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universe undergo similar transformations.!® Now the most basic
distinction is between primary and secondary valuables. The primary
valuable is ipsum velle, the unrestricted act of choosing, that which both
chooses itself and thereby exhaustively chooses2? everything else;2!
whereas secondary valuables are everything other than the primary
valuable. The second distinction is between proportionate and
transcendent valuables. Proportionate valuables are either constituted
or conditioned (whether intrinsically or just extrinsically) by the
empirical residue. Transcendent valuables are not thus constituted or
conditioned. The third distinction is between valuables that are
responsible and those that are non-responsible, merely valuable.
Valuables are responsible if they are able to evaluate and choose, and
non-responsible if they are unable.22 These three distinctions collectively
indicate four basic ranges within the concrete valuable universe. The

19 For what follows I am drawing on Chapters 2 and 4 of Method, as well as
making explicit certain extensions of Lonergan’s account in Chapter 19 of Insight
that I judge consonant with what he writes in Method.

20 (a) I employ the word “choosing” as a verbally more manageable synonym of
“deciding,” the later Lonergan’s usual label for the act that follows value judging. (b)
I intend that word to cover both the passive willing or “complacent” acceptance of an
actual valuable and the active willing or “concerned” seeking of an initially just
possible valuable. (For a detailed discussion of this matter, including an indication
of a potential confusion over the meaning of “possible value,” see Vertin, “Judgments
of Value, for the Later Lonergan” 238-41.) Hence the unrestricted act of choosing
both complacently accepts itself and creatively actualizes everything else. (c)
Historically speaking, although the Latin word velle more commonly refers to active
willing (and thus is semantically parallel to intendere), there is some evidence that it
also can refer more generally to both active and passive willing (and thus
semantically subsume complacere as well). (See Crowe, “Complacency and Concern”
31-35, 219-222.) It is in the latter, broader sense that I intend it both here and
throughout this essay.

21 Anticipating distinctions I will introduce shortly in the text, I would put this
point more exactly as follows: the primary valuable (a) chooses non-responsible and
positively responsible valuables, (b) does not choose simple non-valuables, and (c)
neither chooses nor does not choose privatively responsible (i.e., irresponsible)
valuables but merely permits them. For the early Lonergan’s treatment of the
trichotomy that I am expressing here in terms of my extension of the later Lonergan,
see his Grace and Freedom (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1971) 109-115.
Compare Stebbins, The Divine Initiative, 269-80.

22 1 specify responsible valuables broadly as “able to choose” rather than narrowly
as “actually choosing” in order to include humans among them.
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primary valuable (God) is both transcendent and responsible; some
secondary valuables (angels) are transcendent and all these are
responsible; other valuables (humans) are proportionate and
responsible; and still other secondary valuables (infra-human ones) are
proportionate and non-responsible. (See Chart 2.)

e A
Chart 2. THE CONCR%TFE UNIVERSE
TRANSCENDENTAL VALUABILITY
:;;}:zulzzrli;rlgmy — transcendent — responsible — (divine)
transcendent — responsible — (angelic)
secondary
valuables responsible — (human)
proportionate
non- (infra-
responsible — human)
. .

2.2 Intelligibility, Affirmability, and Valuability

In the previous section of this paper I noted that one of the more
distinctive features of Lonergan’s philosophical approach is his
characterization of the metaphysical in function of the conscious-
intentional. I went on to suggest that the emergence of value as a
distinct transcendental intention in Lonergan’s later writings implies a
corresponding refinement of his earlier account of the concrete universe.
In my discussion of those matters, however, there is a particular issue I
carefully avoided addressing directly; and now it is time to engage it.
That issue is this: what exactly is the relation between the contents of
my evaluating and deciding, on the one hand, and the contents of my
experiencing, understanding, and judging, on the other?

The background of this issue is constituted by one aspect of
Lonergan’s general procedure of characterizing the metaphysical in
function of the conscious-intentional, namely, what in Insight he calls
the “isomorphism” of my cognitional structure and the structure of what
I know. “If the knowing consists of a related set of acts and the known is
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the related set of contents of these acts, then the pattern of the
relations between the acts is similar in form to the pattern of the
relations between the contents of the acts.”23 After offering an historical
justification for employing adapted Thomist terminology, Lonergan goes
on to label the content of my experiencing “potency,” the content of my
understanding “form,” and the content of my judging “act.” According to
the principle of isomorphism, then, just as my experiencing,
understanding, and judging differ from one another, so metaphysical
potency, form, and act are really distinct from one another.2¢

A problem emerges, however, once the later Lonergan posits
evaluating and deciding as a fourth level of conscious-intentional
operations. On the one hand, if the principle of isomorphism still obtains,
then it would seem that there must be a really distinct metaphysical
element beyond potency, form, and act. On the other hand, within the
Thomist framework to which Lonergan continues to profess his
essential adherence, it is not at all obvious that there could be a really
distinct metaphysical element beyond act. At one point in a paper
originally presented in 1974 at the very first annual Lonergan
Workshop, Frederick Crowe posed the problem lucidly:

What becomes of the isomorphism of intending subject and
intended object in the four-level structure of Method? In
Insight the ontological structure of reality, potency-form-act,
has as its counterpart in the knowing subject the three-leveled
structure of cognitional activity, experience-understanding-
reflection. And this isomorphism has its roots solidly in the
doctrines and views of St. Thomas Aquinas.25 At that stage
the good presented no special problem; it is structured, as
reality is, on three levels, so that the section entitled “The
Ontology of the Good” speaks of potential, formal, and actual
good.

Now, however, we have a problem. Value is not just an
extension of the object of cognitional activity. It is a new
notion; it adds a new level to intentional consciousness. So we

23 Lonergan, Insight (1957) 399 [1992: 424].

24 The distinctions of potency, form, and act, though real, are but minor. See
Insight (1957) 490 [1992: 514].

25 See my article “St. Thomas and the Isomorphism of Human Knowing and Its
Proper Object,” Sciences ecclésiastiques 13 (1966) 167-90. [This note is Crowe’s,
provided at the point indicated in his text.}
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have to ask: Does it correspondingly add a new level to reality?
If so, what could that level be?

If isomorphism is still to be affirmed, or even if it is only to
serve as a useful model for thought, what metaphysical
element are we going to assign to the fourth level of reality?26

It seems that five years later the problem was still nettling Father
Crowe, for at the 1979 Lonergan Workshop he was the person who
posed the following query to Lonergan in the question session of
Thursday, 21 June, and received the following response:

Question 5: You understand the terms and relations of
cognitional theory as “isomorphic with the terms and relations
denoting the ontological structure of any reality proportionate
to human cognitional process” (Method, p. 21). However, if
cognitional theory includes also such terms and relations as
deliberation and the notion of value, what would you
understand as the further terms and relations of the
ontological structure of that particular domain of human
reality proportionate to human cognitional process, not only
as empirical, intelligent, and rational, but also as existential?

Lonergan: Well, the further terms and relations presuppose
time and add possibility of change and especially change for
the better. And if you know about change for the better you
know about the good and the bad and so on and so forth; and
they are all ontological terms. But the knowledge about
yourself fundamentally is further knowledge about yourself
and further knowledge about human life.2

Finally, the same issue emerges yet again in two exchanges at the
1982 Lonergan Workshop.28 The first exchange comes from the question
session of Wednesday, 16 June.

26 Frederick Crowe, “Lonergan’s New Notion of Value,” in Crowe, Appropriating the
Lonergan Idea (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America, 1989) 68-69.

27 From the 1979 Annual Lonergan Workshop at Boston College, 18-22 June.
Typewritten transcription of the question session for Thursday, 21 June, p. 28.
(Available at the Lonergan Research Institute, Toronto.)

28 From the 1982 Annual Lonergan Workshop at Boston College, 14-18 June. The
initial question of each exchange comes from a complete set of the written questions
submitted at the question sessions. Lonergan’s responses, together with any
subsequent discussion, come from tape recordings of the 1982 question sessions.
The (slightly edited) transcription from those recordings is my own work, done in
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Question 14: Does your differentiation of a fourth (and perhaps
a fifth) level of consciousness in post-Insight work force a
modification of the triadic metaphysical structure of
proportionate being which, in Insight, is isomorphic with the
subject whose conscious operations take place at three levels
of intentionality?

Lonergan: The triadic metaphysical structure of Insight
corresponds to the triadic cognitional structure of Insight.
Metaphysics is dealing with reality, and that by which you
know the proportionate reality is this threefold structure. The
fourfold structure in Method corresponds to the fourfold
structure of religious consciousness. (And you could have a
fourfold structure without religious consciousness if you had a
moral consciousness, which [if you do have a religious
consciousness] is included in the religious.)

The second pertinent exchange at the 1982 Workshop comes from
the question session of Thursday, 17 June.

Question 2: What are the ontological correlatives of the
distinct kinds of cognitional acts on the third, fourth, and fifth
levels, respectively, of consciousness?29

Lonergan: The third, fourth, and fifth levels are judgments of
fact, moral judgments, and religious judgments. (a) Judgments
of fact, of possibility and probability, whatever exists or could
exist. (b) Moral judgments. The reality of good men and the
reality of bad men, and extending to all the different manners
in which people can be good or bad morally. And (c) religious
judgments. The existence of God, and theological issues. Moral
judgments with a religious basis. Factual judgments with a
religious basis.

Question 2 (continued): Would you say, in terms of the
traditional distinction of potency, form, and act, that the
achievement of judgments of fact, moral judgments, and
religious judgments in each case is a kind of actus, a kind of
act, and—if so—how would they differ?

July of 1992. (All of these materials are available at the Lonergan Research
Institute, Toronto.)

29 1 am the person who submitted this written question beforehand. I am also the
questioner with whom Lonergan continues the exchange.
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Lonergan: Well, they differ in their objects. They’re all acts, eh?
Any judgment is an act.

Question 2 (continued): I'm speaking of the content that the
judgment achieves. If experience is correlative with potency,
and understanding is correlative with form ....

Lonergan: Oh, I see. Well, the judgment is an act. It’s insofar
as that, that they’re knowing acts, eh? The cognitional
correspondent, the ontological correlative to an act is an act.
The judgment’s of fact, eh? Socrates existed. You can have an
act in act of central form and act of accidental form. And in
that case, what you know as corresponding to the judgment as
distinct from understanding and experience gives you the
distinction potency, form, and act.

Question 2 (continued): So, on the third, and the fourth, and
the fifth level, those respective judgments all achieve or are
correlative with act, as distinct from potency and form.

Lonergan: Right. If they’re confined to an actuality.

Question 2 (continued): Now, is there any further distinction
that can be drawn within the act which those judgments
respectively achieve, by virtue of the fact that as judgments
they differ as levels three, four, and five?

Lonergan: Well, yes. They regard a mere fact, or a moral fact,
or a religious fact.

On my reading of the answers offered by Lonergan in the foregoing
three exchanges, he asserts some seven points that bear on the problem
we are pondering. (1) The metaphysical correlatives of fourth-level
operations include the possibility of change, especially change for the
better. (2) Proportionate reality has a threefold structure of potency,
form, and act. (8) The structure of intentional consciousness is fourfold,
where the fourth level is merely moral in the case of some persons or
religious (including moral) in the case of other persons. (4) One may
distinguish factual judgments, moral judgments (namely, factual
judgments with a moral basis), and religious judgments (namely, factual
judgments and moral judgments with a religious basis). (6) The content
of any judgment, whether a factual judgment or a moral judgment or a
religious judgment, is an act. (6) There is no metaphysical element
beyond act. (7) The difference in the contents of factual judgments,
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moral judgments, and religious judgments parallels the difference among
mere facts, moral facts, and religious facts.

How do these seven points hang together? What solution to our
problem do they imply or at least help illuminate? I suggest that an
answer is already implicit in the account, offered in the preceding section
of this essay, of transcendental intelligibility, reality, and value.
According to that professedly Lonerganian account, the objective of my
second-level transcendental intending is transcendental intelligibility,
the concrete actual universe viewed as intrinsically intelligible. The
objective of my third-level transcendental intending is transcendental
reality, the concrete actual universe viewed as intrinsically affirmable.
And the objective of my fourth-level transcendental intending is
transcendental value, the concrete actual universe viewed as
intrinsically valuable. In other words, the goal of my transcendental
intending on all three levels is nothing other than the one concrete
actual universe-—notionally distinguished now as actually intelligible,
now as actually affirmable, now as actually valuable.

On the other hand, the contents of my categorial knowing and
choosing never wholly match the fullness of what I transcendentally
intend, but just converge on it incrementally instead. Moreover, there
are important differences among the increments of that convergence.
On the first level, through experiencing [ merely approach the goal
without in any way achieving it. The contents of my experiencing (mere
potencies) as such in no way constitute my goal. On the second level,
through explanatory understanding I further approach the goal but still
without in any way achieving it. The distinctive contents of my
explanatory understanding (intelligible forms) stand markedly closer to
my goal than do the contents of my experiencing, but as such they still
in no way constitute it. On the third level, a breakthrough occurs; for
through judging I achieve the goal, albeit just partially. The distinctive
contents of my judging (acts as intelligible and affirmable) constitute
parts of the total goal of my transcendental intending, under its aspect
of (intelligibility and) affirmability. And on the fourth level, the
breakthrough is extended; for through evaluating and deciding I further
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achieve and partly implement the goal.30 The distinctive contents of my
evaluating and deciding (acts as intelligible, affirmable, and valuable)
constitute parts of the total goal of my transcendental intending, under
its aspect of (intelligibility and affirmability and) valuability.

On this analysis, the apparent need for a fourth level of
metaphysical elements correlative with fourth-level intentional
consciousness arises from overlooking the fact that the second, third,
and fourth levels of intentional consciousness are radically characterized
not by their categorial contents but rather by their transcendental
intentions. What I transcendentally intend on all three levels, partly
achieve on the third level, and partly achieve and implement under a
notionally distinct aspect on the fourth level, is nothing other than act.
Hence, though what I categorially achieve on the second level is only
intelligible form, what I transcendentally intend is intelligible act—and
the intention rather than the achievement is what radically defines the
level. Again, what I transcendentally intend and categorially achieve on
the third level is affirmable act—but here as well it is the intention
rather than the achievement that radically defines the level. Finally,
what I transcendentally intend and categorially achieve and implement
on the fourth level is valuable act—but, once again, it is the intention
rather than the achievement or implementation that radically defines
the level. Now, the structure of the contents of my categorial knowing
and choosing constitutes the structure of proportionate metaphysics. In
this light, the aforementioned differences among the contents of my
experiencing (potencies), the contents of my explanatory understanding
(intelligible forms), and the contents of my judging (acts as intelligible
and affirmable) imply at least three really distinct levels of proportionate
metaphysical elements. On the other hand, since the contents of my
judging (acts as intelligible and affirmable) and the contents of my
evaluating and choosing (acts as intelligible, affirmable, and valuable)
differ only notionally, there are no more than three really distinct levels of
proportionate metaphysical elements.

What then of the principle of isomorphism? Does the later
Lonergan in effect reject it? The answer to that question is no—provided

30 On the distinction between deciding or choosing to accept an actual valuable and
deciding or choosing to actualize an initially just possible valuable, recall above, note
20.
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that one understands that the word “level” in connection with
isomorphism refers precisely to the structures of merely cognitional
consciousness and its proportionate known contents, not to the more
elaborate structures of intentional consciousness and its proportionate
known and chosen contents, and surely not to the transformed
structures of religious consciousness and its religious contents. Let me
explain.

Elsewhere I have argued at some length that there is a certain
flexibility in the later Lonergan’s use of the word “level.”3! As is well
known, he occasionally speaks (and twice writes, both in the same work)
of five “levels” of consciousness. I concluded that in such instances he is
employing the word “level” in a broader sense than when, as is typical of
his later period, he delineates four “levels” of intentional consciousness,
levels radically correlative respectively with data of sense or
consciousness and the three transcendental intentions. I now suggest
that a careful reading shows that when the later Lonergan continues—
as he surely does—to invoke the principle of isomorphism (though
usually without retaining that expression), the word “level” insofar as it
does or could appear in such discussions has a narrower sense than is
typical of his later period. For what he asserts the structure of
proportionate reality to be isomorphic with is nothing other than the
structure of human cognition. And the structure of human cognition he
deems pertinent to this isomorphism is the merely cognitional three-
tiered structure of experiencing, understanding, and judging, not the four-
tiered structure that includes evaluating—an operation which, though
indeed cognitional, is not merely cognitional but rather is already “a
reality in the moral order.”32 In other words, insofar as isomorphism is
concerned, the word “level” designates what in the structure of its
proportionate known contents there are three of, not what in the

31 Vertin, “Lonergan on Consciousness” 16-28.

32 Lonergan, Method, 37. (a) For some places where the later Lonergan continues
to maintain the three-level isomorphism presented earlier in Insight, see Method 21-
22, 24-25, 238-239; A Second Collection 79-80, 86, 203-204, 236-37. (b) I now judge
as mistaken my own earlier affirmation of four really distinct levels of metaphysical
elements. See Michael Vertin, “Lonergan’s ‘Three Basic Questions’ and a Philosophy
of Philosophies,” Lonergan Workshop 8 (1990) 227-28 and note 11. Compare Vertin,
“Lonergan on Consciousness” 21-23 and note 52.
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structure of intentional consciousness and the corresponding structure
of its proportionate known and chosen contents there are four of. Or,
again, the “levels” relevant to isomorphism are radically correlative
respectively with data of sense or consciousness and the transcendental
intentions that are cognitional alone, namely, the first two.

2.3 Originating and Terminal Valuables and Disvaluables

It will be useful to illuminate the realm of responsible valuables more
fully. Let us begin this task by noting a terminological ambiguity and
proposing a terminological refinement. The ambiguity is that the word
“responsible” has two different senses.33 In its first sense, it indicates
the capability, activity, or result of choosing—namely, of performing the
type of operation that falls under the norm of right choosing, whether or
not it conforms to that norm. What is “responsible” in this first sense is
what is bound up with the type of operation that deserves praise or
blame, by contrast with what is “non-responsible,” what is bound up
with the type of operation that deserves neither praise nor blame. Thus,
for example, the later Lonergan regularly speaks of the human subject
on the fourth level of conscious intentionality as the “responsible”
subject, by contrast with the “empirical,” “intelligent,” and “reasonable”
subject on the prior levels. In its second sense, the word “responsible”
indicates the capability, activity, or result of right choosing—namely, of
performing the type of operation that not merely falls under but also
conforms to the norm of right choosing. What is “responsible” in this
second sense is what is bound up with the type of operation that
deserves praise, by contrast with what is “irresponsible,” what is bound
up with the type of operation that deserves blame. Thus, for example,
the later Lonergan regularly endorses deciding that is “responsible”
rather than “irresponsible.” My proposed refinement is to reserve the
word “responsible” for valuables that are responsible in the first sense,
and then to add the word “positive” for valuables that are responsible in
the second sense as well, or the word “privative” for valuables that are

33 (a) The ambiguity of the word “responsible” is not limited to its proportionate
reference but extends to its transcendent reference as well. Hence I elaborate the
following remarks with a generality sufficient to cover both realms. (b) Since the word
“moral” often functions as a synonym of the word “responsible,” the ambiguity
affecting the latter can also affect the former. Hence the terminological refinement I
shall propose for “responsible” can also be applied to “moral.”
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responsible in the first sense but not the second. On this convention,
which I shall follow for the remainder of the present essay, the totality of
valuables can be subdivided unambiguously into those that are non-
responsible and responsible respectively, and the latter into valuables
that are positive and privative (or irresponsible) respectively.

Now, limiting our consideration for the moment to the realm of
proportionate responsible valuables, the distinctively human realm, a
distinction may be drawn between originating and terminal valuables.
An originating valuable is a choice and, more fundamentally, a chooser;
whereas a terminal valuable is what is chosen.34

Again, a complementary distinction may be drawn between
complacent and concerned valuables. A complacent originating valuable
is a choice to accept some initially actual terminal valuable; and by
extension that corresponding terminal valuable may also be called
“complacent.” By contrast, a concerned originating valuable is a choice
to actualize some initially just possible terminal valuable; and by
extension that corresponding terminal valuable may also be called
“concerned.”35

Finally, a further complementary distinction may be drawn
between positive and privative valuables. A positive originating valuable
is a choice that follows immediately from a value-judgment that is self-
transcending and mediately from a value apprehension (or deliberative
insight) that is self-transcending. Hence ultimately it is faithful to the
self-transcending transcendental intention of (transcendental)
valuability, the fundamental conscious-intentional criterion of the
valuable. By extension the corresponding terminal valuable may also be
labeled “positive.” On the other hand, a privative originating valuable is
a choice that does not follow immediately from a value judgment that is
self-transcending and mediately from a value apprehension (or
deliberative insight) that is self-transcending. Hence ultimately it is
unfaithful to the self-transcending transcendental intention of

34 What one chooses can, of course, be one’s own choice—and, more fundamentally,
oneself as chooser; in which case originating and terminal valuables coincide. (See,
for example, Lonergan, Method 51. Compare Crowe, “Complacency and Concern”
224.)

35 On the Lonerganian background of this distinction, recall above, note 20.
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(transcendental) valuability.36 By extension the corresponding terminal
valuable may also be labeled “privative.” (See Chart 3.)

( ~
Chart 3.
PROPORTIONATE _ | . [positive
VALUABLES complacent — .
t
Moriginating — | privative
positive
concerned — L
_ - Lpnvatlve
responsible — -
positive
[complacent — L.
privative
terminal — -
— positive
non- | concerned  — L.
responsible _prlvatlve
~ _

Next, the responsibility-embodying character of terminal valuables
merits emphasis. For the chosen is not a mere given, product, or deed.
Rather, it is a given, a product, or a deed that in being chosen is invested
with responsibility. The chosen becomes an expression of the
responsibility exercised by the chooser in choosing it. Hence, just as
originating valuables are positively or privatively responsible
originatively—originating moral goods or evils, so also terminal
valuables are positively or privatively responsible terminally—terminal
moral goods or evils.

The human social character of proportionate originating and
terminal valuables merits emphasis as well.37 For although human acts
and terms of choosing are radically personal, they are by no means
wholly private. On the contrary, they are the dominant stuff of
interpersonal relations. Human choices and chosens occur in patterns
and sets. The patterns and sets occur in schemes. And the recurrent

36 On two modes of “hatred” as what I am labeling the “privative” correlatives of
“positive” complacency and concern, see Crowe, “Complacency and Concern” 218,
note 52.

37 For Lonergan’s own amplification of the distinctions I am discussing here, see
Method 47-52.
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schemes are the culminating constituents of the ordinary human social
order—and, as such, the proper object of ordinary moral explanation.38
Insofar as such acts and terms are positively responsible, morally good,
they constitute sets and foster schemes that enhance communal self-
transcendence and progress; but insofar as they are privatively
responsible, morally evil, they constitute sets and foster schemes that
enhance communal self-centeredness and decline.

Again, while the acts and terms of choosing most obvious to us are
the human ones, the latter are neither the sole nor the most basic moral
elements in the cosmos. For religious believers affirm secondary
transcendent valuables that are responsible—some positively
responsible, some privatively.3® More fundamentally, both natural
knowers and religious believers affirm the primary valuable, ipsum velle,
transcendent unrestricted positive responsibility. The primary valuable
eternally exercises its responsibility positively, choosing4?® self-
immanently to accept itself and self-transcendingly to actualize
everything else.4! That is to say, the primary term of the primary
valuable as originating is nothing other than the primary valuable itself;
and the secondary term of the primary valuable as originating is the
totality of secondary valuables—transcendent and proportionate,
responsible and non-responsible. In this light, the entirety of being is a
divine terminal valuable; and the ultimate object of ordinary moral
explanation is the whole of cosmic history as the scheme of morally good
and evil interactions among divine, angelic, and human persons.42

A concluding observation is in order regarding “disvalues” (on our
terminology, “disvaluables”)—or, more commonly, “evils.” Within the
Lonerganian framework disvaluables are nothing other than choices
(and, more fundamentally, choosers) and chosens that are privatively
responsible—originating and terminal valuables that are irresponsible.

38 For a wonderfully concrete elaboration of this point, including a lucid account of
the automobile traffic system as an example, see Kenneth Melchin, “Moral
Knowledge and the Structure of Cooperative Living,” Theological Studies 52 (1991)
495-523.

39 On angels, recall above, note 17.

40 Recall above, note 20.

41 Recall above, 21.

42 The latter point is an extension of Melchin’s suggestion. See above, note 38.
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That is to say, what is restricted or finite is not thereby disvaluable.
Again, what is material—constituted or intrinsically conditioned by the
empirical residue—is not thereby disvaluable. In more familiar language,
the word “evil” in its strict Lonerganian sense applies solely to moral
aberrations, originating and terminal. Properly speaking, neither finitude
as such, nor material finitude (with its characteristic “physical evils”), is
evil. 8

3.1 Transcendental Lovability, Primary and Secondary Lovables,
Transcendent and Proportionate Lovables, Loving and
Non-Loving Lovables

Let us begin this section with a Lonerganian sketch of unrestricted
love.44 Unrestricted love is a datum that is identical with religious
experience, a datum that is the root of the difference between ordinary
living and religious living. It is a datum not of sense but of consciousness.
It appears within the horizon of conscious intentionality as an intrinsic
enrichment of the transcendental notions in their conscious dimension,
first the notion of valuability (value) and then the notions of
affirmability (reality) and intelligibility. In their conscious dimension, it is
the correlative of the notions’ intentionally possessing the primary
component of their total fulfillment, even though such intentional
possession is not yet realized.45 By virtue of religious experience

43 See Lonergan, Insight (1957) 666-68 [1992: 689-91]. It remains that often—
perhaps even always—the “physical evils” we suffer do in fact embody terminal
moral evils. This point is familiar to both traditional theology (under the rubric
“original sin”) and present-day environmental ethics.

44 For detailed references to places where I think Lonergan’s own works support
the interpretation of the character and effects of unrestricted love that I am offering
here, see Vertin, “Lonergan on Consciousness.”

45 (a) This is what I take Lonergan to mean when he approvingly cites Karl
Rahner’s depiction of religious experience as having a content but not an object. See
Method 106, note 4. (b) Lonergan’s broader approach here is worth stressing. He
does not begin with some supposedly common understanding of what the word “love”
means, remove all limitations from that understanding in order to establish the
meaning of “unrestricted love,” and then use the latter label to denote a datum he
wishes to highlight. On the contrary, what Lonergan means by “unrestricted love” is
fundamentally what he characterizes functionally as the incipient total satisfaction
of the transcendental intentions. How far that notion incorporates common
understandings of “love” is a further and largely just secondary issue. (For a parallel
regarding the meaning of the word “God,” see Method 341, 350.) This approach, in
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specifically in its cognitive aspect, which is what Lonergan means by
“faith,”#8 my transcendental notions of valuability, affirmability, and
intelligibility become notions of lovability. In turn, my subsequent
operations of understanding, making judgments of fact, and evaluating
and choosing are not ordinary operations but religious ones, operations
proximately both motivated and oriented and normed by my notions of
lovable intelligibility, lovable affirmability, and lovable valuability.*” And
what I know and choose by means of those operations is manifest as not
simply the intelligible, the affirmable, and the valuable but—more
amply—the lovable.

Secondly, although unrestricted love is similar to the
transcendental notions in its methodical priority to particular acts of
knowing and choosing, it also is importantly different. The difference is
that the transcendental notions as such are purely heuristic yearnings
presupposing nothing, mere anticipations of intentional fulfillment,
absolutely a priori dynamic structures that remotely motivate, orient,
and norm my operations of knowing and choosing. Unrestricted love, by
contrast, presupposes the transcendental notions, is the consciousness
(though not yet knowledge) of the primary component of their
exhaustive fulfillment, and reconstitutes them as notions of lovability,
relatively a priori dynamic structures that proximately motivate,
orient, and norm my all operations of knowing and choosing.48

turn, implies a Lonerganian suggestion to persons involved in interreligious dialogue.
Insofar as such persons aspire to elucidate genuine religious commonalities, they
ought to focus initially on concrete functional characterizations, avoiding the
premature introduction of such words as “love.” Even such a seemingly transcultural
notion as “love” (let alone “holiness” or “God”) is apt in fact to be culturally
conditioned; hence, premature introduction of the word is likely to impede the
dialogue. (For making explicit this suggestion I am grateful to Prof. Patrick Byrne
and, indirectly, to Prof. Charles Hefling.)

46 For example, Lonergan, Method 115-18, 123-24.

47 Christian systematic theologians, of course, may interpret religious experience as
the presence of the Holy Spirit. For example, see Frederick Crowe, “Son of God, Holy
Spirit, and World Religions,” in Crowe, Appropriating the Lonergan Idea 324-43.
Compare Margaret O’Gara and Michael Vertin, “The Holy Spirit’s Assistance to the
Magisterium in Teaching,” Catholic Theological Society of America Proceedings 51
(1996) 125-42.

48 Let me put this paragraph’s main point in another way. Without necessarily
asserting it to be total, I posit a certain parallel between (a) the transcendental



Lonergan’s Metaphysics of Value and Love 211

Thirdly, if the notion of lovability, unlike the notions of intelligibility,
affirmability, and valuability, is only comparatively heuristic, only
relatively a priori, not purely heuristic, not absolutely a priori, then it is
not “transcendental” in the Kantian sense. On the other hand, I propose
that it is congruent with Lonergan’s perspective to maintain that the
notion of lovability, as transcategorial, is indeed “transcendental” in the
scholastic sense.#

The introduction of lovability as a notion that is transcendental
(albeit only in the scholastic sense) implies, I suggest, a refinement of
the last- mentioned account of the concrete universe, a refinement that
the later Lonergan affirms and employs on occasion but does not
articulate in detail. On this refinement, the concrete universe of being
appears primarily not as valuable totality, the universe of
transcendental valuablity, but rather as lovable totality, the universe of
transcendental love—or, more exactly, lovability. And the three last-
mentioned distinctions dividing the concrete universe undergo similar
transformations. Now the most basic distinction is between primary
and secondary lovables. The primary lovable is ipsum amare, the
unrestricted act of loving, that which both exhaustively loves itself and
thereby exhaustively loves everything else;5° whereas secondary

notions, (b) unrestricted love, and (c) the notions of lovability respectively, and what
Karl Rahner expresses in scholastic systematic theological categories as (a) “pure
nature,” (b) the “supernatural existential,” and (c) “historical nature,” where the
supernatural existential is the dispositive grace that qualifies pure nature and
together with it constitutes historical nature, which in turn is the possible recipient
of justifying grace. Just as Rahner maintains that grace (here, the supernatural
existential) does not override (here, pure) nature but rather presupposes and perfects
it, so I am maintaining (and maintaining that Lonergan maintains) that
unrestricted love does not override the transcendental notions but rather
presupposes and perfects them. (See Rahner, “Concerning the Relationship between
Nature and Grace,” in his Theological Investigations 1 [London: Darton, Longman &
Todd, 1961] 297-317. Compare Vertin, “Lonergan on Consciousness” 21-28.)

49 See Vertin, “Lonergan on Consciousness” 26, note 55. In that note and generally
in that essay, I spoke of a notion of holiness rather than a notion of lovability. While
the latter label is less precise it is both more suggestive and closer to Lonergan’s
own terminology—hence my change to it in the present essay. My intended meaning
remains the same.

50 Anticipating distinctions I will introduce shortly in the text, I would put this
point more exactly as follows: the primary lovable (a) loves non-loving and positively
loving lovables, (b) does not love simple non-lovables, and (c) neither loves nor does
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lovables are everything other than the primary lovable.51 The second
distinction is between transcendent and proportionate lovables.

4 )
Chart 4. THE CONCR}g{;“E UNIVERSE
TRANSCENDENTAL LOVABILITY
;?:a};llimary — transcendent — loving — (divine)
transcendent — loving — (angelic)
secondary
lovables loving — (human)
proportionate
non- (infra-
loving human)
\. J

Proportionate lovables are either constituted or conditioned (whether
intrinsically or just extrinsically) by the empirical residue. Transcendent
lovables are not thus constituted or conditioned. The third distinction is
between lovables that are loving and those that are non-loving, merely
lovable. Lovables are loving if they are able to love, and non-loving if
they are unable.52 These three distinctions collectively indicate four
basic ranges within the concrete lovable universe. The primary lovable
(God) is both transcendent and loving; some secondary lovables (angels)
are transcendent and all these are loving; other lovables (humans) are
proportionate and loving; and still other secondary lovables (infra-
human ones) are proportionate and non-loving. (See Chart 4.)

not love privatively loving (i.e., unloving) lovables but merely permits them. (Compare
above, note 21.)

51 1t is crucial to remember that this characterization, along with the subsequent
ones, proceeds in function of my religious experience. It is precisely in this respect
that what I mean by “lovable” is more than what I mean by “valuable.”

52 1 specify loving lovables broadly as “able to love” rather than narrowly as
“actually loving” in order to include humans among them.
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3.2 Valuability and Lovability

Earlier I argued that the distinction between transcendental
affirmability and transcendental valuability is not real but just notional,
and, in consequence, that the distinction between the proportionate
metaphysical correlatives of the third and fourth levels of intentional
consciousness is not real but just notional. What are the additional
conclusions that emerge in these two lines when one takes explicit
account of unrestricted being-in-love?

First, let me reiterate and extend what I have said about the
metaphysical correlatives of transcendental intending. The goal of my
transcendental intending on levels two, three, and four is nothing other
than the one concrete actual universe—notionally distinguished now as
actually intelligible, now as actually affirmable, now as actually
valuable. But my unrestricted being-in-love, my consciousness (though
not yet knowledge) of the primary component of the three intentions’
exhaustive fulfillment, combines with those intentions to constitute a
new set of intentions that are more than strictly heuristic. Absolutely a
priori yearnings plus inchoative total satisfaction constitute relatively a
priori yearnings. My transcendental notions of intelligibility,
affirmability, and valuability become notions of lovability—lovable
intelligibility, lovable affirmability, lovable valuability. The goal of the
new intentions remains the same as the goal of the original intentions,
namely, the one concrete actual universe. However, a further feature of
that concrete actual universe now stands forth explicitly:
transcendental (in the scholastic sense) lovability. In other words,
transcendental lovability is the metaphysical correlative of the
religiously transformed transcendental intentions of intelligibility,
affirmability, and valuability; but like the distinctions of transcendental
intelligibility, affirmability, and valuability from one another,
transcendental lovability’s distinction from them is not real but just
notional.

Second, let me reiterate and extend what I have said about the
metaphysical correlatives of categorial knowing and choosing. The
structure of the contents of my categorial knowing and choosing
constitutes the structure of proportionate metaphysics. The differences
among the distinctive contents of my experiencing (potencies), of my
understanding (intelligible forms), and of my judging (acts as intelligible
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and affirmable) imply at least three really distinct levels of proportionate
metaphysical elements. On the other hand, since the contents of my
judging (acts as intelligible and affirmable) and the contents of my
evaluating and choosing (acts as intelligible, affirmable, and valuable)
differ only notionally, there are no more than three really distinct levels
of proportionate metaphysical elements. Now, the light of the relatively
a priori intentions of transcendental lovability manifests these
proportionate potencies, forms, and acts as intrinsically lovable.
However, just as transcendental lovability is not really but just
notionally distinct from transcendental valuability, affirmability, and
intelligibility, so the distinction between the proportionate metaphysical
correlatives of ordinary and religiously transformed intentional
consciousness is not real but just notional.

It remains that such notional distinctions should by no means be
disdained. Although the intrinsic lovability of the concrete actual
universe is not really distinct from its intrinsic intelligibility,
affirmability, or valuability, to make that lovability explicit is
importantly to refine our intending, knowing, and choosing. For example,
it amplifies our grasp of why the person of religious experience deems
the concrete universe as redolent of love: everything bespeaks the
unrestrictedly lovable beloved.53 It provides a genuinely ultimate context
within which to situate and address the most diverse and seemingly
intractable interpersonal and intercultural disagreements.5¢ And it gives
us the highest possible warrant for approving and appropriating
present-day ecologists’ caring concern for the material world.?

3.3 Originating and Terminal Lovables and Unlovables

The transformation of intentional consciousness by religious experience
implies a transformation of our previous account of the realm of
responsible valuables. In order to sketch the latter transformation

53 One thinks of the commonalities in the claims made by mystics.

54 As I write these lines, the conflicts in Northern Ireland, Bosnia, and the Near
East spring to mind.

55 For a magisterial and beautifully illustrated (albeit not explicitly Lonerganian)
elaboration of this point, see Elizabeth Johnson, “Turn to the Heavens and the
Earth: Retrieval of the Cosmos in Theology,” Catholic Theological Society of America
Proceedings 51 (1996) 1-14.
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clearly, however, we must first deal with an important ambiguity in the
word “loving.” The ambiguity is parallel to that already noted in the word
“responsible.”’® In one sense, “loving” can indicate the capability,
activity, or result of religiously-aware choosing—namely, choosing that
falls under a norm at least partly constituted by the presence of
unrestricted love, whether or not the choosing conforms to that norm.57
What is “loving” in this first sense is what is bound up with choosing
that deserves religious approbation or religious condemnation, by
contrast with what is “non-loving,” what is bound up with choosing that
deserves neither religious approbation nor religious condemnation. So,
for example, the later Lonergan (at least theoretically, if not
existentially) envisages human subjects who are “loving” in the sense
that they have been offered religious conversion, by contrast with those
who are “non-loving” in the sense that they have not been offered it.58 In
another sense, “loving” can indicate the capability, activity, or result of
religiously-shaped choosing—namely, choosing that not merely falls
under but also conforms fo a norm at least partly constituted by the
presence of unrestricted love. What is “loving” in this second sense is
what is bound up with choosing that deserves religious approbation, by
contrast with what is “unloving,” what is bound up choosing that
deserves religious condemnation. So, for example, the later Lonergan
envisages human subjects who are “loving” in the sense that they have
accepted religious conversion, by contrast with those who are “unloving”
in the sense that they have rejected it.5¢ In line with my earlier strategy,
I propose reserving the word “loving” for lovables that are loving in the

56 Moreover, as with the word “responsible,” so with the word “loving”: its
ambiguity is not limited to its proportionate reference but extends to its
transcendent reference as well. Hence I elaborate the following remarks with a
generality sufficient to cover both realms.

57 Religious awareness surely affects a subject’s knowing, but its ultimate
influence is on what is at least notionally subsequent to knowing, namely, choosing.
For the sake of simplicity, in the present section I frame my remarks in terms of how
religious experience affects choosing, intending those remarks to cover—by
inclusion—its effects on knowing as well.

58 See, for example, Method 243, 267-68, 282-83.

59 See, for example, Method 115-16; compare 110-112, 240-44. My distinctions
among (a) “non-loving,” (b) “loving” in the first sense, and (c) “loving” in the second
sense correspond respectively to scholastic theology’s distinctions among (a) the
absence of operative grace, (b) the presence of operative grace, and (c) the presence of
cooperative grace. See Method 107, 240-41.



216 Vertin

first sense, and then adding the word “positive” for lovables that are
loving in the second sense as well, or the word “privative” for lovables
that are loving in the first sense but not the second. On this convention,
which I shall follow for the rest of this essay, the totality of lovables can
be subdivided unambiguously into those that are non-loving and loving
respectively, and the latter into lovables that are positive and privative
(or unloving) respectively.

Next, limiting our consideration for the moment to the realm of
proportionate loving lovables, the distinctively human realm, a
distinction may be drawn between originating and terminal lovables. An
originating lovable is a religiously-aware choice and, more
fundamentally, a religiously-aware chooser; whereas a terminal lovable
is what is thus chosen.80

Again, a complementary distinction may be drawn between
complacent and concerned lovables. A complacent originating lovable is a
religiously-aware choice to accept some initially actual terminal lovable;
and by extension that corresponding terminal lovable may also be called
“complacent.” By contrast, a concerned originating lovable is a
religiously-aware choice to actualize some initially just possible terminal
lovable; and by extension that corresponding terminal lovable may also
be called “concerned.”!

Finally, a further complementary distinction may be drawn
between positive and privative lovables. A positive originating lovable is
a religiously-aware choice that follows immediately from a religiously-
shaped value judgment and mediately from a religiously-shaped value
apprehension (or deliberative insight), where “religiously shaped”
bespeaks conformity to a norm at least partly constituted by the
presence of unrestricted love. That is to say, a positive originating
lovable ultimately is faithful to the religiously transformed
transcendental intention of valuability, namely, the relatively a priori
notion of transcendental (in the scholastic sense) lovability, the notion
that is the fundamental conscious-intentional norm of the lovable. By
extension the corresponding terminal lovable may also be labeled

60 What one loves can, of course, be one’s own loving—and, more fundamentally,
oneself as lover; in which case originating and terminal lovables coincide. (Compare
above, note 34.)

61 On the Lonerganian background of this distinction, recall above, note 20.
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“positive.” On the other hand, a privative originating lovable is a
religiously-aware choice that does not follow immediately from a
religiously-shaped value judgment and mediately from a religiously-
shaped value apprehension (or deliberative insight). That is to say, a

( N
Chart 5.
PROPORTIONATE _ . . [positive
complacent —
LOVABLES ~ p privative
originating — -
positive
concerned — L.
_ - privative
lovi — -
oving _ positive
complacent — L
privative
terminal — ~ ..
- positive
non- concerned — L
loving - privative
- J

privative originating lovable ultimately is unfaithful to the notion of
transcendental lovability. By extension the corresponding terminal
lovable may also be labeled “privative.” (See Chart 5.)

The meaning-embodying character of terminal lovables deserves to
be underscored. For the religiously chosen is not a mere given, product,
or deed. Rather, it is a given, a product, or a deed that in being chosen is
invested with religious meaning. It becomes an expression of the kind of
loving exercised by the religiously-aware chooser in choosing it. Hence,
just as originating lovables are positively or privatively loving
originatively—holy or sinful choices (and, more basically, choosers), so
also terminal lovables are positively or privatively loving terminally—
holy or sinful chosens.

Further, the human social character of proportionate originating
and terminal lovables deserves to be underscored as well.62 For the acts
and terms of human religious choosing are radically personal, but they
surely are not wholly private. On the contrary, they occur in patterns

62 See Lonergan, Method 115-18.
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and sets; the patterns and sets occur in schemes; and the recurrent
schemes are the crowning elements of the religiously conditioned order of
human society—and, as such, the proper object of religiously
illuminated moral explanation. This is a further extension of Melchin’s
suggestion.®3 It is a matter of utmost communal significance whether
the acts and terms of our religious choosing occur within a horizon
distinguished by our acceptance of the offer of unrestricted love, or by
our rejection of that offer. Insofar as the former situation obtains,
communal holiness is nourished; but insofar as the latter situation
obtains, communal sinfulness is promoted.

Again, while the acts and terms of loving choice most obvious to us
are the human ones, the latter are neither the sole nor the most basic
loving lovables in the cosmos. For theology affirms secondary
transcendent lovables that are loving—some positively, some
privatively.®4 More fundamentally, both theology and “newer”
philosophy®® affirm the primary lovable, ipsum amare, transcendent
unrestricted positive loving. The primary lovable eternally loves
positively, choosingbé self-immanently to accept itself and self-
transcendingly to actualize everything else.67 That is to say, the primary
term of the primary lovable as originating is nothing other than the
primary lovable itself; and the secondary term of the primary lovable as
originating is the totality of secondary lovables—transcendent and
proportionate, loving and non-loving. The entirety of being is a divine
terminal lovable. And the ultimate object of religiously illuminated
moral explanation is the whole of cosmic history as the scheme of holy
and sinful interactions among divine, angelic, and human persons.68

63 See above, note 38.

64 On angels, recall above, note 17.

65 “Newer” philosophy is not just logical; more fundamentally, it is methodical. As
such, it takes religious experience and conversion into account. For the distinction
between “older” and “newer” philosophy in general and philosophy of God in
particular, see Lonergan, Philosophy of God, and Theology (London: Darton,
Longman & Todd, 1973) ch. 1, esp. 13-14.

66 Recall above, note 20.

67 Recall above, note 50.

68 This is a still further extension of Melchin’s suggestion. See above, note 38.
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4. Conclusion

At one point in a detailed study that involves the drawing of many
distinctions, Lonergan observes, “The alternative to distinguishing is
confusion.” I recall that observation by way of excusing myself for an
essay that has been lengthy, highly schematic, and almost totally
lacking in concrete examples. My sole purpose here has been to draw
distinctions, with the hope of assisting myself and others to avoid
confusion. More exactly, I have been concerned exclusively with
proposing certain clarifications and elaborations of the Lonerganian
metaphysics of value and love, since the magnitude of the confusion
likely to follow on obscurity in this area seems difficult to exaggerate. I
recognize that treating metaphysical categories is not sufficient for a
rounded account of value and love, but perhaps discerning readers will
agree that it is necessary. Moreover, I hope that at least some of those
readers will find the present treatment helpful.
© Michael Vertin

69 Bernard Lonergan, “Cognitional Structure,” in Lonergan, Collection: Papers by
Bernard Lonergan (New York: Herder and Herder, 1967) 231 [(Toronto: University of
Toronto, 1988) 214].






