of kinship, insti-
tutional roles and
functions, rules of
etiquette and man-
ners, etc.);

knowledge about how
one is to behave, co-

operate, interrelate,
etc.

ideo-logy;

artistic, religious,
scientific, ethical,
historical, philo-
sophical, and theo-

logical ideas, val-
ues and beliefs to-
gether with the feel-
ings and emotions
that they inspire.

OVERT ASPECTS

outward results, products,
expressions, manifestations,
objectifications

symbols that carry and
communicate technical
knowledge and practical
know-how;

tools: machinery,
ments, utensils, means of
production, etc. whereby
human beings put their
technical skill and know-
how into practice;

imple-

artifacts: the end-product
or result -- the transform-
ation of the natural envi-
ronment brought about
through humankind's tech-
nical knowldge and tools.

symbols that carry and com-
municate knowledge, ideas,
feelings, values, and be-
liefs about social behav-
ior, social interactions,
and social relationships;

shared patterns of learned
behavior (1) that objectify
and embody commonly held
ideas, values, and beliefs
concerning social organiza-
tion and social order;

(2) that include the organ-
izing of cooperative human
efforts for the recurrent
acquisition of material and
spiritual results or pro-
ducts of every kind as re-
quired to meet the vast
spectrum of humankind's re-
current needs.

symbols that carry and com-
municate ideological ideas,
values, and beliefs.
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of the characteristic properties or features which belong
to all of the elements or aspects that comprise a culture.
Here I shall merely list some of the more important cultural
traits as summarized and exemplified from Kroeber and Kluck-
hohn's extensive treatment of the matter. In general, then,
cultural phenomena can be described or characterized as:

1. made by human beings:

Culture . . . is the sum-total of all that man has pro-
duced. [KK: p. 125/#3]

The term culture . . . signifies anything that is man-
made, whether a material object, overt behavior, sym-
bolic behavior, or social organization. [KK: p. 127/#12]

2. communal, collective, shared:

Culture consists of habits, to be sure, but they differ
from individual habits by the fact that they are shared
or possessed in common by the various members of a society.
[KK: p. 182/#2]

What we have in common with fellowmen whose judgments
mean much to us is culture, a community of understandings,
artifacts, concepts, and ethics. [KK: p. 202/#9]

3. structured or patterned into an integrated whole:

As one product of the adaptive process, the elements
of a given culture tend to form a consistent and inte-
grated whole. [KK: p. 169/#7]

A culture is a system of interrelated and interdependent
habit patterns of response. [KK: p. 118/#1]

4. dynamic, ongoing, changing, adaptive:

Culture itself is not static . . . It is adaptable and
modifiable in relation to physical conditions. [KK: p.
161/#61

Culture changes; and the process of change appears to
be an adaptive one, comparable to evolution in the organic
realm but of a different order. [KK: p. 168/#6]1

S. cumulative, gathered together into a cultural heritage
or tradition:

Culture [is] the socially inherited assemblage of prac-
tices and beliefs that determines the texture of our
lives. [KK: p. 89/#2]

Culture is cumulative as well as continuous; new elements
are added through invention and discovery. [KK: p. 193/#8]

6. handed on, transmitted, taught by means of symbols
through the process of education and training:

Culture includes everything that can be communicated
from one generation to another. [KK: p. 90/#11]

It [culture] embraces all modes of thought and behavior
that are handed down by communicative interaction --
i.e., by symbolic transmission -- rather than by genetic
inheritance. [KK: .p. 138/#5]

7. acquired or learned by means of symbols through the
process of education and training:
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Cultural phenomena are conceived of as including all
the activities of man acquired by learning. [KK: p. 111/#1]

A culture can be thought of as the sum total of learned
techniques, ideas, and activities which a group uses
in the business of living. [KK: p. 112/#81 [12]

To conclude this brief survey of the various factors
which comprise a culture, along with the various features
which in turn characterize these factors, it might be mentioned
that descriptive definitions of culture in the field of anthro-
pology may be either of a more comprehensive type or of a
more specialized type. That is to say, on the one hand, they
may include many different factors and features essential
to culture within a single all-embracing view that attempts
to be more complete and exhaustive, or, on the other hand,
they may deliberately emphasize just one particular factor
or feature (or perhaps a select few) in order to focus the
reader's attention solely upon its various aspects and impli-

cations [13].

B. Lonergan: Differentiation of the Cultural from the Technical

and the Social within the Specifically Human Sphere of Reality

The time has come to bring Lonergan himself into the
picture and to compare his own descriptive approach to culture
with that of the anthropologists.

First of all we note that when he attempts to describe
cultural phenomena, Lonergan, 1like the anthropologists, is
very much concerned with the various different factors and
features that properly belong to culture as such. So, for
example, several of the many factors that might serve as pos-
sible components for a particular culture are articulated
by Lonergan in terms of what could be called "differentiation-
realm correlations" [14]. In other words, on the one hand,

differentiations of consciousness arise from the different

ways in which one can employ the dynamic invariant structure
of conscious human intentionality, i.e., the recurrent and
interconnected inner operations that constitute the basic
pattern of human knowing and doing: thus the artistiec, re-
ligious, scientific, philosophical, and scholarly differentia-
tions of consciousness represent distinct actualizations and
particular manifestations of this one basic pattern. On the
other hand, correlative to the subjective pole defined by
each such differentiation of consciousness, there is also
an objective pole that consists of some particular realm of

meaning: the aesthetic world of beauty and the transcendent
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world of the sacred as well as the more thematized or conceptu-
alized worlds of theory, interiority, and history. Now, accord-
ing to Lonergan [15], the various differentiations of conscious-
ness offer certain possibilities for distinct yet interre-
lated specializations to structurally articulate and internally

partitiion the collective mentality that functions as the

subjective side of a particular culture, while the various
realms of meaning that correspond to such differentiations

offer possibilities for dividing up the collective world that

functions as the correlative objective side of that same culture.

Likewise, one can easily discern certain essential features
(i.e., characteristic traits) that Lonergan would ascribe
to cultural phenomena in general. For instance, (1) such phen-

omena are communal or collective in nature, i.e., they belong

to and indeed are carried by the particular cultural community
whose very essence they serve to define [16], and (2) they
are internally structured according to relational patterns
of positive and negative interaction, i.e., the various differ-
ent elements that make up a particular culture may mutually
interact with one another either in a concordant and comple-
mentary fashion (reciprocal mediation) or in a discordant
and conflicting fashion (dialectical opposition) {17].

As regards their respective efforts to describe cultural
phenomena, then, the crucial different between Lonergan and
the anthropologists lies not in the fact of their descriptive
concern with cultural factors and cultural features -- which,
as I have just pointed out, happens to be a point of mutual
interest -- but rather in their differing opinions as to the

scope or extent of the field that is to be described. Briefly,

for Lonergan the technical and the social are not integral
parts of the cultural sphere (as they are for most anthro-
pologists) but are to be clearly differentiated from the cul-

tural sphere as distinctive realms in their own right.

Thus, for example, as early as 1957 in his Notes on Exis-

tentialism, Lonergan speaks of "man as a maker of man, as
technical, social, and cultural." Humans as cultural, as author-
ing cultural achievements and inheriting cultural traditions,
are here clearly distinguished from humans as technical, as
using tools to create a human environment (i.e., a totality
of material products and artifacts), and from humans as social,
as organizing and structuring their collective life in and
through institutions of various kinds (familial, educational,

economic, political, and so forth) [18].
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Again in the published address entitled "Dimensions of

Meaning" Lonergan distinguishes between the transformation

of nature which focuses upon "the man-made artificial world"
that human beings set up between themselves and the prior

world of nature, and the transformation of human beings them-

selves that involves two distinct processes: '"the evolution
of social institutions" and '"the development of cultures"[19].
Two later articles, "Belief: Today's Issue" and "The

Absence of God in Modern Culture," clearly differentiate between

the social, a "way of life . . . in which men live together
in some orderly and so predictable fashion" [20], and the
cultural, "the meaning we find in our way of life, the value
we place upon it . . ." [21].

Finally, in the work entitled Method in Theology, published

in 1972, Lonergan reaffirms the difference between social
values, "such as the good of order which conditions the vital

values of the whole community," and cultural values which

"do not exist without the underpinning of vital and social

values,"

but none the less rank higher by the very fact that
the function of culture is to "find a meaning and value" for
the social life of human beings (i.e., for their "living and
operating” together) [22].

While we cannot hope to tackle all of the intricacies
and fine points involved in these distinctions, the main idea
I wish to put across here is simply this: Lonergan makes a
basic distinction between the technical, the social, and the
cultural in contrast to the all-inclusive anthropological
notion of culture which involves no such distinction but simply
encompasses the technical and the social within the cultural
as one undifferentiated global sphere that is specifically
and exclusively the collective human sphere in its totality.
Therefore, while the technical notion of culture used by most
anthropologists is extremely broad and far-reaching in its
scope, the more philosophical notion of culture espoused and
developed by Lonergan has a much narrower and more restricted
range. Unlike the anthropologists, Lonergan does not simply
distinguish between Nature and Culture or between the organic
and the superorganic as two distinct zones of reality. There

is indeed the physical realm of nature, the natural sphere

that provides sense data for the natural scientists who wish
to probe its secrets and unveil its laws. And in contrast,
there is the specifically human sphere, which, however, isz
not to be simply identified with culture. For Lonergan, culture
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does not embrace the entirety of the human collective world.
Culture is in fact only one element within this intentional
sphere or sphere of meaning. That sphere also includes a dis-
tinct technical dimension and a distinct social dimension
as equally authentic and recognizable components.

And so at least as regards a descriptive approach to

cultural phenomena, it is this ‘' fundamental differentiation

between the technical, the social, and the cultural that sets
Lonergan apart from most contemporary anthropologists. And
because of Lonergan's distinctive approach to cultural pheno-
mena, because he explicitly delineates or articulates the
specifically human sphere of reality in this three-fold fashion,
one who might wish to investigate Lonergan's notion of culture
could write off as practically negligible the extent of his
or her necessary involvement in questions which focus primarily
upon human beings as technical (their transformation of their
natural environment through technological achievements) and
human beings as social (their structuring a common way of
life for themselves through social organizations and institu-
tions). Whereas if one wished to approach culture from a
strictly anthropological point of view, then on the contrary
one would be very much interested in such questions,

Or again, to locate Lonergan's notion of culture within
the anthropological perspective presented above, it appears
that his primary focus would definitely be upon that section
of the classificatory schema [see p. 28 above] which, in accor-
dance with anthropological usage, has been labelled the ideo-
logical dimension of culture -- particularly as regards its
covert, or as Lonergan would say, its intentional side. In
other words, collective, communal, or shared meanings and
values as they originate within the aesthetic, religious,
scientific, philosophical, and scholarly realms would seem
to constitute the sum and substance of Lonergan's concern
with culture.

II. Explanation

I take ‘'explanation' in a very broad and general sense

as indicating the scientific or theoretical dimension that

properly belongs to anthropological studies. An anthropologist
may attempt to enumerate the various elements that make up
the content of a particular culture; he or she may then attempt
a more extended phenomenological description of certain cultural
factors and their characteristic features. In neither case,

however, can this approach to cultural phenomena be labelled
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as explanatory. Such phenomena are simply taken as already
there -- given data to be enumerated, recorded, classified,
and described. On the other hand, an anthropologist may wish
to move beyond definitions, enumerations, and classifications
and ask for explanations; by so doing one enters into the
realm of anthropological theory, and henceforth both one's
procedures and one's results are Jjudged to be scientific in
the strict sense of the word [23].

In general, the explanatory approach taken by a scientifi-
cally conceived anthropology is concerned with two basic ques-
tions that are in fact quite closely interrelated: (1) how
do different cultural systems work? and (2) how have these
various cultural systems come to be as they are? Now we are
not interested here in specific answers to these two basic
questions -- answers given by way of full-fledged theories
developed by this or that noted anthropologist. Our concern

is simply with the more general theoretical orientations that

supply an over-all framework or context for such theoretical
inquiry, so that the data gathered by the anthropologist can
be approached and questioned from a particular viewpoint or
perspective. As different ways of selecting, conceptualizing,
and ordering data, such general theoretical orientations may
be categorized or classified in various different ways and
under various different headings. As a first and most compre-
hensive division, let us distinguish between theoretical ori-

entations that focus upon relations and those that focus upon

origins.

A. Explanation by Relation: General Theoretical Orientations

that are either (1) Diachronic (Evolutionary or Diffusionist}),

or (2) Synchronic (Functional or Structuralist)

In the former instance, one will be searching for explana-
tions in terms of general laws, types, patterns, and regular-
ities which relate various elements to one another from the

viewpoint of temporal succession (diachronic studies) and/or

from the viewpoint of temporal simultaneity (synchronic studies):

evolutionary and diffusionist orientations emphasize the dia-

chronic approach, while functional and structuralist orienta-

tions stress the synchronic approach. In other words, some
variant of structural-functional analysis is normally to be
used for synchronic studies which tend to focus mainly upon
the basic question, "How do different cultural systems work?";

but an evolutionary, diffusionist, or some type of historical
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approach is needed for diachronic studies that tend to focus
mainly upon the equally important question, "How have these
various cultural systems come to be as they are?”

General laws, types, patterns, and regularities, then,
can emerge either from a genetic concern with development
or from a relatively static and non-historical concern with
structure and function. Explanatory theories in the field
of anthropology can thus be depicted as running along two
distinct yet interrelated axes: a vertical axis of simultaneous
'functional' or ‘'structural' correlations and integrations,
and a horizontal axis of successive 'historical' correlations
and integrations.

With regard to explanation by relation, however, there
are also other grounds for differentiation that may be noted.
For example, a structuralist approach tends to be both intrin-
sicist and integralistic. It focuses primarily upon the imman-
ent or intrinsic formal intelligibility that is to be found
within the ordered set of internal relations which connect
various different elements together into a cultural system
of some sort -- a cultural 'pattern' or 'structure'; it does
not go outside the inner workings of a particular cultural
system to seek any further explanatory account of that system.
It also insists that no element within such a cultural system
can be treated as an isolated unit for purposes of analysis
or ccmparison. The structural whole always comes first: every
cultural phenomenon must be taken in context, i.e., in terms
of its relations and interconnections with other components
within the integrated totality.

In contrast, evolutionary, diffusionist, and functionalist

orientations admit of a more atomistic approach that would
concern itself with the evolution, diffusion, or function
of a single cultural element -- either in terms of one particu-
lar culture or, as is more likely to be the case, in terms
of a comparative analysis of several different cultures. Like-
wise, these three orientations have no qualms about seeking
intelligibility outside the set of internal relations that
form a cultural system; in this case, an explanatory account
may focus either upon the antecedents of a particular cultural
factor (e.g., its relationship to a prior stage from which
it evolved or a prior culture from which it was borrowed)
or upon the consequences of a particular cultural factor (e.g.,
does it serve a useful function in meeting human biological

or psychological needs?). In each case, an explanation is
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sought in terms of certain extrinsic factors -- i.e., cultural
or noncultural elements that to some extent at least lie outside

the particular cultural system in gquestion.

B. Explanation by Origin: General Theoretical Orientations

that Propose a Subjective Source for All Cultural Phenomena

either (1) within Human Unconscious Life, or (2) within Human

Conscious Life

On the one hand, then, various types of relations and
interconnections may become the central focal point for the
theoretical concerns of the anthrobologist. On the other hand,
however, anthropology as a systematic field of inquiry may
also begin to probe beneath the surface of general laws, types,
patterns, and regqularities in order to raise guestions on
a more fundamental level -- questions about the subjective
origins both of cultural phenomena as such and of their various
correlations in terms of simultaneous and successive intercon-
nections. With Freud, Rbheim, and Lévi-Strauss, for example,
one may find such origins hidden within the secret workings
of the human unconscious. Or, as Lonergan prefers, one may
ascribe such origins to the dynamic operational structure
of conscious human intentionality -- the source and well-spring
of the very 'stuff' that culture is made of: human meanings

and human values.

C. Final Summary and Integration: Primary and Secondary Levels

of Explanation

Now, while it is undoubtedly true that when formulated
in a certain way several of these general theoretical orien-
tations definitely tend to exclude all others, this in fact
need not always be the case. Structural and functional ap-
proaches are quite often linked together, and some combination
of pattern, process, and utility, of structure and function
as well as diffusion and development, would seem to be required
if one is to achieve an explanatory account that will provide
an adequate answer for both of the basic gquestions which chal-
lenge theoretical or scientific anthropology. Furthermore,
the search for uitimate subjective origins in terms of the
human person's conscious life is not necessarily incompatible
with a similar search in terms of the human person's uncon-
scious life. Finally, a concern for subjective origins in
general, whether those origins be conscious or unconscious,
does not automatically exclude an explanatory account in terms
of evolutionary, diffusionist, functional, or structuralist

relations and interconnections.
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There are, then, two lines of mutual compatibility and
complementarity: first, between a primary level of explanation
and a secondary level of explanation -- the one focused upon
origins and the other upon relations; second, amongst the
various different approaches that may be found on each of
these two levels -- evolution, diffusion, structure, and func-
tion on the secondary and more prdximate level, the conscious
and unconscious life of the human subject on the primary and
more fundamental level. Through a firm grasp of such mutual
compatibility and complementarity, biased and one-sided attempts
at exclusion can be eliminated, different theoretical approaches
can be reconciled with one another, and a more proximate level
of theoretical inquiry ('relations') can be subsumed into
and grounded upon a more ultimate level of theoretical inquiry
('origins').

I have tried to put together a chart, which follows,
that would summarize my observations on the different uses
of the explanatory approach within the field of anthropology,
and at the same time situate Lonergan himself with regard
to these various different orientations taken up by anthro-

pological theory [24].

SCIENTIFIC ANTHROPOLOGY

Several compatible and complementary general
theoretical orientations founded upon two
compatible and complementary levels of explanation:

I. SECONDARY AND PROXIMATE LEVEL OF EXPLANATION IN TERMS
OF RELATIONS

QUESTION: How are cultural phenomena related simul-
taneously and successively to each other and
to non-cultural elements?

APPROACH: General and recurrent laws, types, patterns,
and regularities grasped and formulated from
four different perspectives or viewpoints
that take either a diachronic or a syn-
chronic approach to cultural phenomena:

A.) Diachronic Approach (How do cultural systems come
to be what they are?): horizontal axis of succes-
sive 'historical' correlations and integrations:

(1) Evolution: temporal relations of before and
after between different successive
stages of a culture or culture trait

(TYLOR & within a process of change or devel-
MORGAN) opment that is progressive: i.e., the

movement is from an earlier and more
primitive stage to a later and more
developed stage.
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(2) Diffusion: spatial relations of contact and

(GRAEBNER &
SCHMIDT)

exchange ('cross-fertilization')
between different cultures and
their respective cultural traits.

B.) Synchronic Approach (How do cultural systems work?):

vertica
'struct

(3) Fun

1 axis of simultaneous 'functional' or
ural' correlations and integrations:

ction: pragmatic relations of challenge-

(MALINOWSKI
STEWARD)

(4) Str

response and means-end between

& cultural elements (e.g., social in-
stitutions) and non-cultural ele-
ments (e.g., the natural environ-
ment, human biological and psycho-
logical needs, etc.).

ucture: immanent or intrinsic contextual re-

(KROEBER &
RADCLIFFE

II. PRIMARY AN
ORIGINS WITHIN

QUESTION:

APPROACH:

A.) Origin

latjons between different cultural
elements which form patterns or sys-
-BROWN) tems (coherent, organized, and in-
tegrated totalities) at various
levels within a single culture.

D ULTIMATE LEVEL OF EXPLANATION IN TERMS OF
THE HUMAN SUBJECT

What is the basic 'stuff' -- the basic in-
gredient -- of culture and from whence does
it originate within the human person?

Search for the subjective source of the very
'stuff' of culture within two different di-
mensions of human life:

within the hidden workings of human uncon-

scious
(1) Psy

life:
choanalytic Approach:

(ROHEIM)

(2) Str

Culture as collective neurosis or group
sublimation consequent upon the human
person's prolonged infancy: psychic defen-
sive systems against anxiety are the very
'stuff' that culture is made of; cultural
phenomena include everything in society that
inhibits impulses or permits their dis-
torted satisfaction.

ucturalist Approach:

(LEVI-
STRAUSS)

Culture as grounded in the basic forms taken
by the unconscious activity of the human
mind: the actual forms and systems of social
living reveal the latent infrastructures
which characterize the impersonal and impul-
sive workings of the collective unconscious.

B.) Origin within the dynamic intentional structure of

human ¢

onscious life:

(3) Cri

tical Approach:

The dynamic operational structure of con-
scious human intentionality functions as the
source and wellspring of human meanings and
values; such meanings and values supply the
very 'stuff' that constitutes culture.
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III. Conclusion

To conclude this comparative study on Lonergan and the
anthropologists, I should like to make use of certain spatial
images so that I might sum up my findings in the following
way: in contrast to the contemporary anthropological use of

the term 'culture,' Lonergan's differentiation of the cultural

as something quite distinct from the technical and the social
gives him, on the one hand, a much narrower notion of culture
on the level of description; but, on the other hand, Lonergan's
critical grounding of cultural phenomena within the structured
activity of conscious human intentionality gives him a much
deeper, or perhaps we might say, a more ultimate and profound
notion of culture on the level of explanation. It is most
especially this latter instance of divergence and dissimilarity
that highlights for us the clear distinction between Lonergan
as a philosopher concerned with a thiosoghz of culture and
the anthropologist as a scientist concerned with a science
of cultural phenomena or cultural anthropology.

In the preceding chart I have labelled Lonergan's explana-
tory approach to culture a critical one, and perhaps this
calls for some clarification, which in turn will bring the
present investigation to a close.

By 'critical' I do not at all mean fault-finding or criti-
cism in the usual sense of a 'critique.' Rather, the term
is used by Lonergan in a distinctively post-Kantian sense
to describe the type of metaphysics that he himself has
developed [25]: such a metaphysics is called 'critical' pre-
cisely because each of its various elements correlates with,
is defined in terms of, and can therefore be isomorphically
traced back to some element within the dynamic and invariant
structure of conscious human intentionality -- i.e., the a
priori structure of intentional operations and relations that
(1) emerge and develop on four distinct but interrelated levels
of human consciousness [26], and (2) can be 'appropriated'
by the human subject precisely because they are capable of
both experiential verification within the data of consciousness
and systematic formulation within the realm of philosophical
reflection. In this case, then, the word 'critical' means
"grounded within the innate and intrinsic operational struc-
ture of -human subjectivity" -- or what Lonergan sometimes
calls the "subjective apriori" [27].

For Lonergan, then, a critical metaphysics is merely

a corollary to or consequence of the inherent energizing



40 METHOD

dynamism and recurrent operational pattern that define the
process of human knowing; or, in other words, it is derived
from the known orientation and structure of one's knowing:
thus, for example, each and every reality within the universe
of proportionate being is a compound of potency, form, and
act because all such realities within that universe are to
be known through the internal activities that occur on the
cognitive levels of experience, understanding, and judgment.

Now, I am using the word 'critical' here in a similar
though somewhat extended fashion: from the explanatory view-
‘point that would form an essential part of any philosophy
of culture put together along Lonerganian lines, all cultural
phenomena would likewise reach back to and find their ultimate
ground, source, foundation, and matrix -- their very roots
and rudiments, if you will -- within that very same dynamic
and invariant structure of conscious human intentionality.
Once again, this operational structure is quite rightly called
a priori precisely in the sense of being the way in which
the human mind invariably works as that mind is presupposed
by any particular instanée of human knowing or human doing.

And it is precisely this subjective a priori or a priori of

the human subject that constitutes the sole origin of all
the intentional contents -- i.e., all the meanings and values

common to or shared by the members of a particular cultural

community -- which for Lonergan provide the "intrinsic compon-
ents" [28] of any culture and so specify the sum and substance
of any culture -- i.e., its very 'essence' as a culture. In

this sense, then, I feel it is fitting that, in contrast to
anthropological perspectives and procedures, Lonergan's explan-
atory approach to cultural phenomena in terms of their origin

within the human subject should be called a critical approach.

NOTES

[1] All of my references will be to this edition which, advert-
ing to the last names of its two authors, will hereafter be
cited as KK. In order to avoid a tedious and distracting over-
abundance of lengthy notes, most of my references to KK will
be cited, either in the text itself or in the endnotes, by
placing after each quotation a parenthesis containing the
abbreviation KK along with the relevant page number and, when
available, the specific number assigned to the quotation on
that page.

[2] E. B. Tylor, Primitive Culture ([London: John Murray Pub-
lishers, 1871].

[3] For further instances of this aspect of inclusivity as
a distinctive quality that is clearly characteristic of most
descriptive definitions of culture advocated and articulated
by anthropologists, the reader is advised to consult the
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following passages: KK: pp. 13-14; p. 50; p. 84/#17; p. 125/
#1a; p. 139;#1; p. 139/#2; p. 175/#19; p. 191/#1; p. 191/#2;
p.- 289; p. 356.

[4] A. L. Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn, Culture: A Critical
Review of Concepts and Definitions [NY: Random House, 19631,
p. 70.

[5] Ibid., p. 51. {6] Ibid., p. 12.

[7] Barton M. Schwartz and Robert H. Ewald, Culture and Soc-
iety: An Introduction to Cultural Anthropology [NY: The Ronald
Press Company, 1968], pp. 52-52.

[8] KK include further material relevant to this basic dis-
tinction on the following pages: 66, 103, 136, 182/#3, 194/#9,
357.

[9] David Kaplan, "The Superorganic: Science or Metaphysics,"
American Anthropologist, LXVII [1965]: 960.

[10] For several examples of this classificatory trichotomy
or threefold segmentation of culture, see KK, pp. 184-190.

{11] In Lonergan's terminology, all three realms involves
human acts of meaning.

[12] Other quotations from KK that illustrate these cultural

traits include the following (the numbers from one to seven

correspond to each of the seven features in turn):
1. p. 175/#19; 2. p. 165/#3; p. 211/#20; 3. p. 118/43;
o. 119/#6; p. 119/#7; 4. p. 176/4#20; p. 192/#6; p. 193/
#7; 5. p. 276; p. 91/#13; p. 90/#6; 6. p. 89/#5; p. 91/
#14; p. 164/#12a; p. 179; p. 192/#5; p. 193/#8; 7. p.
90/#10; p. 91/#18; p. 111/#2; p. 112/#4; p. 112/#5; p.
210/#19.

[13] The passages quoted in connection with each of the various
cultural features readily provide us with excellent examples
of a more specialized approach., We might supplement these,
however, with references to a few illustrations which focus
instead on the various different factors that contribute to
a culture's make-up or content:

1. behavior and artifacts (KK, p. 159/#3; p. 184/#4);

2. tools and symbols (KK, p. 192/#6; p. 137/#1);

3. ideas, norms, beliefs, and sentiments (KK, p. 141/#3;

p. 101/#6; p. 131/#8; p. 191/4#3; p. 166/#4).
As for descriptive definitions of culture that are more compre-
hensive in scope, the following may be noted as rather obvious
examples of this type: KK, pp. 118/#4; p. 185/#7; p. 357.

[14] B. Lonergan, Method in Theology [NY: Herder and Herder,
1972), pp. 13, 81-85, 139, 258-266, 271-281, 302-305.

(15] Ibid., pp. 85-99, 305-319. See also Lonergan's essay,
"The Absence of God in Modern Culture," in The Presence_ and
Absence of God, ed. C. F. Mooney, S.J. [NY: Fordham U. Press,
19691, pp. 165-166.

[16] For Lonergan there is a reciprocal relationship between
any cultural community and the set of meanings and values
held in common by the members of that community. On the one
hand, in a compositive sense, community is constituted by
culture: the common or shared meanings and values that define
a particular culture function as the intrinsic components
or formal constituents which make up or compose the very sum
and substance of a particular cultural community; they provide
the very 'stuff' out of which the ongoing intentional essence
of such a community is formed and fashioned. On the other
hand, in a constructive sense, culture is constituted by com-
munity: the set of meanings and values that comprise a
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particular culture are commonly selected and accepted, decided
upon, agreed upon, and adhered to by the members of a cultural
community in the very act of collectively constituting them-
selves as this particular community; cultural communities
constitute themselves by defining their identity and determin-
ing their destiny in terms of the cultural heritage they have
put together for themselves. See Method in Theology, pp. 79,
298, 356-357, 363. The reader might also wish to consult two

other works by Lonergan: (1) "Existenz and Aggiornamento,"
in Collection, ed. F. E. Crowe, S.J. [NY: Herder and Herder,

19671, p. 244, and (2) The Subject [Milwaukee: Marquette U.
Press, 1968], p. 30.

{171 In other words, the various specialized and differentiated
horizons ("co-present developments") included within any one
particular culture may interact in a reciprocal fashion either
through the positive modifications brought about by way of
mediation or through the more negative yet at times challenging
clash of viewpoints brought about by dialectical opposition.
Horizons may complement or contradict one another. In either
case, they exemplify what we would wish to call relation by
mutual interaction. See Method in Theology, pp. 236-237, 273,
344, Tape recordings of lectures delivered by Lonergan on
"History"” and on "Method in Theology" at Regis College, Toronto,
during the summer of 1962, provide valuable material on Loner-
gan's conception of mediation.

[18] B. Lonergan, Notes on Existentialism (mimeographed notes
distributed by the author for his course during the summer
session at Boston College, July, 1957), p. 30.

[(19] "Dimensions of Meaning,"

(20] "The Absence of God in Modern Culture," p. 165.

in Collection, p. 254.

[21] "Belief: Today's 1Issue" (a paper prepared for the Pax
Romana Symposium on Faith, Pittsburgh, March 16, 1968), p.
5. This address was also published as "Belief Today," in Schema
XIII, Vol. I [February, 1970}, 9-15.

[22] Method in Theology, pp. 31-32. In this same work, Lonergan
indicates in a somewhat more extended fashion that the function
of culture is ". . . to discover, express, validate, criticize,

correct, develop, improve such meaning and value" (p. 32).

[23] In the course of some basic research for this section
on explanation in the field of anthropology, I found several
books, articles, and encyclopedia entries extremely helpful,
including the following:

BOOKS: David Bidney, Theoretical Anthropology [NY: Schocken
Books, 1967). Elvin J. Hatch, Theories of Man and Culture
[NY: Columbia U. Press, 1973]. David Kaplan and Robert Manners,
Culture Theory [Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1972].
Edmund Leach, Claude Levi-Strauss [NY: The Viking Press, 1970].
Robert H. Lowie, The History of Ethnological Theory [NY: Far-
rar and Rinehart, Inc., 1937]. Bronislaw Malinowski, A Scien-
tific Theory of Culture and Other Essays [London: Oxford U.
Press, 19601].

ARTICLES: Peter Caws, "What is Structuralism?" in Claude
Levi-Strauss: The Anthropologist as Hero, eds. E. Nelson Hayes
and Tanya Hayes [Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1970]. Ambrose
McNicholl, ©.P., "Structuralism,"” in the Irish Theological
Quarterly, XXXV [June and October, 1968]: 233-267, 343-383.
Idus L. Murphree, "The Evolutionary Anthropologists: The Pro-
gress of Mankind," in the Proceedings of the American Philo-
sophical Society, Vol. 105, No. 3 [1961]: 266-300. Geza Roheim,
"The Psychoanalytic Interpretation of Culture," in Man and
His Culture, ed., Warner Muensterberger [NY: Taplinger Publ.,
1970]. Harold W. Schelffler, "Structuralism in Anthropology,"
in Structuralism, ed. J. Ehrmann [NY: Doubleday, 1970]}.
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ENCYCLOPEDIA ENTRIES (all from the International Encyclo-
pedia of the Social Sciences, ed. D. L., Sills [NY: Macmillan
and The Free Press, 1968]: Hermann Baumann, 'Braebner, Fritz"
{VI, 240-241}. Ralph Beals, "Kroeber, Alfred L." {[VIII, 454-
463]. Harold E. Driver, "Ethnology" [V, 178-186]). Joseph P.
Greenberg, "Culture History" [VI, 448-455]. Robert Heine-Gel-
dern, "Cultural Diffusion" ([IV, 169-173]. Joseph Henninger,
"Schmidt, Wilhelm" [XIV, 56-57]. Alexander Lesser, "Boas,
Franz" [II, 99-110]. Marion Levi, "Structural-Functional Anal-
ysis" [VI, 21-29]. Donald N. Levine, "Cultural Integration"
(VII, 372-380]. David G. Mandelbaum, "Cultural Anthropology"
(I, 313-319]. Margaret Mead, "Benedict, Ruth" [II, 48-52].
Rhoda Metraux, '"Malinowski, Bronislaw" [IX, 541-549]. Warner
Muensterberger, "Roheim, Geza" [XIII, 543-546]. W. E. H. Stan-
ner, "Radcliffe-Brown, A. R." [XIII, 285-290]. Goerge W. Stock-
ing, "Tylor, Edward Burnett" [XVI, 170-177]. Leslie A. White,
"Morgan, Lewis Henry" [X, 496-498].

[24] The surnames given in capital letters indicate represen-
tative figures for each of the different general orientations.
Full references can be found in the preceding note.

[25] See Lonergan's most famous work, Insight: A Study of
Human Understanding [London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1957],
Chs. XIV-XVI on metaphysics. .

[26] On the different levels of human consciousness (empirical,
intellectual, rational, and existential), see the following
works by Lonergan as previously cited: Insight, pp. 272-275,
322-325, 613-615, 623, 704; "Existenz and Aggiornamento,”
p. 241; Method in Theology, pp. 9, 104, 133, 141-143, 232,
349; The Subject, pp. 20-23. The reader may also wish to con-
sult another article by Lonergan entitled "Cognitional Struc-
ture,”" in Collection,p. 227.

{27] Lonergan, Method in Theology, pp. 103, 263, 292. See
also P. McShane, "An 1Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan,
S.J.," Clergy Review, LVI [June, 1971]; 412-431.

[28] Lonergan, Method in Theology, p. 78.




LEARNING FROM LONERGAN AT ELEVEN *
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1. Untapped Motivation

The financial success of Rubik's Cube is only one of
many proofs of the astounding motivation young children have
for learning, and the amount of intellectual energy they are
prepared to invent in solving a puzzle. It leads us to ask
how successful our teachers have been in harnessing that moti-
vatior in education. My pleasant task this evening is to an-

nounce to you that the way for this is now wide open.

2. Simplifying a Difficult Innovation

Bernard Lonergan, at the beginning of his book Insight [1],
judged it advisable to make an apology: he was starting with
an example that some readers might consider too simple, that
of Archimedes solving the problem of testing a goldsmith's
honesty. Aristotle, on the other hand, shows no such qualms
in commencing his Metaphysics [2] with the fairly obvious

claim that "All men naturally desire to know."

My suggestion
is that this difference is symptomatic of a difference between
the cultures to which these books were addressed, but a differ-
ence which can be overcome -- with great benefit to education,
to philosophy and to religion.

The excuse that Lonergan offers for dealing with "the
simple things that everyone can understand” [3], is the advice
of Descartes. I wonder whether, as his book progressed, he
still had Descartes in mind, though in a different sort of
way -- as a genius who gave us in an extremely complex and
difficult form a new discovery that could well have been ex-
pressed very much more simply. At any rate, the instance is
a significant one. I put it before you as my own excuse for
venturing to do what some afficionados of Lonergan may look
on with horror as the casting of pearls before children.

Our debt to Descartes, of course, is not just in philo-
sophy. Millions of people have learnt cartesian geometry at
a relatively early age without more than a passing glance
to Pescartes himself, and millions more omit his name to com-
municate what they call graphs.

#*This paper was presented at Toronto in November, 1988, at the Seventh

Lonergan Colloquium. I am grateful to Fr. Frederick Crowe, S.J., for his
invitation and support.

Copyright ©'°°! Thomas Vincent Daly, S.J.
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Descartes, in expounding analytical geometry for the
first time, made it 1look rather difficult by not starting
with right-angled coordinates, by omitting the y-axis, and
by giving, as almost his first example, the solution of a
previously unsolved geometrical problem whose very statement
as a problem takes some sixteen lines of text [4]. Unfortun-
ately most readers of Lonergan would consider him more at
home with this Descartes than with the one whose exhortation
to deal with simple things he cites. Still the impact of Loner-
gan's Insight could, one day, be just as universal as the

use of graphs.

3. Lonergan's Demand: Exercises

The key to philosophy that Lonergan offers us is self-
appropriation, which, at times, he also calls self-knowledge.
At the end of the first chapter of Insight he reminds us that
the content of the chapter is not what is important, but rather
our experience of our own mind at work while discovering
that content [5). That wealth and range of content is required
wher our learning is mediated by a book. But, more basically,
what counts is the exercise of our mental powers, and that
exercise is what is central to his instructions:

the only way to achieve [familiarity with what is meant
by insight] is, it seems, to attend very closely to a
series of instances all of which are rather remarkable
for their banality. [6]

To experience an insight requires, as he says later:

close attention to instances of one's own understanding
and, equally, one's failing to understand, and . . .
the repeated use of personal experiments in which, at
first, one is genuinely puzzled and then catches on.
{71}

The reader of Method in Theology is told that he

will have to evoke the relevant operations in his own
consciousness. He will have-to discover in his own experi-
ence the dynamic relationships leading from one operation
to the next. Otherwise he will find not merely this chapter
by the whole book about as illuminating as a blind man
find a lecture on color. (8]

Indeed, without those exercises the book would be empty:

Insight may be described as a set of exercises in which,
it is hoped, one attains self-appropriation. (9]

4, Exercises in Tertiary Teaching

But what exercises should we use? The book Insight is
too difficult for the beginner in philosophy; not all have
the drive or the facilities of Archimedes; nor can they afford
the years of constant struggling with a single problem that
is so frequently mentioned by those many other most impressive

discoverers to whom Lonergan refers us [10].
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First and foremost, the purpose of the exercises is to
provide data in which can be gained an insight into one's
own mind; evidence to support a justified affirmation that
I am an experiencer who is intelligent and reasonable. The
exercises must give us the '"concrete psychological fact" to
which "every dispute in the field of metaphysical speculation"
can be reduced [11]. Empirical method must be applied "to
the data of consciousness no less than to the data of sense"
[12]1. I have to find the relevant data in the consciousness
in my own mind at work.

For twenty years or so during which I have been teaching
philosophy I have considered it essential to give my students
an opportunity to grapple with a set of exercises in class,
or at least between classes, so that our attention to, and
description of, an insight is based upon a genuinely fresh
sample. For this purpose I have chosen simple puzzles which
are not all beyond the weakest of the students, while one
or two are hard enough to tease even the more intelligent.
Over the years 1 have accumulated further samples, brought
to me by former students who are delighted both to contribute
to my teaching resources, and to know that I will suffer a
few hours or days of frustration similar to that which I forced

on them.

5. Beneath the Dignity of Tertiary Students?

These puzzles have served their purpose well, but a few
years ago one of my tertiary students complained about them.
"These are kid's stuff," he said, "not worthy of a philosophy
student aged 23." Most of my students, however, continue to
enjoy them, but nevertheless my memory went back to a short
car journey I had made years before with three of my nephews
and nieces aged about ten, who had plied me with riddles which
they had enjoyed immensely, but which were well beyond my
capacity to solve. A new project occurred to me. If riddles
and puzzles were kid's stuff, should not the kids be allowed
to reap the philosophical riches they contain? "Render to
Caesar the things that are Caesar's" and to children the things

that are children's.

6. A Well-Known Interest

Further inguiries among teachers brought forth the inform-
ation that children at about the ages of ten to twelve have
an insatiable appetite for puzzles, riddles and jokes, though
none could tell me how this was made use of in classes, unless

indirectly as a reward or as entertainment. The books on
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education that I consulted did not mention even the phenomenon
[13]. While discovery was praised as an educational strategy,
its value seemed to be confined to a means of gaining serious
content rather than a means of securing intrinsic motivation
[14]1, and the achievement envisaged seemed to be rather rare.

It seemed that I had to try out the possibility for myself.

7. The Teachers and the Classes

Some time later a former student invited me to the parish
at which he was curate. There were 400 students in its parish
school, with each class divided in two, so that Grade 6 (the
top class in that primary school) had two streams of 31 and
32 students respectively. I outlined my plans at a meeting
with the Priests, the Principal, the Religious Education Co-
ordinator, the two class teachers and their support teacher
(who covered other grades as well). They showed a polite inter-
est until Fr. Farrugia asked me how I would actually use a
joke in class. I told a very simple joke, which amused thenm,
and within a few minutes we were all involved in a vigorous
discussion of insight governing formulations, of modern theol-
ogy, development of doctrine, and the fruits of the Holy Spirit.
We were off to a good start, and from then on I had strong
support from the school staff [15].

I arranged to visit the school for an hour each Tuesday
and Wednesday, taking a 30 minute class with the Gold stream
and then another with the Brown stream on the Tuesday, doing
the same, only in the reverse order, on the Wednesday. After
20 of these days I met with the staff group for an evaluation
of the experiment, and it ended in the sixteenth week, so
that I had 31 classes in all with each of the streams.

The class teacher, Jenine or Chris, sat in the class
during my lesson, keeping an ear on what was going on, while
correcting exercises. Only rarely -did they intervene, as when
I tried to dictate a sentence without writing it on the black-
board, or when my writing turned out to be in an old-fashioned
script so that I had to turn to block letters.

As my hour was the last in the morning I was normally
able to stay for lunch, a useful opportunity to consult .the
class teachers and also meet the other teachers in the school.
There were a couple of social meetings during the semester
at which I was able to meet the parents, very few of whom
had been born in Australia, having migrated there, in many
cases with their own parents, from Italy, Malta, Lebanon,
Holland, or the like. '
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8. Instructions

Though my aim was gquite explicitly to teach the same
philosophy as I was teaching in the theological colleges,
I excluded all historical matter, all use of written texts,
and, as far as possible, all technical terms, even those of
Lonergan. Occasionally, where a special term was needed, I
used the name of a student who had made the appropriate move,
so that a question reqguiring a Yes or No answer became a Linda-
question and a question for understanding a Gerry-question.

The students appreciated right from the start the danger
that any of them could spoil things for the others by blurting
out the solution of one of the puzzles, and in general they
avoided this temptation. Indeed, those who had just succeeded
in solving a puzzle displayed remarkable skill in giving hints
to their companions, or in presenting, even in public, just
enough evidence for me to judge whether they had a genuine
insight without disclosing enough to enlighten the others.

An occasional repetition of my initial warning not to
spoil the puzzle for others was quite sufficient to preserve
this atmosphere. As for the public sharing of hints, I myself
chose a suitable time for commencing this, normally after
four or five students had discovered the solution, so that
the satisfaction of making such a positive contribution to
our enterprise would not be confined to one student, and two
or three could share in being the focus of present attention.

An instruction that did, on the other hand, have to be
repeated continuously, even within the context of a single
puzzle, was the need, not only to attend to the data, but
to adapt the data [16], add to them, play with them, seek
other similar, or simpler, cases, take a new viewpoint, or
attend by listening or feeling, perhaps, as well as looking.
Some children, after finding success in such an active approach,
may eventually develop it as a habit. Whether this can ever
be done with adults, I am not yet sure. My experience, at
any rate, of adult audiences, suggests a great unwillingness
to ever use pen and paper as a means to solving a problem,
even in the face of the most encouraging exhortation.

The central point in our whole exercise, that had to
be insisted upon above all, was the key to the whole process,
attending to oneself and one's operations as soon as possible
after these had occurred. This is what Lonergan calls 'inter-
jority' [17]. So, as soon as I was satisfied that someone
had solved a puzzle, or appreciated a joke, I had to direct

attention in this way, asking "What are you?" and "What can
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you do?" There seemed to be no great loss in making suggestions
at this point, probably because their experience was able
so emphatically to confirm the suggestion. But the students'
own descriptions were, of course, preferred, and often needed
little prompting. The same turn to oneself as operating was
required with each of our cognitional activities, and not
just with the solving of puzzles. In these areas they were
rather more used to attending to their activities but even
here they were still helped by the exercises. Right from the
first day we found a simple technique for moving in the realm
of interiority by seeking partial definitions of ourselves,
in answer to the question "What am I?" We retained these defin-
itions and gradually added to them until a fairly full descrip-
tion of a human being had been reached. I have to admit with
some embarrassment that even that lowest gquestion which is
the last resort of the television interviewer had a definite
place here: "How do you feel?" While the frustration of seeking
an insight in vain was easy to recall, the joy and power and
exhilaration of success were often passed by unmentioned --
even though these had been their main motivation in devoting
themselves to the otherwise thankless task of seeking the
solution. Once the appropriate concept had occurred to them,.
however, they were able to say with conviction: "I am something
that enjoys insights."

I mentioned just now the danger of someone stating bluntly
the full answer to one of the puzzles, and so depriving others
of the experience of arriving at it for themselves. There
was, on the other hand, no such danger of loss in the switch
to the interior mode. Any single student who had just had
an insight could be an Archimedes to the others. He could
give an account which would help others to recognize how it
feels to be a discoverer -- in the way that Lonergan's five
points based on Archimedes were intended to help the rest
of us -- without in any way lessening the joy that others
would experience later on in giving a similar account of their
own insights when the light dawned in each of them.

Their accounts were often so accurate, so sincere, so
enthusiastic, that a lesson on the nature of insight that
could be of great benefit to the whole class could be drawn
immediatley from these few students. Such a lesson could be
recalled with profit by any who solved the problem at home
or on a later day.
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These accounts of a student's recent experience of insight
were the very key to the teaching process, as were, at approp-
riate times, accounts based on some recent striking experience
of any of the other cognitional activities within Lonergan's
structure of knowing.

Such accounts should concern not Jjust the conditions
favoring the occurrence of the insight (or other cognitional
activity), but the powers flowing from it, and the contrast
between the experience just before and soon after the event
itself.

The keenness of the preceding drive to solve the puzzle,
the unexpectedness of the solution, its transcendence of ex-
terior conditions though focused quite precisely on the concrete
presentation of the problem [18], were some of the interior
data that had to be experienced and discovered in the students
themselves, and named or recognized. There was also the new
feeling of power: an ability to state the solution in ordinary
words, an ability to formulate the solution in a variety of
ways, an ability to select aspects of the solution that could
be expressed as hints, the ease in retaining this ability
[19] and utilizing it in a wide variety of ways and circum-
stances.

That 1list, however, provided at the beginning of the
book, should not be considered anything like exhaustive. After
all, Insight was written "from a moving viewpoint" [20], so
other aspects of interiority remain to be discovered in later
pages of the book. And those aspects of the knower or doer,
we must remember, not the contents treated, are its main mes-
sage to us.

Such lessons as the timelessness of insight and the ex-
planation of knowing as identity [21] rather than as reproduc-
tion have to find their ground in each student's live experi-
ence of insight. And the properties of inquiry, too, such
as its unlimited openness, have to be discovered or verified
in the same way. So, too, the definitiveness of the uncondi-
tioned, incredible to thinkers who do not attend to their
own conscious experience, by incontrovertible, and astounding,
and immeasurably precious, to someone who has just found him-
self under a genuine need to make one affirmation, through
'

a genuine 'Yes' or 'No'.

9, The Extrinsic Teaching Material

I have already made it clear that the main material pre-

sented directly to the chidren consisted of simple puzzles
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for them to work on, and riddles and jokes. But other comparable

material was required as well., Projects for invention are
also aimed at insight, and may be more suited to those with
practical minds. They must be asked, too, to formulate their
solutions, and to vary such formulations, to ask a wide range
of questions and then to reflect on, and sort into categories,
the questions they have just asked. At times such requests
need not be stated explicitly, as ways can be found of providing
cues that lead into such activities.

Simple factual questions within the range of their own

t '

familiarity can be put to them, eliciting a firm 'yes' or

'no', whose source can then be investigated. For instance,
Is there a carpet in this room? Are we in Melbourne? Are we
in Sydney? Have Collingwood ever won the grand final of the
Victorian Football League? .

Concrete illusions can be put before the class. An attempt
to show the traditional stick bent in water led to the much
more striking case of a sudden break in, and varied displace-
ment of, a vertical ruler at the surface of water in a cyl-
indrical plastic kitchen container.

For the switch to interiority the main questions that
I put before them, at the appropriate times, that is, when
I was reasonably sure that the minds of a few, at least, of
the students were already active in the intended mode, were:
What am I? What can I do? How do 1 feel? How is this sort
of activity related to (one of the other sorts of activity
that we have already identified)? Can I discover some rules
for ensuring that this particular activity is being done

properly {22]?

10. What I Discovered about Readiness

As a result of this teaching experience I have established
the following points to my own satisfaction, and I am convinced
that others who follow Lonergan can do the same.

1. Children at the age of eleven have not reached self-
appropriation with regard to understanding, or wonder, or
judgment, but can easily be taught to do so.

2. They have, however, some quite definite self-knowledge
with regard to responsibility, and this could be developed,
and integrated with knowledge of themselves as knowers. Due
to the limited time available, however, I did not work in
this area.

3. They were very open to, and appreciative of, an approach
to the fruit of the Holy Spirit [23] through inﬁeriority.
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As they were being prepared for Confirmation, I allowed myself
one day on this after we had discussed the notion of spirit
as found in themselves as human beings.

4. They have an insatiable appetite for puzzles. They
are proud of what ability they have to solve them, and they
can learn about the nature of spirit and the characteristics
of their own spiritual powers by reflection on fresh instances
of such activity.

5. Jokes, or riddles with answers, can serve the same
purpose, and are very useful for teaching purposes, especially
as directed to the whole class. But puzzles should not be
neglected, as their solution is a more personal triumph, and
has a greater impact, and, especially when it has required
a week or two of effort, provides strong evidence for the
difference between understanding and not understanding, and
for the wunavailability of insight to direct action by the
will or to unenriched sensation.

6. The simplest jokes suffice for these purposes. Those
found in books of jokes for children are gquite satisfactory.
Dead jokes, however, must be strictly excluded, as much of
the value of the exercises is destroyed if hope of gaining
a genuine intellectual achievement is undermined. By dead
jokes I mean those whose only point is that there is no point.
If they do come up, some lessons regarding inverse insights
can, of course, be drawn, but a strong assurance should be
given that each puzzle or riddle set by the teacher has a
genuine insightful solution.

7. The time available for drawing full philosophical
profit from a puzzle is about ten minutes. The end of this
is signalled when one of those called upon, instead of contin-
uing with suggestions or questions regarding that issue, comes
out with "Another puzzle please.” If the point being made
when this limit is reached needs to be completed or reinforced,
a new joke can be a way of making a fresh start with less
waste of time,

8. After a few months, a puzzle may occasionally be set
whose content is not merely recreational. For instance, puzzles
about our souls, their relationship to our bodies, about angels,
or God. Students can, when well prepared, find serious depths
in these. Of course, they themselves may be the ones to raise
them. In this case, it is generally wise to deal with the
issue immediately, even if a fuller treatment has to be

postponed.
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9. One example of a philosophical question that the child-
ren can raise in the appropriate context is the relation of
the answer, 'Maybe' to the answers, 'Yes' and 'No'. Another,
is the question "Who caused God?" This question did not occur
to John Stuart Mill until put to him by his father, nor to
Bertrand Russell until, about the age of 18, he read it in
Mill (24]. One of these eleven-year-olds raised it gingerly
in class, and it was clear that three or four others had pre-
viously thought of it by themselves, and had treated it quite
seriously. It is a point that has to be faced clearly by any
theist, and those who have raised the question for themselves
are in a position to pursue it with more vigor than did either
Mill or Russell, and to master it with lasting profit.

10. It would probably have been possible to formulate
puzzles based directly on their current school-work. As I
was not familiar with this material I made no attempts at
this. Though I had given occasional lectures in the upper
forms of secondary school in recent years, it was 35 years
since I had taken regular classes in one, and I had never
taught in a primary school. No doubt those who have done so
could find suitable material where insights are important,
and turn occasionally to the interior mode while dealing with
this. For the sort of mathematics we used to do thirty years
ago almost any page of Westaway's wonderful book Craftsmanship
in the Teaching of Elementary Mathematics [25] has appropriate

suggestions. For a higher level, George Polya has the same
healthy and exciting orientation in his Mathematical Discovery
[26].

11. Wwhile we are talking about teachers we can report

how the students can appreciate very well how the great joy
that a teacher has in communicating his understanding is not
due to his having learnt the idea concerned from the student
but to his own active experience of that idea itself in con-
junction with his success in communicating it.

12. This joy in the content of the insight is accompanied
by another type of joy in his or her own spiritual activity,
the joy of being a giver, and the joy of that deep personal
union that is possible in spiritual events. The students were
thus prepared to realize that if they ever feel what is often
called "love at first sight," it may well be interpreted more
correctly as something that they have already experienced

in this class -- namely, love at first insight.
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13. Right from the start the students recognized the
value of personal achievement in solving a problem, and were
ready to respect the right of others not to be deprived of
the opportunity for such achievement. This value overrode
that of proving before the whole class their own priority
of achievement.

14. When called upon, most of those who had genuinely
reached an insight were able to indicate clues or evidence
that would be helpful to others in making the same discovery.
Thus they had a natural ability to become teachers. There
would have been an opportunity to go on and make this more

explicit.

11. The Philosophical Content
Regarding the philosophical content that we reached through

this work at self-appropriation, I found that these students
at the age of eleven were able to appreciate, and savor, the
following topics, which I give now first of all in standard
philosophical form rather than in the expressions I used with
the children. I will follow this with a list of the same points
in Lonergan's terminology, along with an indication of the
way I formulated each of them for the children. Later on I
will recite in full the exact set of revision notes that I
proposed for them to memorize. Among the topics were:

(a) The nature of consciousness. (b) The agent intellect,

or intellectus agens. (c) The real distinction between essence

and existence. (d) Substantial form and prime matter. (e)
A solution to the critical problem. (f) The basic a priori.
(g) The notion of being. (h) The analogy of being. (i) The
contingency argument for the existence of God. (j) The notion
of an eternal God. (k) Reconciliation of God's providence
and human freedom.

(1) Though I made only a brief exploration in the follow-
ing area, it was enough to give me hope that within a few
more months these students would have been able to reconstruct
the basic elements of a number of the classical schools of
philosophy, in a way that would have enabled them to recognize
these in future years when they were capable of reading the

original texts.

12. Restatements
Let me repeat each of these in Lonergan's terminology,

and then in a way which children can appreciate:
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a. Consciousness as experiential data (27], with merely
experiential objectivity [28], as a basis for generalized
empirical method [29].

I can know myself and what I can do only after I have
felt myself doing it, and I can do this only indirectly --
by attending to something other than myself. By looking at
something green I see green, but I also feel seeing and a
seer. By asking what green is I may come to know something
about light and colors, but I also gain a feeling of inquiry
and of an inquirer.

b. Inquiry {30]; the drive behind every question -- and
every answer.

I am a wonderer, and my main drive to knowledge is in
wondering. All the knowledge that I reach is a fulfilment
of wonder and so is wonderful.

c. The distinction between essence and existence, based
on the distinctions between the three levels of the structure
of knowing [31], and more specifically, the distinction between
understanding and judging, between what is intelligible in
itself and what is intelligible only in another [32].

I can sometimes responsibly say 'Yes', and this is equi-
valent to "This is so," and an answer to "Is that so?" Such
an answer, and what I reach through it, is different from
the intelligibility I reach through an insight, which has
to be expressed in a sentence or a word, such as is presupposed
by, by complemented by, a 'Yes'.

d. Things, with their central forms and central potency
{331].

Each dog is a single individual and makes sense as a
set of intelligible parts which are intelligently related
to each other, and which are involved in a large number of
ways of interacting among themselves, which alsp make sense
in the life of this dog.

A willow tree is a similar single individual, and yet
it can be changed into many distinct willow trees by taking
cuttings from its branches and sticking them in the ground.

e. Critical realism [34].

I have been tricked by illusions, and realized that they
are not reality. I avoid illusions by asking a wide range
of intelligent questions and reaching all the answers that
are relevant to the issue. And this leads to the very meaning
of what we have always referred to as reality -- namely, that
which is to Dbe reached by intelligent grasp and reasonable

affirmation.
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And through my wonder I am immediately in contact with
that reality, and indeed with the whole of being, even before
such grasp and affirmation. All that remains to be done is
to discover and formulate distinctions within this realm of
being.

f. The basic a priori, like the agent intellect, is what
we experience as wonder or inguiry [35].

While I get knowledge by seeing and hearing and touching,
etc., the most important contribution that my mind makes to
knowledge is in wondering. This drives me to look, and listen,
and feel, and to ask why and whether, and will I.

g. The objective of the pure desire to know [36].

I communicate frequently and successfully through the
words ‘'is', ‘'am', ‘'are', 'was', 'were' and 'be'; and what
I mean in using each of them is summed up in the word 'being'.
The way that I use these words shows that I reach being as
the answer to intelligent gquestions, that is, as the goal
of wonder.

h. The notion of being penetrates every other cognitional
content [37].

Everything I 1learn is different from everything else,
but everything I learn and everything about it is the goal
of my wondering, so there is something very much the same
about all things. My wonder is absolutely open to all questions,
so it directs me to the very idea of being, which is a grasp
of everything about everything.

i. An explanation that needs no further explanation [38].

All the things I see need some sort of explanation, but
none of them can be explained satisfactorily unless eventually
through something that needs no further explanation at all,
precisely because it understands itself fully, as well as
everything else.

j. The timelessness of insight, and therefore of an insight
into insight [39].

Every insight comes suddenly and is rich and exciting.
It can be relished instantaneously, and so is not intrinsically
dependent on time. An insight that understands absolutely
everything, including itself, must be enormously rich and
exciting and in no need at all of being spread out in time.
You and I find our life and enjoyment in a time that we call

'now'. But, for us, one 'now'

is separated from another. An
insight into insight is not subject to this limitation. It

can have all its 'nows' at once.
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k. God's grasp of all possible worlds: his choice of
the actual world; his application of each agent to its action,
so that he cooperates in the production of everything that
is; his permission of basic sin, which is the failure, due
to the free choice of a creature, of an intelligibility that
might have been if that creature had made a more positive
and intelligent choice [40].

If I understand myself fully and everything about every-
thing in the 1light of that insight, I would be able to see
all possibilities and choose to actuate some of them. One
such possibility would be something that would be independent
of me to the extent of being able to choose its own destiny,
which it would reach by collaborating with the help I would
offer it, or sometimes choosing to be silly enough not to
join in such collaboration.

1. I know, from my own experience of acting in these
different ways, just what contribution to knowing is made
by each of my cognitional activities. So I can indicate the
weaknesses that there would be in a philosophy that neglected
any one of these and failed to include it in its account of
knowledge. Then I could guess the adjustments, or additions,
that a philosopher with such a view might make, in order to
try to account for the data that he cannot avoid having in
performing the type of activity that his philosophy has
omitted (411].

13. Teachers Can Learn and Enjoy All This

One unexpected bonus from this experiment was the personal
interest many teachers showed in learning some philosophy
themselves in a similar way. Though no opportunity for an
extended course offered itself, a number of seminars of an
hour and a half to two hours were arranged with different
groups of teachers, and most of them expressed delight at
what they themselves gained from the seminar. Though they
would, of course, have required much more extensive training
before they could teach a similar course, they could see the
possibility of their doing so, and could appreciate the value

it would have for their own students.

14. Opportunities and Applications

If extended and developed, this method of teaching could
help ordinary children at about the age of eleven to gain
one of the great benefits of a philosophical education --

a well-based orientation to the most basic issues of life.
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They would then be far more open than at present to a
theological education and the grounding that that can give
in religion.

What they 1learn in this way about knowledge and about
learning itself could help them to seek and grasp the essentials
in all their further education.

The method would have possibilities far beyond the primary
school, indeed beyond schools of any sort. Those who work
among disadvantaged classes, such as the Australian aboriginal
people, the poor in the third world, and those in occupied
countries, often remark on their sense of humor and the pleasure
they take in inventing and relating jokes. We can see now
an explanation for this: such activities are an exercise of
their human spirit and so help to support their self-esteem
in face of their material destitution. And the jokes them-
selves could be a starting point for a direct and powerful
education.

A chaplain at a hospice for the dying recently told me
that he regularly approaches his people with a simple joke,
and he agreed that the brightness this brings into their lives
could be connected with a reéognition of their spiritual worth

as they exercise a truly human power.

15. Revision Notes

When I expressed a desire to help the children retain
what they had learnt from me, the teachers ensured me that
memory work would not be possible, but then Chris added, "They
do, of course, enjoy learning songs." Here, then, are the
lyrics [42] of my revision notes:

I'm a wonderful wonderer, wondering about

All I see and I hear and I feel.

My wondering brings me some moments of light,
When an insight dawns fresh in my mind.

With an insight I'm ready to talk and explain
And apply aned explore out beyond.

But some judging is needed before I assent,
When the relevant questions are closed.

(Until I've done that, "I think" or "Maybe"

Is all I'm entitled to claim.)

When I've covered those questions I rightly say 'Yes',
And it's then that I finally know.

I'm in touch with reality, being, fact, truth,

Through my earliest "Is it?" and "What?"

It is thus that I spell out the wonderful world,

Having skirted illusions and shams.

My body's spread out, by my spirit unites,
It ties things together, it plans.

I decide at an instant with spiritual power,
But fill in my designs over days.
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I reach out to the edges of space and of time,

Though my knowledge of them's all in me.

Still it's rich and it's fun, and exciting, and strong,
All the more that its 'now' needs no 'then'.

When I know myself thus, I can guess what I'd be

If i'd mastered all puzzles in full,

I'd be just one exciting enchanting insight,

Quite the opposite feeling to bored.

I'd be truth and assent, fulfillment and desire,
Understanding and meaning as well,

I'd have no need of space, or of time, or of friends,
But could make all of these if I chose.

All the future and past would be present to me,
So I'd not be restrained to one view,

I could write an insight in the whole universe,
That could not fit within any part.

Or I'd fix up a set of particular laws

To relate a few bits 'mong themselves.

I'd put sense in the whole of good actions of men
While allowing each freedom to sulk. .

But in fact there are puzzles I just haven't solved,

So I've no claim at all to be God.

And while God understands both himself and the world,

I've no grasp of his insights or plans.

So to puzzles of faith, and of sin, and of hope,

I'm most happy to answer, "God knows",

Being grateful he gave me my own little mind.

Soon in heaven I'll blow it with him.

16. Conclusion

Aristotle told us that the mark of intellect, as distinct
from sense, is that one intense exercise of intellect stimulates
lesser insights instead of dulling them [43}.

This insight of mine into a new educational opportunity
can throw light on an o0ld historical puzzle. What did St.
Thomas Aquinas mean when, at the age of 49, he stopped dictat-
ing and said to his secretary, All my writings are but straw
[44]2 ’

We must investigate the source of that straw, while being
careful not to underestimate the value of the straw itself.
In this we can be guided by Gottlob Frege, the founder of
modern symbolic logic. In 1895, having met David Hilbert,
who had just been appointed professor of mathematics at Gottin-
gen, Frege wrote him a letter containing a metaphor which
captures the value both of symbolism and of its source in
thought:

Where a tree lives and grows it must be soft and succulent.
But if what was succulent did not in time turn into wood,
the tree could not reach a significant height. On the
other hand, when all that was green has turned into wood,
the tree ceases to grow. [45]

St. Thomas probably had that same metaphor in mind. Straw
is the majestic structure in which the record of a plant's

growth is preserved, in an orderly and discernible fashion.
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But the living plant would be so much richer and more produc-
tive. When he spoke thus to Reginald, Thomas had just dis-
covered the source of this growth, and had realized that he
had to take time off from writing in order to forge a new
philosophy in this more lively mode.

In brief, St. Thomas had just discovered Lonergan's ap-
proach, and has envisaged vast Canadian plains of green and
growing wheat replacing his own dry, but oh so precious,
supply of straw. The means for such widespread growth in the

realm of the mind are now at hand.
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William J. Danaher, Insight in Chemistry. Lanham, MD: University
Press of America. 1988.

Frank Budenholzer

Fu Jen Catholic University
Taipei, Taiwan

A a person involved in academic chemical education and
research as well as being reasonably familiar with the thought
of Bernard Lonergan, I must admit to certain feelings of appre-
hension when I read the announcement of the publication of

William Danaher's Insight in Chemistry [1] in a previous number

of Method (2]. After receiving the book, I found that in some
ways my fears were misplaced. The book is an excellent intro-
duction to the thought of Bernard Lonergan in the context
of contemporary philosophy of science, with some concrete
examples taken from the science of chemistry. Furthermore,
though my biggest problems are with what I consider a somewhat
idiosyncratic approach to the sciences, the science is basically
correct. At the same time, I was very disappointed. On further
reflection, I realized that my disappointment was not so much
with the book itself as with the development, or perhaps I
should say lack of development, in Lonergan studies vis-a-
vis the physical sciences and the philosophy of science. More
on this later.

In the preface the author states the goal of the book:
"The goal is to place science, and in particular chemistry,
within a larger context by considering it from a methodological
viewpoint"” (p. iii). To achieve this goal the author divides
the book into five chapters.

The first chapter gives a good summary of the contemporary
scene in the philosophy of science -- analytical philosophy,
Popper and the falsificationists, Lakatos and research programs,
Thomas Kuhn and the significance of paradigms and social fac-
tors in the develoment of science. The author then comments
on the problem of reductionism (which will be a central theme
in the book) and briefly describes '"general systems theory"
which is one attempt to deal with the problem. After a few
paragraphs on the history of chemistry, Danaher attempts to
place the whole discussion in the context of Lonergan's turn
to the subject. I believe that Danaher is correct in stressing
that Lonergan's contribution to the philosophy of science
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will involve a general empirical method that integrates both
poles of the knowing process -- the knowing subject and the
scientific reality to be known by the self-transcending subject.

Chapter 2 provides a good introduction to Lonergan's
theory of knowledge, with emphasis on the objectivity of human
knowing. There is an unfortunate terminological mistake (p.
53) where the author mistakenly refers to an example of general
structural isomerism as geometrical isomerism (more commonly
referred to as cis-trans isomerism). However, the mistake
does not detract from the point the author is trying to make.

Chapter 3 continues the discussion of Lonergan's thought,
essentially reviewing chapters 2 and 3 of Insight [3]: "heur-
istic structures of empirical method" and '"the canons of empir-
ical method." It is a very competent discussion. Chapter 4
is a relatively short summary of pages 437-442 of Insight,

' This is surely a key section

"explanatory genera and species.'
of Insight for dealing with the problem of reductionism.

Chapter 5 is titled "The Science of Chemistry." It is
an attempt to "provide specific details concerning the science
of chemistry, its things, conjugates and schemes, and their
relationship to those on the level of physics" (p. 111). For
Danaher, it seems that the defining characteristic of physics
is that it deals with unbound particles (p. 114). The conjugates
of physics are such things as mass, charge, hypercharge, iso-

spin, color, etc.”

(p. 114). The emergence of bound particles,
then, indicates the "transition to chemistry." Thus the chemist
deals with conjugates such as '"atomic number, atomic mass,
ionization energy and electron affinity" (p. 115). To the
practicing chemist or physicist, the use of bound versus un-
bound particles as the dividing line between chemistry and
physics will seem quite strange. Specifically, much of what
Danaher describes as chemistry, because it is concerned with
bound state problems, would normally be a part of atomic or
molecular physics. Danaher, in a note (p. 128),‘ recoynizes
the difference between his (Lonergan's?) definitions of physics
and chemistry and those of the ordinary scientist. That the
boundaries between the disciplines are gquite arbitrary and
very much aproduct of historical accidents is obvious to anyone
working in interdisciplinary scientific research (consider
current work in super conductivity or the cold fusion contro-
versy). It is also very possible to say that the division
of the sciences may need to be realigned. However, the fact
is that the basic theoretical construct that explains the

interactions of particles in both contemporary physics and
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chemistry, gquantum mechanics, does not basically distinguish
between bound and unbound systems. The proposition that "the
chemical conjugates are defined only on the level of chemistry
and are not logically related to those of physics" (p. 120)
may be true in a technical Lonerganian sense that the higher
levels cannot be simply reduced to the lower level or, con-
versely, that chemical systems cannot be extrapolated from
the lower one by simple formal logic. However, to say that
the two levels are "not logically related" is to contradict
the whole thrust of modern chemistry and physics.

The author then continues to consider '"some particular
aspects of chemistry" -- the periodic table, the problem of
things within things and, finally, the nature of models. In
the discussion of things in things, the author points out
correctly that contemporary guantum mechanics has forced chem-
ists and physicists to leave behind a simple imaginative model
of molecules containing atoms that in turn contain subatomic
particles.

The section on models deals with the importance of images
in the development of theory. This is an important topic.
Three-dimensional molecular models, graphs and figures are
found everywhere in the chemical laboratory and literature.
However, this is not what scientists usually mean by a model.
(Again the author does allude to this difference in a note,
p. 130.) In science a model normally refers to an explanation
for a phenomenon where the scientist consciously makes use
of a limited subset of the factors that should be considered
in a complete explanation. Thus a simple liquid can be 'modeled’
by using a simplified function to describe the potential energy
interactions of the molecules (a simplified mathematical func-
tion leaving out 1long distance interactions) and classical
mechanics (not guantum mechanics) to describe the molecular
motions. Such models have a very important role in all areas
of science, both because of the intuitive insight they offer
and because they often work amazingly well.

A chemist reading chapter 5 will have the feeling that
the discussion is very distant from his or her own world,

"meta-scien-

not just in the sense that the questions asked are
tific". Here the author is correct in recognizing that the
relevance of Lonergan's thought is not in setting down rules
for laboratory or theoretical practice. Rather, the way the
problems are posed does not seem to address the further ques-

tions that both scientists and philosophers are asking. This
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is unfortunate because, as Danaher has already pointed out
in the first chapter, Lonergan's contribution is precisely
to bring together the two poles of the knowing process --
the object which is known and the knowing subject.

Chapter 6 returns to a discussion of "generalized empiri-
cal method." The ultimate goal is to develop what Danaher
refers to as "metascience.®

A chemist cannot effectively proceed without a meta-view-
point. While the meta-viewpoint may not necessarily be
of assistance in the laboratory while performing experi-
ments, it is necessary when it comes to expressing results.
If the chemist has not made the transition to a critical
realism then the expression of chemical knowledge may
contain a reductionist or naive realist bias. Further
the meta-viewpoint is necessary for an understanding
of chemical science in so far as it provides a base for
distinguishing between descriptive and explanatory under-
standing. The chemist, both as a scientist and a teacher,
must aim for the latter. (p. 141)

Toward this goal the author has provided us with a good
synopsis of Lonergan's thought with a view toward Lonergan's
potential contributions to the philosophy of science. It would
be a good supplementary text for a college or seminary course
in a topic such as the philosophy of science, or a course
on the relationship between science, religion and other areas
of culture. On the other hand, because of the difficulties
discussed already in relationship to chapter 5, I would be
slow to give it to a scientific colleague who is wrestling

with those '"further questions."”

For the trained philosopher
of science, I think Lonergan's own works, either Insight or
some of the papers in Collection [4] would be more suitable.

My review could easily end here. However, as I suggested
at the beginning, I think the problems of this book are sympto-
matic of the current state of what has come to be known as
Lonergan studies.

Those of us who consider themselves in some way 'follow-
ers' of Lonergan remember fondly those moments when we first
grasped some aspects of his thought -- the notion of the real
and objectivity, the nature of 'things' and "things within
things," the complementarity of classical and statistical
methods, emergent probability, the distinction between common
sense and theory, the notion of bias. Those who were in the
natural or behavioral sciences immediately felt that these
were very important breakthroughs that could contribute to
an adequate philosophy of science. For those of us with strong
religious convictions, Lonergan's thought also seemed a natural

bridge between religion and science [5)]. As I see 1it, the
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most creative contributions of Lonergan's thought have been
in the integration of the behavioral sciences, moral theology
and spiritual theology. The names of Robert Doran [6] and
Walter Conn [7] immediately come to mind. There has been some
limited work in the philosophy of science by persons such
as Philip McShane [8], Patrick Heelan [9] and Patrick Byrne
[10]. But from my vantage point at least, the promise that
seems implicit in Lonergan's works has not come to fruition.
why?

One of the reasons is surely the difficulty in interpret-
ing Lonergan. Danaher in his book (as well as this reviever
in his much more limited writings) tends to more or less repeat
in the same words what Lonergan has said. It is surely the
safest practice, we won't be accused of misinterpreting Loner-
gan's thought. But unless we get beyond that, the interdisci-
plinary work that Lonergan so desired will never ‘happen. In
a recent issue of Method there was an article on "what is
a thing for Lonergan" [11]. The article was refreshing, because
the author was willing to say in print that at least some
of the Lonergan 'experts' were not quite sure what Lonergan
meant by one of his key categories in Insight. There is, of
course, the further possibility that the lack of clarity stems
from a deeper problem in Lonergan's own development of the
topic.

If we are unable to creatively appropriate Lonergan's
thought, then it will be almost impossible to accept a creative
input from the natural sciences or contemporary philosophy
and. history of science. My basic problem with the book Insight
in Chemistry stems from this problem. The relationship between
physics and chemistry is in many ways an ideal area for a
creative encounter between the thought of Bernard Lonergan
and modern empirical science. (The chemistry-biology and bio-
logy-psychology interfaces are in a sense more critical, but
the strong emotional biases also make them more difficult
to deal with.) There have been important experimental advances
in physical chemistry and chemical physics spurred by the
development of vacuum technology and the laser. Already at
the beginning of the century quantum mechanics brought a new
degree of unity to chemistry and physics. The more recent
developments in computational hardware and software have allowed
the theoretical tools to be applied to ever more complex sys-
tems. I am personally convinced that Lonergan's thought can
shed much 1light on problems raised by these contemporary



68 METHOD

developments -- the status of the overarching paradigms like
quantum and classical mechanics, the nature of models and
simulations, the hierarchical nature of reality and, most
importantly (to this reviewer at least), in what sense is
scientific knowledge approaching truth. But there is a converse:
the work of scientists will help the philosopher sharpen his
or her philosophical categories. Danaher recognizes this when
he talks of the self-correcting nature of science. Lonergan
recognizes it when he uses scientific categories to develop
his theory of knowledge. However, if these developments are
to take place, then both the scientist and the philosopher
must enter the process as equals, both willing to be changed
in the process. Neither side should set the agenda for the
other.

Surely another difficulty 1is that such development re-
quires a type of interdisciplinary approach seldom found in
academe., There is no one thinker who will be familiar with
the intricacies of quantum logic, the metaphysics of Lonergan,
the day-to-day work of chemists and physicists, the history
of science, the history of philosophy, etc., etc. In such
an interdisciplinary setting each person is forced to express
opinions about things outside of his or her "field of compe-

tence."

Only if we are willing to venture beyond our own areas
will there be development.

In a way I am suggesting that what I refer to as Lonergan
studies has become a bit closed in upon itself, at least in
relationship to the sciences. This phenomenon is, of course,
found in almost all fields of inguiry (including the physical
sciences). Lonergan's thought, or for that matter any transcen-
dental approach to philosophy, is not particularly in fashion
in these days of deconstructionism, radical pluralism or the
"anything goes" philosophy of a Feyerabend. Yet I am convinced
that the influence of persons like Popper, Lakatos and Kuhn
stems in large part from the fact that working scientists
felt these authors had said something significant about their
science as it 1is actually developing. The challenge for stu-
dents of Lonergan is not so much to show where scientists
have erred when they comment on scientific method, but to
show how Lonergan's thought is able to successfully explain
what they are doing when they do science.

When Lonergan was still attending the Lonergan workshops,
he would often end the afternoon "ask the master" session

by saying "be good non-disciples." In '"reaching up to the
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mind of Aquinas" Lonergan has often been accused by other
Thomists of misreading the mind of Aqguinas. He surely did
in some smaller areas, possibly in a more fundamental way.
Should we, who feel his thought has something very important
to say for our age of science and technology, be any less
daring? I have been critical of William Danaher's book for
not taking the science seriously enough. However, he did take
the science seriously enough to write the book, ask the ques-

tions, set the agenda. For this we are thankful.
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A NOTE ON A NOTE:
RESPONSE TO CROWE

Terry J. Tekippe

Loyola University, New Orleans

I am pleased that Fred Crowe has drawn attention, in
the last issue of Method, to my article in Gregorianum [1].

Readily I grant one of his main points: the article could
have been improved by a fuller analysis of Lonergan's position
on the will. I am grateful that, in his Note, Crowe has gone
some way toward supplying that.

After reading his criticism, however, I believe that
Fr. Crowe has missed the point of my article. Happily, his
excellent presentation makes it possible to restate the point
very succinctly.

I present two theses:

1. Lonergan held that freedom and necessity are not com-
patible in one and the same act of willing.

2. Thomas held that in certain cases freedom and necessity
are compatible in one and the same act of willing.

For the first thesis, Crowe's Note supplies the evidence.
"Freedom and necessity are compatible in the whole process,
but not in one and the same act . . .'" (132). For the second,
I refer the reader to my original article in the Gregorianum
in general, and to the Thomistic texts 7), 9), 12), 13), 15)
and 18) in particular.

Lonergan mistakenly thought Thomas' final stance was
the position represented in thesis 1. In fact, Thomas through-

out his life held to the position of thesis 2.

NOTES
{11 F. E. Crowe, '"Thomas Agquinas on the Will: A Note on Inter-
pretation,"” Method 8 [1990]: 129-34. Terry J. Tekippe, "Loner-
gan's Analysis of Error: An Experiment," Gregorianum 71 [1990]:
353-74.
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CALL FOR PAPERS

For a collection entitled Lonergan and Communication,
Thomas J. Farrell of the University of Minnesota-Duluth and
Paul A. Soukup, S.J., of Santa Clara University seek 500-word
proposals for essays. They recently co-edited with Bruce E.
Gronbeck of the University of Iowa, a similar collection en-
titled Media, Consciousness and Culture: Explorations of Walter
Ong's Thought [Newbury Park, CAj; London, & New Delhi: Sage,
1991]. For the projected Lonergan collection, all proposed
topics related his work to the history, theory, or practice
of rhetoric or any dimension of human communication, including
hermeneutics, pedagogy, inculturation, and the development
of world-cultural humanity and cosmopolis, will be considered.

Recently the rhetoric of inquiry has received scholarly
attention, but without the benefit of Lonergan's insights
about inquiry. For example, the University of Wisconsin Press
has brought out thirteen books in its series on the Rhetoric
of the Human Sciences, the University of Minnesota Press has
issued Science and Its Fabrication and Physics as Metaphor,
and Sage has published Rhetoric in the Human Sciences and
The Writing Scholar: Studies in Academic Discourse. Several
essays could explore the implications of Lonergan's insights
for the study of the rhetoric of inquiry in different fields.
Others might relate Lonergan's thought to the work of another
major thinker such as Kenneth Burke, Chaim Perelman, Walter
ong, S.J., Jacques Derrida, Richard Rorty, A. J. Greimas,
Jean-Francois Lyotard, Paul Ricoeur, Hans-Georg Gadamer, or
Eric Voegelin.

The deadline for submitting 500-word proposals is 15

September 1991. The authors will be notified about whether

or not they are to proceed to prepare full drafts of their
essays by 1 December 1991. The deadline for submitting full
working drafts for the editors to review and comment on is

15 September 1992. While the working drafts could exceed 6,000
words, final drafts (including endnotes) are not to exceed
6,000 words. The tentative deadline for final drafts is 15
June 1993.

The 6,000-word final essays, especially the opening para-
graphs, are to be accessible to readers who are not already
familiar with Lonergan's work, including graduate students.
Consequently, authors are to embed definitions of technical
terms in their texts. The final essays are to start fast,
move fast, and conclude fast, with a minimum of repetition.
Asides should be placed in discussion notes. Inclusive language
is to be preferred over non-inclusive language. But quotes
from Lonergan and other sources are to give the exact wording
from the original source without altering the language. The
essays are to use the Chicago endnote system for the first
reference followed by parenthetical documentation in the text
for subsequent references to a given work (cf. The Chicago
Manual of Style, 13th ed.). The entire manuscripts, including
block quotes and endnotes, are to be double spaced. The authors
will be expected to submit both a hard copy and a disk copy
of their essays, preferably in WordPerfect 5.0.

Proposals for essays are to be sent to: Thomas J. Farrell,
Institute for Interdisciplinary Studies, University of Minne-
sota-Duluth; Duluth, MN 55812-2496, USA. His BITNET address
is TFARRELL@QUMNDUL. His telephone numbers are (218) 726-7292
(office) and 724-0669 (home).
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