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ABSTRACT

Sapientis est ordinare. Ordering is the work of the wise. This interpretation of Ber-
nard Lonergan’s systematic theology of God pursues throughout the Pars systematica of
his De Deo trino (1964) an idea he does not advert to as constitutive of his method as
such, namely the idea of order.

The idea of order, I argue, does function methodically in the Pars systematica. As he
moves systematically from the nature of God, from God to us, and back to God, Loner-
gan variously specifies the idea of order in ways integral to both the form and content of
his theology, a trinitarian theology of comprehensive scope. These specific instances of
order —relating to fundamentals of trinitarian theory, soteriology, subjectivity, intersub-
jectivity, the natural world, history, and culture—can be related intelligibly to one
another. Thus the idea of order informs an emergent viewpoint that facilitates synthetic
understanding of Lonergan’s complex, sometimes very difficult, systematics of the Tri-
nity. Furthermore, I argue, the explanatory process of interpreting the Pars systematica
from the single viewpoint of order can give students means, not too difficult to grasp,
whereby they too might gain a synthetic understanding of Lonergan’s theology of God
sufficient to affirm its comprehensiveness, unity, value, and openness to organic devel-
opment.

My interpretation also aims to provide the student of Lonergan’s thought with data
sufficient to answer adequately the question of meaning posed by this text from the Pars
systematica:

Although all other goods of order imitate ad extra [external to God] that supreme
good of order to be perceived in the Holy Trinity itself, it is nonetheless fitting that the
economy of salvation, which is ordered to participation in the very beatitude of divinity,
not only imitate the order of the Holy Trinity but also in some manner participate in
that same order.

The centerpiece of the Augustine-Aquinas-Lonergan tradition of trinitarian theolo-
gy is the psychological analogy. Drawing from the integral relationship between the in-
tentional operations of the enquiring subject and theological method, I seek to demon-
strate that in the Pars systematica and other writings to 1964, especially Insight, Lonergan
provides a way to express from the viewpoint of order the intelligible unity among God
quoad se (the immanent Trinity), God quoad nos (the economic Trinity), and the “every-
thing else” comprised by the category Creation. My argument also emphasizes the re-
levance of Lonergan’s theology of God to Christian living, especially to the subjectivity
and work of the theologian.
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A completely genuine development of the thought of St Thomas will
command in all the universities of the modern world the same admiration
and respect that St Thomas himself commanded in the medieval Universi-
ty of Paris.

— Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas
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PREFACE

I had the good fortune in the fall term of 1999 to have audited at Regis College, To-
ronto, Robert M. Doran’s course on Bernard Lonergan’s systematics of the Trinity. Good
fortune because, as a result of intensive study of the trinitarian questions of St. Thomas's
Summa theologiae in the spring term (in Jerusalem), I was already captivated by the sub-
ject, especially, given my long-held interest in Bernard Lonergan’s cognitional theory
and method, by the psychological analogy in trinitarian systematics. Good fortune
again because Prof. Doran took us students expertly through an explanatory close-
reading of the Pars systematica of Lonergan’s De Deo trino (1964),? the object of this study.

Two effects of my study of the Pars systematica led to the present work. The first does
not bear on the thesis argued herein, but I believe it worth recounting. As we made our
way through the text, I was struck by the form, content, and method of a treatise that ap-
peared after Lonergan’s Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (completed 1953) yet
seemed to reflect so little of the intentionality analysis of Insight; indeed the treatise
seemed to cling to the language of scholastic “faculty psychology” (i.e., to psychology
conceived in metaphysical terms). Only a year after the publication of the Pars systematica,
Lonergan achieved the breakthrough to functional specialization, his tying methodic
functions to cognitional operations, that matured into his Method in Theology (1972).3 The
relation between cognitional structure and method, in fact, was already explicit and the-
matic in Insight. I wondered why he chose to publish a work in Latin that seemed so out
of date, that seemed unlikely to enhance the reputation of the author of Method.

Before long, closer study of the text and accumulated knowledge of its provenance
imposed a different evaluation of the form, content, and method of the Pars systematica.
A product of Lonergan’s “Roman Period” (1953-65) it grew out of the notes he wrote for
his students at the Gregorian University. Many varieties of scholasticism, and interpre-
tations of St. Thomas that Lonergan called Thomistic rather than Thomist, dominated
intellectual life. Few acknowledged the critical distinction between dogmatic and sys-
tematic theologies discussed in chapter 1 below. The spirit of Vatican II (1962-65) was in
the air, but the impact of the council on the form and content of theological education
was yet to affect the way things were done at the “Greg.”* In short, I came to the conclu-

2 Now translated and published as The Triune God: Systematics, vol. 12 in Collected Works of
Bernard Lonergan.

31In fact, “he first went public with the notion of functional specialization” in his lectures on
method at Boston College, 1968. Lonergan Studies Newsletter 25, no. 2 (2004): 7.

4 For an amusing account of the educational traditions at the Gregorian at this time, see
Quentin Quesnell, “A Note on Scholasticism,” in The Desires of the Human Heart: An Introduction
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sion that Lonergan, well aware of the poverty of the situation and its remedy, wrote the
Pars systematica intentionally as a transitional treatise in trinitarian systematics.

As the reader will see in my argument, Lonergan continually subverts then-
traditional interpretations of Thomas with their erroneous positions on science, episte-
mology, metaphysics, method. He especially undermines the erroneous theological con-
clusions they draw from their “counterpositions” on the centerpiece of trinitarian sys-
tematics, the psychological analogy. He published the Pars systematica, in my view, to
offer Catholic theologians what he had offered his students, a theological bridge be-
tween the old order and the radically new trinitarian systematics that, as he rightly fore-
saw, the church would need after Vatican II.

The second effect of my study of the Pars systematica does bear directly on the thesis
argued herein. When a few weeks into Fr. Doran’s course I read the entire Pars systemati-
ca in one sitting, I was thunderstruck by the recurrence from start to finish of the notion
of order. At the finish of his treatment of God as God, in arguing his final assertion, he
establishes order as a divine perfection equal to the traditional Thomist perfection of
act. Thunderstruck, because I had long since realized from study of Insight and Method
that Lonergan provides the means to attain a systematically explicable view of the unity
of creation. In the Pars systematica, because of his explanation of the Holy Trinity quoad
se according to his position on the psychological analogy, I realized that he had pro-
vided the means to attain a systematically explicable view of the unity of God and crea-
tion, the ratio for a new and scientifically sound Catholic summa. From that point until
now, I have been captivated by the viewpoint of order, the unifying theme of this inter-
pretation of the Pars systematica.

Lonergan’s most significant development of the scholasticism he inherited pertains
to cognitional theory and its role in theological method. These the Pars systematica
brings to bear on the trinitarian questions of Thomas’s Summa theologiae. My interpreta-
tion of the results in light of other published writings of his to 1964 is also intended as a
theological bridge. The present work is meant to contribute to the transposition of Lo-
nergan’s theology of God the Holy Trinity into the systematic restatement enabled by
his Method in Theology. As Lonergan’s most eminent interpreter has written, “his pre-
1965 theology, ... will have to be put through the crucible of his own method before it
can be properly called Lonerganian.”s

to the Theology of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Vernon Gregson (New York: Paulist Press, 1988) 144-
49.The interested reader will find an account of Lonergan’s intellectual life at this period in
Richard M. Liddy, Transforming Light: Intellectual Conversion in the Early Lonergan (Collegeville,
MN: Liturgical Press, 1993).

5 Frederick E. Crowe, “Bernard Lonergan’s Thought on Ultimate Reality and Meaning,” in
Appropriating the Lonergan Idea, ed. Michael Vertin (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of
America Press, 1989) 73.
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“It ought to be admitted straight away, that the lack of inclusive language in Loner-
gan’s work can jar on later sensibilities.”” The same is true of some other works cited
herein. I changed only a few English texts whose rhetorical force, in the context, was
undermined by exclusive language.

6 John Brezovec, “Translation of De Deo trino II,” TMs 1 paginated 1-67; TMs 2 paginated 54-
223. The Lonergan Research Institute, Regis College, Toronto.

" Hugo Meynell, “The Plight and the Prospects of Lonergan Studies: A Personal View,”
Journal of Macrodynamic Analysis 3 (2003): 179. Available for download at www. mun.ca/jmda/;
Internet; accessed 16 September 2003.
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CHAPTER 1

THE TRIuUNE GOD: SYSTEMATICS —
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

1. The Object of Study and the Topic

1.1 The Topic in General Terms

The topic and object of this study come under the general heading Theology of God.
Theology of God is first specified herein by the MYSTERY® of Christian faith that in Jesus of
Nazareth the God of Abraham and Sarah has further self-revealed as a trinity of co-
equal divine persons who are numerically one God.

The object of Christian theology of God is a trinitarian reality. Understanding our
self-revealing triune God does not depend upon achieving a speculative solution to a
unique and daunting conceptual puzzle. First, the revelation has meaning within a con-
crete, historical, soteriological context. Jesus said, “And this is eternal life, that they may
know you, the one true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent.” (Jn 17:3; NRSV, Catho-
lic Edition. Unless noted, all scriptural quotations are from this version.) St. Thomas Aquinas
quotes these words and immediately asserts that “all the knowledge imparted by faith
turns about these two points, the divinity of the Trinity and the humanity of Christ ...
the way by which we come to the divinity.”? In regard to his humanity, I will treat of
him as Son and of his human NATURE, but not of Christology as such. I will focus on the
divinity of the Trinity in se and in relation to Christian faith and living.

8 When first mentioned in a context that calls for its definition, a technical term has this
form. Definitions of words thus highlighted, and other helpful definitions, are found in the
glossary, p. 331.

9 St. Thomas Aquinas, Light of Faith: The Compendium of Theology [Compendium theologiae]
(Manchester, NH: Sophia Institute Press, 1993) 5. Cf.: “The chief purpose of theology is to pro-
vide an understanding of Revelation and the content of faith. The very heart of theological en-
quiry will thus be the contemplation of the mystery of the Triune God. The approach to this
mystery begins with reflection upon the mystery of the Incarnation of the Son of God ....” Pope
John Paul 1I, Fides et Ratio, chap. 7, sec. 2, par. 93. Encyclical letter of 14 September 1998. AAS 91
(1999). English translation: Faith and Reason.



Affirming that “Christ mediates between us and the Father,” Bernard Lonergan
goes on to say:

And the Holy Spirit mediates between us and Christ. That Christ mediates between
us and the Father we find in 1 Timothy 2.5: ‘[For there is one God; there is also one
mediator between God and humankind, Christ Jesus, himself human]’; and that the
Spirit mediates between us and Christ we find in 1 Corinthians 12.3: ‘[No one
speaking by the Spirit of God ever says “Let Jesus be cursed!” and no one can say
“Jesus is Lord” except by the Holy Spirit].0

The topic narrows further to theology of God in the Western Catholic tradition, and
that drawn from reflection on the revealed truths about God imparted by Scripture and
the Church of Rome’s living Tradition. The sources comprised by the Tradition include
the formulae of councils and creeds, dogmatic and ordinary magisterial teaching, the
liturgy, and the sensus fidelium.

The topic is further specified by a signal contribution to one of the Church of
Rome’s several theological traditions, the Thomist. The object of study, finally, is the
theology of the Holy Trinity communicated in Bernard Lonergan’s The Triune God: Sys-
tematics.!

1.2 The Topic in Specific Terms

The Catholic sources impart the truths of faith the systematic theologian seeks to
understand and communicate. The relation between these sources and the form and
goal peculiar to systematics will be discussed in section 5. First, I will further specify the
topic and the viewpoint of this interpretation of S.

1.2.1 The Idea of Order

I will interpret Lonergan’s systematic understanding of the church’s doctrine of God
by pursuing throughout The Triune God: Systematics (hereafter S) an idea he does not
advert to as constitutive of his method as such—the idea of order. I will argue that the
idea of order does function methodically in S. As he moves systematically from the na-
ture of God, from God to us, and back to God, Lonergan variously specifies the idea of

10 Bernard Lonergan, “The Mediation of Christ in Prayer,” in Collected Works of Bernard Lon-
ergan, vol. 6, Philosophical and Theological Papers 1958-1964, ed. Robert C. Croken, Frederick E.
Crowe, and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996) 177-78.

" Bernard Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics, vol. 12 in Collected Works of Bernard Loner-
gan, ed. Robert M. Doran and Daniel Monsour, trans. Michael G. Shields (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2007). This is the critical edition of De Deo trino, II: Pars systematica (Romae: Uni-
versitatis Gregorianae, 1964). Hereafter cited as S.



order in ways integral to both the form and content of his theology, a trinitarian theolo-
gy of comprehensive scope. These specific instances of order —relating to fundamentals
of trinitarian theory, soteriology, subjectivity, intersubjectivity, the natural world, human
culture—can be related intelligibly to one another. Thus the idea of order provides an
interpretive viewpoint that facilitates SYNTHETIC understanding of Lonergan’s complex,
sometimes very difficult, systematics of the Trinity. Furthermore, I will argue, the ex-
planatory process of interpreting S from the single viewpoint of order can give to others
means, not too difficult to grasp, whereby they might gain a synthetic understanding of
Lonergan’s theology of God sufficient to affirm its comprehensiveness, unity, value, and
openness to organic development.

“Might gain a synthetic understanding” implies uncertainty. While I mean the un-
certainty of my interpretation of Lonergan’s thought, I also allude to the uncertainty of
Lonergan’s systematics of the Trinity. Most important, I mean the uncertainty proper to
systematic theology as such. Lonergan argues that systematics can achieve no more
than “that imperfect yet most fruitful understanding atfirmed by Vatican I (DB 1796, DS
3016, ND 132).” (S 11; emphasis added.) Vatican I's teaching on theological understanding is
introduced in the next section. Lonergan’s arguments for the role in theology proper to
systematics, and the form of the particular way systematics ministers to fides quarens in-
tellectum, are integral to this chapter.

Understanding religious belief, the central concern of systematics, will be discussed
in progressive detail below. In the present context, a simple example of the critical dif-
ference between the certainty of dogma and the uncertainty of our understanding of it
will, perhaps, suffice. The Catholic is obliged to affirm that Jesus of Nazareth is one per-
son with two natures, human and divine. That is de fide and certain. The Catholic is not
obliged in obedience of faith to affirm as certain any systematic explanation of how one
person can be both human and divine. In regard to theology, therefore, the dogmatic
theologian asks about the facts: What does the church believe? The systematic theolo-
gian, beginning where the dogmatic theologian ends, asks the question for understand-
ing: What do these facts mean? The answer is neither true nor false because it expresses
understanding; TRUTH is known only in judgment; the magisterium makes doctrinal
judgments. Attention to this critical DISTINCTION between understanding and judgment will
recur throughout my argument.

This interpretation of S aims not only to provide the student with data sufficient to
understand intelligently and evidence sufficient to affirm reasonably —from the view-
point of order—his systematics of the Trinity. One hopes the student will also understand
it well enough to answer adequately the question of meaning posed by this passage:

Although the other goods of order'? externally imitate that supreme good of or-

12 These examples that will be discussed later: “the good of order itself is appropriately di-



der that we observe in the Holy Trinity, nevertheless it was appropriate that the
economy of salvation, which is ordered to participation in divine beatitude itself,
should not only imitate the order of the Holy Trinity but also in some manner par-
ticipate in that order. (5497.)

These pregnant words might be said to sum up Lonergan’s systematics of the Trinity.
However, just as he did not express the “summary” until he had written hundreds of
pages of elucidation, so will I require hundreds to interpret what he means.

Lonergan writes in Insight, “In constructing a ship or a philosophy one has to go the
whole way: an effort that is in principle incomplete is equivalent to a failure.”"® A wide-
ly admired interpretation of S quotes Lonergan’s pithy remark and adds:

The same is true of a theology; one can form an idea of this or that particular article
of faith, but what the human mind demands in the long run is an integral view.
Hence, the effort among theologians, reaching as far back as Tertullian, to think of
the “‘whole’ Trinity in the light of one governing image or idea, and grasp it per mod-
um unius.

One might add that herein the desired view of the “*whole’” Trinity includes an integral
understanding of everything else in relation to the Trinity that S deems pertinent to tri-
nitarian systematics, but understood “in the light of one governing image or idea,” the
idea of order.

vided as follows: there is the good of order that is found in inanimate things, in plants, and in
animals; and there is the human good of order, which is produced by people understanding and
willing. Thus, there are produced domestic, technological, economic, political, cultural, scien-
tific, and religious organizations.” S, 493. And: “The proximate end is that good of order which,
according to various analogies with human goods of order, is called either the kingdom of God,
or the body of Christ, or the church, or the mystical marriage of Christ with the church, or the
economy of salvation, or the city of God.” Ibid., 495. Lonergan’s later thought will reflect Vatican
II’s distinction between the church and the Kingdom of God; more on this point in chap. 3 be-
low. There, statements such as this will be discussed: “In the one divine perfection there are two
formalities of perfection, one that concerns act and the other that concerns order; and similarly
among created things there is a twofold participation in the one divine perfection, one concern-
ing act and the other concerning order. On this basis we distinguish particular goods, by which
particular beings are perfected in themselves, and goods of order, which are certain concrete,
dynamic, and ordered totalities of desirable objects, of desiring subjects, of operations, and of
results.” Ibid., 491-93.

13 Collected Works, vol. 3, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, ed. Frederick E. Crowe

and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992) 7. Hereafter cited in text as In.

4 F. E. Crowe, S.J., The Doctrine of the Most Holy Trinity (Willowdale, ON: Regis College,
1965-66) 124; cited hereafter as The Doctrine. Written for his seminary students, Crowe’s book is
based largely on De Deo trino I, 1.



1.2.2 The Form of My Argument

My argument distinguishes the form of S from its content. The present chapter fo-
cuses on S’s form, its body. The distinction notwithstanding, it remains that the form
and the content of a whole, while distinct, are not separate. Therefore, in reporting Lo-
nergan’s argument for the proper form of a systematic argument, I will not neglect ele-
ments of content, nor will the chapters on content neglect the form. Calling attention to
form is doubly important because, to achieve its goal, systematic theology relies on its
form, its body; and explicating the ordering of the formal elements of a systematic trea-
tise is integral to my argument.

This chapter has six sections. Section 2 introduces and discusses in general terms
some principal notions and texts, and some elements of the technical vocabulary em-
ployed more exactly throughout the chapters (2 and 3) that interpret S. In section 3, cer-
tain categories fundamental to understanding the entire argument will be discussed in
detail. Section 4 offers the first particular summary. Section 5 describes and explains the
formal elements of S. The chapter ends with section 6, a general summary relating to each
other the particular summary and section 5 on form. I will observe throughout my argu-
ment this method of particular and general summaries. Each general summary will sus-
LATE the one preceding it. This method is intended to keep before the reader a synthetic
account, from the viewpoint of order, of the ever-increasing complexity, comprehension,
and unity of Lonergan’s theology of God.

1.3 The Truth as Variously Expressed

Before proceeding to a more detailed discussion of elements of S’s systematic argu-
ment, I will further specify the data of revelation the systematic theologian seeks to un-
derstand. These data are found in certain non-scriptural documents; and, in regard to
truths of faith about which the church has said little or nothing definitive, the data are
found in Bible: “Some great mysteries, such as the redemption, are so fully treated in the
sources that there have hardly ever been disputes about them in the church. As a result,
declarations of the magisterium regarding them are rare and brief.” (S 35-37.) Other mys-
teries of faith, on the other hand, have been disputed in the church:

There are mysteries like the Trinity that the sources treat more indirectly than di-
rectly and in scattered texts than directly and as a single whole. These have pro-
voked surprise, doubts, arguments, which have led in turn to the church declaring
them quite frequently and very clearly and exactly. (S 37.)

Of these sources Lonergan observes:

One can ask whether the theologian should go to the scriptures or to the church’s
magisterium to learn of the mysteries that he or she seeks to understand.



The first thing that we can say in response is that as far as the truth and the
meaning of the truth are concerned, it does not make any difference whether one
goes to the scriptures or to the magisterium. For whatever the church proposes to
be believed by all as divinely revealed, that same truth is contained in the sources of
revelation (DB 1792, DS 3011, ND 219) and indeed with the same meaning as is defined
by the church (DB 2314, DS 3886, ND 859, cf. DB 1800, DS 3020, ND136).

Still, even granted this identity in truth and in meaning, a church declaration is
likely to be much closer to the task and role of systematic theology than is a biblical
statement. (S 33-35.)

Systematic theologians also have another rich resource: “Divinely revealed mysteries
are found not only in the sources of revelation and in the infallible declarations of the
church but also in other theological sources, or loci. Systematic theologians use all of
these to learn about the mystery that they want to understand.” (S 37-39.) What are these
loci?

There are other doctrines, both theological and ecclesial, that systematic theologians
attempt to work into their synthesis besides those that directly express the myste-
ries of faith. In particular, there are theological doctrines from the tradition and
from one’s contemporaries, perhaps even “from” oneself. They are not scriptural
doctrines or church doctrines or dogmas or even nondogmatic mysteries of faith.
They are, rather, theological interpretations of such doctrines. Nonetheless they are
among the doctrines that one will attempt to understand in systematics. Moreover,
these appropriated theological doctrines themselves have systematic implications,
so that elements of other systematic syntheses are already part of the doctrinal in-
ventory of a contemporary systematic theologian. If the expression “mysteries of
faith” names the nonnegotiable elements, whether dogmatic or nondogmatic, that
constitute the core of systematic theological meaning, nonetheless no systematic
theology begins simply from these core meanings. A contemporary systematic the-
ology stands within a history of other attempts to understand the Christian faith. It
is also in dialogue with other contemporary efforts to understand the same faith. ...
These past and present theologies exhibit genuine achievements of understanding
that, once they have been accepted and affirmed as such, assume for the systematic
theologian a certain doctrinal status. This is the status not of a church teaching, and
certainly not of a church dogma, but of theological doctrines that have passed the
tests required if they are to be affirmed by a theologian.'

15 Robert M. Doran, “Bernard Lonergan and the Functions of Systematic Theology,” Theo-
logical Studies 59, no. 4 (1998): 582. For an excellent study of scholasticism’s now largely disre-
garded theological notes and censures (ten categories on theological certainty, probability, and
error), and an argument for their enduring value, see Harold E Ernst, “The Theological Notes



Thomas’s Summa theologiae provides a most notable case of “theological doctrines that
have passed the tests required if they are to be affirmed by a theologian.” More on this
point below.

2. Some Principal Elements of Lonergan’s Argument

This introduction is meant to acquaint the reader with a selection of the principal
notions, categories, terms, relations, and texts of S’s systematic argument. Many of these
elements will be described and explained in more detail according to topical context,
i.e., they will recur later in this section or in the sections and chapters that follow until
their meaning in relation to the whole argument is adequately expressed. In this intro-
ductory context, they structure and solidify a preliminary sketch intended to concretize
in broad strokes the volume of the work to be done, to add some essential detail, to
serve as reference for the reader, and —to continue the analogy from the craft of paint-
ing—to guide the process from sketch to completed work. The chapters that explicate
S’s data will recapitulate all the technical elements introduced here.

2.1 Faith and Reason

In Catholic thought there can be no conflict between faith and reason. In John Paul
II's avian image, “Faith and reason are like two wings on which the human spirit rises
to the contemplation of truth.”'6 Like the wings, faith and reason are distinct. Lonergan
observes:

Once ... acknowledged to be distinct from faith, there is issued an invitation to rea-
son to grow in CONSCIOUSNESS of its native power, to claim its proper field of inquiry,
to work out its departments of investigation, to determine its own methods, to op-
erate on the basis of its own principles and precepts. (In 551.)

One might say this Catholic attitude is the condition of possibility for a credible trinita-
rian theory, one that does not employ mere beings of reason devised to make some
sense of the mystery. Catholic trinitarian theory employs the real resources of our intel-
lectual nature,'” and some of its products, to express some understanding of realities we

and the Interpretation of Doctrine,” Theological Studies 63, no. 4 (2002): 813-25. Lonergan, as we
shall see in chaps. 2 and 3 below, frequently assigns notes to his theological conclusions.

16 John Paul 11, Fides et Ratio, preamble.

17 “A nature is intellectual when by understanding and willing it can operate within the en-
tire realm of being.” Collected Works, vol. 7, The Ontological and Psychological Constitution of Christ,
ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran, trans. Michael G. Shields (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2002) 41. Cited hereafter in text as OPCC. This is the critical edition of De constitu-
tione Christi ontologica et psychologica (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1964).



judge to be certain. The products of our intellectual nature that systematic theology em-
ploys include the best achievements of culture’s art, science, philosophy, metaphysics,
ethics, theology, and methodology. The trinitarian theory of Thomas’s Summa theologiae
offers a case in point.

2.2 Lonergan’s Sources and Method

Thomas’s Summa theologiae is not only a case in point but also S’s main source and
guide for trinitarian theory, method, arguments, and conclusions. Lonergan’s expressed
motives for choosing Thomas as source and guide, and for theologizing within the scho-
lastic tradition, include matters of circumstance, church teaching, and intellectual con-
viction. The following quotation is especially apropos, given his having written S, as
Thomas had the Summa, for his students. It regards church teaching:

One who aims at certitude will appeal to as many witnesses to the common
faith and the common teaching as possible, but one who aims at understanding can
safely ignore the multitude and attend to the most wise. Thus, holy mother church
proposes as guide for our studies neither all theologians equally nor even the ma-
jority opinion of theologians, but only St. Thomas.®

Distinguishing the forms whereby one seeks certitude and understanding will be
integral to section 5’s account of the form of a systematic argument.

In Humani Generis, the papal document most often cited in S, Pius XII states: “The
method of Aquinas is singularly pre-eminent both for teaching students and for bring-
ing truth to light; his teaching is in harmony with divine revelation, and is most effec-
tive both for safeguarding the foundation of the faith, and for reaping, safely and use-
fully, the fruits of sound progress.”® He precedes this remark with an implicit acknowl-
edgement of the theologian’s freedom to develop scholastic philosophy, and a warning.
Pius writes:

18 S, 73. Cf.: Pope Leo XIII, Aeterni Patris. Encyclical of 4 August 1879. AAS 11 (1878-79).
English translation: On the Restoration of Christian Philosophy; emphasis added. Canon law then
current reads: “Let professors handle the studies of rational philosophy and of theology and the
education of students in these disciplines utterly according to the conceptualization, doctrine
and principles of the Angelic Doctor, and religiously cleave thereto.” Can. 1366, no. 2.

The current Code greatly attenuates the old law: “Lectures are to be given in dogmatic the-
ology, based always on the written word of God and on sacred Tradition; through them stu-
dents are to learn to penetrate more deeply into the mysteries of salvation, with St. Thomas in
particular as their teacher.” Can. 252, no. 3.

9 Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis, par. 31. Encyclical letter of 12 August 1950. AAS 42 (1950).
English translation: Concerning Some False Opinions Threatening to Undermine the Foundations of
Catholic Doctrine.



Even in ... fundamental questions, we may clothe our philosophy in a more conve-
nient and richer dress, make it more vigorous with a more effective terminology,
divest it of certain scholastic aids found less useful, prudently enrich it with the fruits
of progress of the human mind. But never may we overthrow it, or contaminate it with
false principles, or regard it as a great, but obsolete, relic.?

Lonergan evidently knew this passage. He writes of one aim of S: “The encyclical Hu-
mani Generis singled out as a regrettable source of errors the opinion that Scholasticism
is out of date.?’ If we want to demolish that opinion, I think it will help to have a brief
work that illustrates the nature of theological understanding by aiming uniquely at the
speculative goal, leaving out everything that might distract from that goal.” (S 121-23.)

Of his works to 1964, his Verbum articles record Lonergan’s most trenchant evalua-
tion of the intellectual worth of the Summa. “As the reader may have gathered already,”
he writes near the end of the final article, “the via doctrinae of the Summa is a master-
piece of theology as science and the apex of trinitarian speculation.” Later, he explains
his judgment: “By the measure of the intellectualist CONCEPT of theology, the via doctrinae
of the Summa is a masterpiece. It knows just what the human mind can attain, and it at-
tains it.”?2 The terms theology as science, and via doctrinae, are discussed in section 5 be-
low; intellectualist, and opposed theories of knowing, are briefly discussed in chapter 2
below.

2.3 Muystery and Human Subjectivity

Lonergan claims significantly more than, in the judgment of John Courtney Murray;,
Thomas would claim for his own trinitarian theory:

His first problem is this: Is it INTELLIGBLE that the one God should be a Trinity?
And the second is this: It is intelligible how the one God is a Trinity? To answer the
questions Thomas has the data of revelation, to be analyzed, and a metaphysic [sic]
of BEING and a psychology of the processes of the rational soul, to be applied. He
knows, too, the limits within which his questions can be answered.?

2 Ibid., par. 30 ; emphasis added.

21 As we delve into Lonergan’s critical realist philosophy and empirical metaphysics, the
reader will surmise that his thought is at once an authentic development of scholasticism and a
development so radical that it merits a new name. In that sense, the scholasticism that domi-
nated Catholic theology until Vatican II has become “a great, but obsolete, relic.”

22 Collected Works, vol. 2, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and
Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997) 219. Hereafter cited in text as V.
This is the critical edition of the “Verbum articles” in Theological Studies 1946, 1947, and 1949.

2 John Courtney Murray, “The Most Holy Trinity,” in The Summa Theologica of St. Thomas
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While his remarks also apply to Lonergan, I said “significantly more” because Mur-
ray goes on to say: “[Thomas believed that] in this life, therefore, man can legitimately
strive only for a negative intelligence of the Trinity —a perception that the dogma is not
evidently contradictory, repugnant to reason, absurd.”? I do not cite Murray to debate
his views; his remarks on “negative intelligence of the Trinity” are congruent with Lo-
nergan’s position: “Our present impossibility of participating God’s understanding of
himself implies that any understanding that we do attain is negative, that is, a refuta-
tion of objections or a grasp of the absence of inner contradiction.”? I cite Murray’s re-
marks to highlight “strive only” and reinforce a point already made. Murray does not
advert to the distinction between dogmatic and systematic theologies, nor to the central-
ity in the Summa of understanding (the centrality Lonergan demonstrates in his Verbum
articles), nor does he advert to the distinction between understanding God and under-
standing truths about God. Lonergan goes on to say that “though we do not understand
God in any positive fashion, this does not imply that we do not understand revealed
truth in any positive fashion.” (“TU” 116.)

We cannot have positive “intelligence” derived from knowing God as he is or as he
knows himself (in reference to God and the divine persons, I will retain Lonergan’s
masculine terms). Lonergan, following Vatican I, would claim that, when understand-
ing is clearly distinguished from judgment—the cognitional operation whereby we af-
firm the truth of our understanding?— “this same mystery, accepted in faith, can be un-
derstood mediately, imperfectly, analogically, and yet in a way that is most fruitful, by
reason illumined by faith (DB 1796, DS 3016, ND 132.).” (S 151 passim) Inquiry into the mys-
tery of God can be rewarded with profitable understanding, yet “an understanding of
the revelation cannot be adequate for the revelation is about God and God himself is
not understood.” (“TU” 119.) Lonergan’s remarks about profitably understanding the
mysteries of faith derive principally from a text S often refers to. Vatican I's Dei Filius

Aquinas, trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province (New York: Benziger Brothers, Inc.,
1947) 3:3162. Murray’s emphases.

2 Tbid..

% “Theology and Understanding,” in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 2, Collection,
ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988) 116.
Hereafter cited in text as “TU.” First published, Gregorianum 35 (1954): 630-48.

% “There is, then, an underlying problem and it is personal. Each one of us has [a personal]
world: it is a solid structure; it is the result of our lives; it has a horizon. And this world is apt to
define what I mean by the real. The philosophic point is not to correct our spontaneous attitudes
or habits, but to work on the level of what we decide deliberately. We have to grasp that the real
is what we know when we make a true judgment.” Collected Works, vol. 5, Understanding and Be-
ing: The Halifax Lectures on “Insight,” ed. Elizabeth A. Morelli and Mark S. Morelli (Toronto: Uni-
versity of Toronto Press, 1990) 184; hereafter cited in text as UB.
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states:

Vatican I has answered that question authoritatively. Reason illumined by faith,
when it inquires diligently, reverently, and judiciously, with God’s help attains some
understanding of the mysteries, and that a highly fruitful one, both from the analo-
gy of what it naturally knows and from the interconnection of the mysteries with
one another and with our last end. Yet reason never becomes capable of under-
standing the mysteries in the same way as it does truths that are its own proper ob-
ject (DB 1796, DS 3016, ND 132).%

This teaching comprises a number of elements key to Lonergan’s trinitarian theology.
They will recur in various contexts in this and succeeding chapters. In addition to the
persistence, devotion, and sobriety of, in the present case, theologian and student, they
are: reason, gift, profitable understanding, mystery, analogy, the interconnection of the
mysteries, and their relation to humanity’s final end. There is also the cognitional theory
implied in Vatican I's reference to reason’s penetrating mysteries and truths, and to
reason’s “proper object.” Lonergan observes that “the proper object, the object that
moves, is, in the conditions of this present life, an intelligibility or nature that exists as
embodied in corporeal matter;?....” 28

Thus systematics is concerned with answering the first of the two questions to
which, according to Lonergan (following Aristotle), all knowledge can be reduced. Un-
derstanding asks about ESSENCE, “What is it?” Judgment asks about existence, “Is it so?”
They are distinct but not separate questions. Lonergan writes at the beginning of S:

Just as essence and existence are so closely connected that one cannot be found
without the other, so our minds perform two basic operations, corresponding to the
two familiar questions What is it? and Is it so? and these are so closely connected
that to use one and neglect the other is to labor in vain.” (S9.)

As I asserted in the preface, Lonergan’s most significant development of the scholas-
ticism he inherited pertains to cognitional theory and its role in theological method.
Later in this chapter, and especially in chapter 2, I will further explicate Lonergan’s cog-
nitional theory.

2.4 The Question of God and Its Implications

The systematic theologian labors with others to meet the need of the community for
“imperfect and yet most profitable understanding of the faith”; in the present case, it

21 Vatican I, Dei Filius, chap. 4, par. 4. DB 1796, DS 3016; as quoted in S, 19 passim.

2 5, 10. The editors note that “it can be argued that, even prior to the publication of this
work as De Deo Trino in 1964, he had shifted the priority between objects and operations to op-
erations.” S, 13 n. 6. As we shall see, in S Lonergan does give priority to intellectual operations.
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pertains to systematic understanding of God the Holy Trinity. To this end, the systemat-
ic theologian seeks to answer the first in the order of questions for understanding raised
by the doctrine of God: What is it? Quid sit Deus? To the question for judgment raised by
the revelation of the Trinity, the theologian has already answered, “Yes, it is so. Credo.”

Lonergan writes on the relevance to students of S of the relation between truths of
faith held as most certain and understanding these truths:

It is easy ... to state the point and purpose of this little treatise. We presuppose
that the reader is most firm in his or her faith. We presuppose, too, that the reader is
already well educated in the faith. Out aim will be merely to communicate and
promote that imperfect yet most fruitful understanding affirmed by Vatican I (DB
1796 DS 3016, ND 132). Since we presuppose an educated faith, we have no intention of
trying to remove doubts and refute errors by piling up authorities. Because even the
most learned faith can have little or no understanding of the mysteries, we are em-
ploying those reasons that probe the root of revealed truth and enable us to under-
stand how it is true. (S 11.)

The answer to the first question for understanding must transcend (but not aban-
don) the conclusions of natural theology, that is, go beyond the existence, unity and var-
ious perfections of divinity knowable in light of reason.?® The systematic answer must
include what cannot be known or demonstrated by natural reason, namely what is un-
derstood in light of the theologian’s “Credo” to God’s self-revelation as Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit. Of the revelation that God is both one and triune, Lonergan notes: “This is a
mystery so hidden in God that from natural principles it can be neither understand nor
demonstrate, even by a well trained mind.”%

Recall that systematics is not directly concerned with the truth of dogma. What,
then, of true understanding of dogma? “Even though our aim is understanding and not
certitude, still we hardly want an understanding that is uncertain rather than certain, or
false rather than true. Therefore we must accurately grasp what the act of understand-
ing is, what its properties are, and how this act is connected with what is true and what
is certain.” (S 11.) Thus, one who seeks can find true understanding of the truth about

2 Readers who would refresh their knowledge of these conclusions from reason will find a
concise and limpid account in Thomas’s Compendium, chaps. 9-34. Chapter 19 of Insight offers
Lonergan’s contribution to natural theology, his argument for the necessary existence of God as
ground of the intelligibility of contingent being. God is unrestricted act of understanding, Ipsum
intelligere.

30 G, 151. Cf.: “If anyone says that in divine revelation there are contained no true mysteries
properly so called, but that all the dogmas of the faith can be understood and demonstrated by
properly trained reason from natural principles: Anathema sit.” Vatican I, Canons, sec. 4, “On
Faith and Reason,” par. 1. DB 1816, DS 3041, ND 137.
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God:

Theological understanding is true in the sense that it consists in understanding
the truth that God has revealed. When anything is understood besides the truth that
God has revealed, one may indeed have understanding, but not theological under-

standing, the understanding commended by Vatican I (DB 179, DS 3016, ND 132).
(S33)

Note his distinction between understanding that one can indeed have and theological
understanding. Theological understanding regards only “divinely revealed truth.”

As progress in other branches of knowledge takes place gradually over the cen-
turies through the collaboration of many persons, so it is with the growth of our
knowledge, understanding, and wisdom concerning the mysteries of God. But whe-
reas in the case of other sciences progress leads to ever new findings, progress in
theological understanding occurs within the same understanding, the same mean-
ing, the same dogma.®'

Theology is not revelation, not does it add new data to revelation as such; but it can
be true understanding of revelation, thus adding to the church’s continually growing
body of systematic theological knowledge (scientific knowledge, thus to some degree
only probable).

2.4.1 Some Elements of the Answer to the Question of God

The systematic theologian’s answer to the first question must comprise an intelli-
gent, reasonable elucidation of divinity under three headings. In the order and language
of Thomas’s Compendium theologiae: “Three truths must be known about the divinity:
tirst the unity of essence, second the Trinity of persons, and third the effects wrought by
the divinity.”3 In S’s order and language, the answer must comprise (1) intelligent, rea-
sonable elucidation of the mystery in itself (God QuUOAD SE as immanently one and three);
(2) the mystery in relation to us (God QuoAD NOS, the economic Trinity33); and (3) virtually

31 Ontological and Psychological Constitution of Christ, 155. The reader vexed by the question of
“whether the doctrine of Vatican I on the permanence of the meaning of dogmas can be recon-
ciled with the historicity that characterizes human thought and action” (Method, 324) will profit
from Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, and New York:
Herder and Herder, 1972; paperback reprint, University of Toronto Press, 1996) 324-26; hereafter
cited in text as M. See also Frederick E. Crowe, “Doctrines and Historicity in the Context of
Lonergan’s Method,” Theological Studies 38 (1977).

82 Aquinas, The Light of Faith, 5.

3 Lonergan in S does not use the language of the later debate begun by Karl Rahner’s
Grundaxiom: “The ‘economic’ Trinity is the ‘immanent’ Trinity and the ‘immanent’ Trinity is the
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and to an adequate degree formally it must express the relevance of trinitarian theology
to Christian faith and living here and now.

God who lives in unapproachable light and God who enters our world and our very
selves to redeem them is one and the same. How express this unity? God’s own life as a
trinity of persons; the relationships of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit to one another, to the
natural world, to us; the visible and invisible missions of Son and Spirit to the world
and to human persons; the Church; mission; our embodied subjectivity; the dwelling of
the Trinity in us; our interpersonal relationships natural and supernatural; God’s gifts of
grace; our justification; the complex artifacts, institutions, and cultures we inherit and
co-create in cooperation, or not, with God and one another; the sciences, natural and
human; the ravages inflicted on the natural world and everything human by ignorance
and sin; our personal and communal histories of progress, decline, and redemption; our
personal and common futures, and our final destination ... all these and many more
elements, and the innumerable particulars they comprise, are in turn comprised formal-
ly or virtually® or potentially® by a comprehensive systematic theology of God. They
constitute, if you will, a relational “hypercomplex” that might overwhelm even one’s
religious hope for a theology of God comprising a unified account of them all, i.e., one
whose unity is explicit and thematized; a theology, in short, with potential to do in our
day, mutatis mutandis, what Thomas’s did when he rose to “the level of his time.” %

That the terms and relations of the hypercomplex are REAL grounds a realistic hope.
They are real, therefore intelligible (excepting sin, which is by definition irrational and
disordered; see n. 37 below). Because intelligible, they present data that can be unders-
tood. If understanding fulfills the necessary conditions, the understood can be judged to
be true, real. That, with the distinctions proper to systematics in regard to probable and
certain, summarizes the implicit RATIO of S. Although Lonergan treats some integral cate-
gories of the hypercomplex very schematically in some instances, these chapters pro-
pose to explicate how S does offer a unified account of the whole that is comprehensive

‘economic’ Trinity.” Karl Rahner, The Trinity, trans. Joseph Donceel (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1970) 22. For Lonergan, who simply assumes they are one and the same, the distinction
and difference lie in the differing questions raised when considering God quoad se (God in re-
spect to God) or God quoad nos (God in respect to us).

3 Virtually in the sense that S provides foundations for further development of, inter alia,
an integral Christology, an ecclesiology, an integral theology of grace, sacraments .... More on
this point in chap. 3 below.

3 Potentially in the sense that Lonergan’s post-S thought on method and cognitional theory
provides for development of elements that are implicit or undeveloped in S. More on this point
in chap. 3 below.

3% “For the genius is simply the man at the level of his time, when the time is ripe for a new
orientation or a sweeping reorganization ....” Insight, 444.
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and intrinsically open to organic development.

“Everything that is, everything that is intelligible, has an explanation.”¥” Because
real, therefore intelligible, the terms of the various interrelated divine, human, natural,
and cultural orders can be understood individually, in relation to one another, and in
relation to the whole. They can be understood in relation to us. Not that all can be un-
derstood to the same degree (for one thing, theology depends on the ongoing findings
of all the developing branches of human inquiry, including theology). Nor can all be
understood in the same way. Of the two categories—God, Creation—one, God, is not a
“proper object” of intellect but a mystery in the strict sense. Thus one must add to the
aforementioned hypercomplexity the necessary distinction between direct and analog-
ous understanding and knowledge of God. Although, again, we cannot in this life have
direct experience of God and thus cannot know him as he is or as he knows himself, the
mystery of our triune God “accepted in faith, can be understood ... analogically ... by
reason illumined by faith.” (S 151.) Chapters 2 and 3 below will treat of Lonergan’s order-
ing the hypercomplex of elements into intelligible unity by use and development of the
psychological analogy, the SYSTEMATIC ANALOGY of S.

Conceiving God’s inner life according to the psychological analogy helps us under-
stand why there are relations in God, why they follow an intelligible order of origin,
why the relations are persons, why there are three persons and only two proceed, only
one is begotten, only one spirated; and why the three divine persons are numerically
one God. The psychological analogy continues to yield analogical understanding, and
the SYSTEMATIC PRINCIPLE continues to order and inform discussion, when we make the
seamless movement from God quoad se (God as God) to God quoad nos (God in relation
to us) and “all other issues that may arise.” (S 173.)

2.5 Preliminary Remarks about Philosophy and Metaphysics in Systematic Theology

Apropos of explanation requiring a digression, Lonergan says that “our argument
is already burdened with an overabundance of complexity.” (S 127.) Several times for this
reason he refers the student to certain of his other works.® Rather than digress on “the
philosophical question” (namely “understanding of one’s mind”), he says, “Since we
have already written about ... the philosophical question, it seems sufficient here to
proceed according to the third way [not the philosophical or historical but the theologi-
cal and speculative way].” (S 135.) He then refers the student to his Insight and its de-

37 “The Redemption,” in Philosophical and Theological Papers 1958-1964, 12. Lonergan is writ-
ing about sin. He continues, “But sin is not something that is; it is a failure. It is not something
that is intelligible; it is an irrational.” Ibid.. Sin will be discussed further in chap. 3 below.

38 They include Insight; Verbum; “Theology and Understanding”; and The Ontological and
Psychological Constitution of Christ.
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tailed account of the mind at work. I will therefore draw from Insight to handle the phi-
losophical questions raised by the data I have called the hypercomplex of interrelation-
ships among God and Creation both guoad se and quoad nos.

So far the discussion has introduced elements of Lonergan’s philosophy with em-
phasis on the cognitive operations of understanding and judgment. These philosophic
elements have been an integral part of a generalized discussion, not treated in the ab-
stract or defined in technical terms. Detailed discussion of Lonergan’s philosophy will
come in chapter 2’s elucidation of the psychological analogy. Until then, I will continue
to zero-in, as it were, on that discussion by giving its terms and relations increasingly
definite application. Thus, when the topic of the psychological analogy is reached, the
reader will have a useful degree of familiarity with the vocabulary of Lonergan’s phi-
losophy and some of its uses in trinitarian theory.

2.6 Mind and Method

It has been noted that Lonergan emphasizes the distinction between the uncertainty
of our understanding of a truth of faith and our judgment that a dogma proposed by
the church is certain. Thus he wrote S to communicate his uncertain understanding of
the certainty of faith that God is one and triune. In this subsection, I will further explain
why the distinction between understanding and judgment is vital to systematics.

Systematic theologians have a specific goal: to achieve and express synthetic under-
standing of the truths of faith. “A synthesis is no more than the understanding of many
things together.” (S 17.) In systematic theology of God, such synthetic understanding
comprises all elements pertaining to God and everything else in relation to God. (Given
the vast body of elements comprised by a comprehensive systematic theology of God,
the synthesis will be expressed both formally and virtually.) Lonergan writes:

The human mind is such that it does not wonder about things just individually but,
understanding individual elements, goes on to ask how they are connected with
one another. And so after the individual mysteries have been considered on their
own, further questions arise about how they are connected with one another and

with our final end. Answering these questions provides a synthetic understanding.
(S17.

To achieve a synthetic understanding of the truth, Lonergan insists that “we must
accurately grasp what the act of understanding is, what its properties are, and how this
act is connected with what is true and what is certain.” (S 11.) Why understanding un-
derstanding is necessary should become clearer as this chapter explains in progressive
detail the cognitive operations whereby we come to know the truth, and how the opera-
tions relate to the method whereby Lonergan progressively orders his theological un-
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derstanding into a comprehensive synthesis.®® The importance of philosophy as cogni-
tional theory is central: “Any philosophy, whether actual or possible, will rest upon the
dynamic structure of cognitional activity either as correctly conceived or as distorted by
oversights and by mistaken orientations.” (In 553.)

Of the integral relationship between philosophy and method, Lonergan writes:
“Method is simply reason’s explicit consciousness of the norms of its own proce-
dures.”#0 (“TU” 129.) What are the mind’s procedures and their norms? To give a general
answer meant to enable informed anticipation of topics treated later, I will comment on
tfive of the interrelated ways cognitional theory is integral to Lonergan’s theology of
God: (1) The soundness of the theory; (2) self-knowledge; (3) the psychological analogy;
(4) peculiarities of understanding and judgment in systematic theology; and (5) the val-
ue of theological understanding.

1. Lonergan’s cognitional theory. The leitmotif, if you will, of this chapter is the su-
preme instance of the idea of order in regard to ourselves. Always and everywhere, Lo-
nergan argues, we advance to knowing truth—being, what really is so—according to
the invariant order and recurrent pattern of our intentional operations: experiencing,
understanding, and judging. His trinitarian theory is built on the method and the sys-
tematic analogy provided by his account of humanity’s intellectual nature. Thus, achiev-
ing the goal of his systematics of the Trinity depends on the soundness of his cognition-
al theory and the epistemology it grounds. Are we being asked to give a kind of fideist
assent to the weakest philosophical argument, the argument from authority? On what
grounds can the intelligent and reasonable student assent to the claim that Lonergan’s
epistemology is trustworthy? What can impel the student of S forward with sufficient
confidence that trinitarian theology built on this presupposed cognitional theory will
repay the time and effort required to understand it? As Crowe admits, “There is no way
to prove such a supposition, for the alleged proof would necessarily involve the use of
the human mind and thus suppose what it was trying to establish.”4' He later adds:

9 S§’s method represents a stage in the development of Lonergan’s methodology that culmi-
nates in his Method in Theology. Method distinguishes two phases of four “functional specialties,”
each set of four tied directly to cognitive operations (experience, understanding, judgment, de-
cision). Second-phase Systematics, like first-phase Interpretation, is tied to understanding.

40 Lonergan will later complement this definition: “A method is a normative pattern of re-
current and related operations yielding cumulative and progressive results. There is a method,
then, where there are distinct operations, where each operation is related to the others, where
the set of relations furnish a pattern, where the pattern is described as the right way of doing the
job, where operations in accord with the pattern may be repeated indefinitely, and where the
fruits of such repetition are, not repetitious, but cumulative and progressive.” Method, 4.

41 Frederick E. Crowe, S.J., “Bernard Lonergan’s Thought on Ultimate Reality and Mean-
ing,” in Appropriating the Lonergan Idea, ed. Michael Vertin (Washington, DC: The Catholic Uni-
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“Lonergan’s position in epistemology is not therefore one that can establish its founda-
tion in a positive way; we cannot lift ourselves by our epistemological bootstraps.”42 He
also points out an ineluctable fact:

Still, the position is lethal against its opponents. No one can challenge it, unless he
assumes the native orientation of his mind to know and exercises his mind in intel-
ligent grasp [understanding of experience] and reasonable affirmation [judgment]:
that is, he cannot challenge it without supposing it. It is this utterly lethal weapon,
lethal to one’s own doubts as well as to an opponent’s arguments, that sets this posi-
tion poles apart from a mere fideism.*

Crowe’s remarks indirectly raise the question of our knowing the native orientation
and exercise of our minds, the question of verifying Lonergan’s cognitional theory for
ourselves.

2. Self-knowledge. The “turn to the subject”# in modern philosophy has profoundly af-
fected the field of theology and especially, given its emphasis on human and divine sub-
jectivity and intersubjectivity, trinitarian theology. Contemporary theological discourse is
permeated with a variety of counterpositions* on subjectivity that are sometimes explicit
and thematic or, more often, implicit and performative. Thus the meaning of the turn to
the subject has become a critical issue for theologian and student of theology.

Lonergan meets the critical issue head-on. His solution is not only a theory to an-
swer the question, What is knowing? (He answers it with Insight.) His position goes

versity of America Press, 1989) 89.
42 Tbid..

#3Ibid.. Since the appearance of Insight (1957) no refutation of Lonergan’s position has been
published.

4 The interested reader will find a succinct account of the history of this turn, the issues it
raises, some dominant philosophical positions, and Lonergan’s solution to the fundamental
problem in “The Subject,” in A Second Collection: Papers by Bernard Lonergan, S.J., ed. William F.
Ryan, S.J. and Bernard J. Tyrrell, S.J. (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1974; Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1975) 69-86.

45 Lonergan calls opposed positions “counterpositions” (see Insight, 413-15 passim; and the
index, s.v. “Positions, vs. counterpositions”). Lonergan observes that “a basic counterposition ...
contradicts one or more of the basic positions. ... Any philosophic pronouncement on any epis-
temological, metaphysical, ethical, or theological issue will be named a position if it is coherent
with the basic positions on the real, on knowing, and on objectivity; and it will be named a
counterposition if it is coherent with one or more of the basic counterpositions.” Insight, 413.
Counterpositions are discussed in chap. 2 below. For an exhaustive study of possible counterpo-
sitions, see Michael Vertin, “Dialectically-Opposed Phenomenologies of Knowing: A Pedagogi-
cal Elaboration of Basic Ideal-Types,” Lonergan Workshop 4 (1983): 1-26.
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beyond a theory that correctly answers questions about subjectivity, objectivity, know-
ledge, and reality. There is a radical difference between even expert understanding of
his theory as theory and verifying the theory experientially, i.e., knowing oneself as
knower. He writes in Insight that “the aim is not to set forth a list of the abstract proper-
ties of human knowledge but to assist the reader in effecting a personal appropriation
of the concrete dynamic structure immanent and recurrently operative in his own cog-
nitional activities.” (In 11.) He calls Insight an “essay in aid of self-appropriation.” (In 16.)
In S he sketches the process and affirms the aforesaid difference:

Knowledge that is properly human is attained in three steps: first, we expe-
rience externally or internally; second, through inquiring into the data of sense or
the data of consciousness,*” we understand and conceive; and third, by reflecting
and pondering the evidence we affirm what is true, and through truth as through a
medium we know being. But it is one thing to complete the process of knowing
through these three steps and quite another to come to know by this same three-
step process that our knowledge is achieved in these three steps. (S 317.)

Self-appropriation as knower results from knowing our own cognitional structure,
its distinct operations, and their norms, i.e., we appropriate our intellectual subjectivity
by experiencing, understanding, and judging our own experiencing, understanding,
and judging;:

To know this cognitional structure, you must identify the activities. Just as you can
easily identify an act of seeing, so you must laboriously search for acts of under-
standing, of REFLECTIVE UNDERSTANDING,* and of judgment. To know what knowing is,
you have to have immediate experience of each one of the activities that occur in the
structure.#

46 Later he will note that “the process of self-appropriation occurs only slowly, and, usually,
only through a struggle with some such book as Insight.” Method, n. 2 p. 7. In Method, this self-
appropriation of the procedures and norms of our intellectuality is called “intellectual conver-
sion.” The term is mentioned once in S (p. 32) where Lonergan speaks of “subiecti conversione
intellectuali,” the intellectual conversion of the subject in regard to the effects of sin on the hu-
man intellect. Conversion will be a topic of chap. 3 below.

47 Note that Lonergan puts the data of sense and the data of consciousness—among them
the operations of the senses and the intellect—on an equal footing, a momentous development
of epistemology. In his later writings, and in the parlance of today’s Lonergan scholars, these
data of consciousness are called “interiority,” a distinct realm of meaning, a higher viewpoint
that sublates the realm of theory.

48 Reflective understanding, the act whereby we weigh the evidence for judgment, will be
explained with the psychological analogy in chap. 2 below.

49 Lonergan, “Philosophical Positions in Regard to Knowing,” in Philosophical and Theological
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The process of self-appropriation enables us to affirm for ourselves Crowe’s asser-
tion that Lonergan’s position on knowing is “lethal to one’s own doubts.” In regard to
“an opponent’s arguments” as they pertain to theology, Lonergan writes:

To eradicate those errors and keep others from being deceived by them, one must
seek the root whence the error is able to assume the semblance of truth, and there
lay the axe. It makes no difference whether this or that individual historical adver-
sary ever paid explicit attention to any of those roots, since here one is concerned
not with the inmost mind of one or another historical figure but with the minds of
people in the present and in the future. Consequently in the systematic way we
should pay attention not so much to adversaries as to the roots of errors. (S 75.)

The roots of errors in expressions of theological understanding of truths are the
counterpositions. The question of truth is paramount because we are seeking to under-
stand the saving truths of faith revealed by God. Counterpositions, the good intentions
of their proponents notwithstanding, can be, therefore, pernicious. They are also rife: “I
should maintain that the crop of philosophies produced since the Enlightenment are not
open to revealed truths because they possess no adequate account of truth.”% Lonergan
is not a heresy hunter; the ax he wields is his benign and creative “adequate account of
truth.” As we will see later, he insists that one crucial task of the theologian today is to
reverse counterpositions in other expressions of theological understanding and bring
forward all that is valuable in them. “Bring them all to the test and then keep what is
good in them and avoid the bad of whatever kind.” (1Thess 5:21-22; New English Bible.)

Self-knowledge that ensues from the process of verifying in ourselves Lonergan’s
cognitional theory, therefore, has several practical benefits. In regard to theology, we
learn the difference, for example, between a merely nominal definition of something
(person, for example) and the definition that facilitates understanding by explaining
why something is so (scientific knowledge). Self-knowledge helps us understand S’s
method, arguments, and conclusions; it provides a means for uncovering, and a view-
point for evaluating, the philosophical assumptions of other theologies. Most important,
the process yields the understanding of understanding utterly necessary for achieving
the goal of systematics; and it facilitates the transition from interpreting what others
have said to taking one’s own stand in direct theological discourse.

Papers 1958-1964, 219-20. First offered as a lecture at the Thomas More Institute, Montreal, 29
September 1964, it is one of Lonergan’s several briefer accounts of his cognitional theory. It re-
sembles another 1964 piece, his more formal “Cognitional Structure” (Collection, 205-21). I
would recommend these to readers who, though unprepared to tackle Insight, would prefer at
this point in the discussion a more comprehensive account of Lonergan’s cognitional theory.

% Lonergan, “Openness and Religious Experience,” in Collection, 186. First published in II
Problema dell’esperienza religiosa (Brescia: Morcelliana, 1961) 460-62.
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The reader need not be alarmed. The claim is not that one must achieve this self-
knowledge before approaching Lonergan’s theology of God, although Lonergan does
invite his students to begin attending to personal experiencing, understanding, and
judging. Achieving the goal of systematics is the work of the theologian; thus Loner-
gan’s understanding of understanding enabled him to write S. Fortunately, understand-
ing Lonergan’s explanation of how the mind works can suffice for us students of S. The
fact remains, however, that understanding Lonergan’s theory as theory and verifying
the theory for oneself, although integrally related, radically differ. It remains that first-
hand understanding of the act of understanding is the sine qua non for appropriating the
method of doing systematic theology, especially for employing in theology of God the
psychological analogy to gain some understanding of God’s trinitarian life.

3. The psychological analogy. Our finite minds can gain understanding of the infinite
mystery of God only by use of analogy. Lonergan holds with Thomas that the best anal-
ogy we have is found in certain similarities between the workings of our minds and
what the church teaches about God’s trinitarian life. Church teaching, of course, does
not include a dogmatic epistemology. Lonergan bridges cognitional theory and dogmat-
ic teaching on the Trinity with the reasonable hypothesis that God, like us, is dynamical-
ly conscious:

A Philosopher would say and prove that God is conscious; but a philosopher cannot
demonstrate that God is dynamically conscious, and a philosopher has no valid rea-
son for supposing that God is dynamically conscious. As a theologian, however, one
supposes that God is dynamically conscious, not because one demonstrates this, not
because one clearly understands it, but only because in this one obscure element
one finds the root of all the obscure things one holds in faith concerning the triune
God. See Summa theologiae, 1, q. 32, a. 1, ad 2m.%!

For the present, I trust it will suffice to say that the results of Lonergan’s arguing from
the hypothesis square with all trinitarian dogmas. Consider Lonergan’s “fundamental

515, 49-51. Thomas says: “Reason may be employed in two ways to establish a point: first, as
in natural science, to furnish sufficient proof of some principle .... In the second way, reason is
employed not to furnish sufficient proof of a principle, but to confirm an already established
principle by showing the congruity of its results .... This is not to say, however, that such proof is
sufficient, for some other theory might explain them. In the first way, we can prove that God is
one and so on. In the second way, reasons avail to prove the Trinity as, when assumed to be true,
such reasons confirm it. We must not, however, think that the trinity of persons is adequately
proved by such reasons.” ST, 1, q. 32, a. 1 ad 2m; emphases added. In Lonergan’s trinitarian the-
ory, his hypothesis is “assumed to be true”; he confirms it “by showing the congruity of its re-
sults.” Theory, hypothesis, proof, and other technical terms pertaining to theology as science are
discussed in sec. 5 of this chapter.
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trinitarian problem” (S 127) that arises from the creedal affirmation “God from God.” It
seems incoherent to affirm that the Son is, and the Spirit is, both God and from God,
each from himself and not from himself. The solution, moreover, must also explain the
differing ways it is true of the Son and the Holy Spirit. Lonergan claims that only the
psychological analogy enables a solution to the problem. If that seems too extravagant a
claim, one thing is certain: no other analogy that solves the fundamental problem has
been put forth in the theological literature. (Neither Thomas nor Lonergan excludes the
possibility of a better analogy being put forth in the future.?) The fruitfulness of the
psychological analogy notwithstanding, it remains an analogy, a comparison that points
out some similarities but even greater differences between us and God. In Lonergan’s
summary words: “The psychological analogy is just the side door through which we
enter for an imperfect look” (V216) at this greatest of all mysteries.

4. Understanding and judgment in systematics. In the normal order of knowing, one
tirst gains understanding; then, on the basis of sufficient evidence, judges whether one’s
understanding is true. Things are somewhat different in systematics. Lonergan treats
this topic at some length because the object to be understood is not something natural
but a mystery of faith. In keeping with the generalities of an introduction, I will present
basic facts but ignore Lonergan’s other points until I have presented his epistemology in
greater detail.

Lonergan refers to understanding and judgment as, respectively, the first and
second operations of intellect (experience, the first cognitive operation, engages the sen-
sitive intellect and the body as one “data processor”). He says of the act by which we
gain understanding of the faith, “Clearly it is an instance of the first operation of the in-
tellect.” (S 15.) He explains:

A person who is seeking an understanding of the mysteries is not asking if there are
mysteries or whether they are true. As long as that type of question is excluded, the
second operation is excluded as well. And if the second operation is excluded, there
remains only the first. It is this operation that one intends when one asks, “What is
it?’ that one firmly believes exists, or “Why is it the way it is?” about something that
one does not in the least doubt is the way it is. The understanding of the mysteries
is, then, an instance of the first operation of the intellect. (5 15.)

We assent to a truth before we understand it: “The assent of faith precedes the under-
standing of the mysteries, and the assent of faith is an assent to the true and so an in-
stance of the second operation. And it is preceded by a catechetical understanding is
which one grasps what the articles of faith mean.” (S 15.)

The relation of the first to the second operation in matters of faith has another as-

52 Pjus VI condemned the notion that the psychological analogy has “exclusive rights.” DB
1597, DS 2698. Cf., Crowe, The Doctrine, 122.
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pect critical to systematics: “Although the understanding in itself is merely a first opera-
tion, still it is an understanding of mysteries that became known as true in an antece-
dent assent of faith; and as soon as any understanding of the mysteries is obtained, the
second operation begins to function, as one asks whether what has been grasped by un-
derstanding is also true.” (S 15.) Thus a twofold concern with truth and certainty: one’s
certainty that the dogmas are true, and uncertainty whether one’s understanding of
them is true. The theologian wants true understanding, i.e., theological truth. Judgment
on the truth of theological understanding, however, belongs to the magisterium. Absent
that judgment, the systematic theologian strives to achieve understanding which,
though remaining uncertain, approaches the conditions necessary for reasonable affir-
mation, i.e., understanding whose certainty can be judged to have a high degree of
probability.5

5. The value of systematic theology. This subsection began with the topic of seeking
synthetic theological understanding. Lonergan continually reminds us that the results
of such efforts, vis-a-vis the mystery of God, are modest. Yet, he assures us that “al-
though even synthetic theological understanding is imperfect, analogical, obscure, and
gradually developing, still it is highly fruitful.” (S17.) He writes:

The benefit derived by someone who seriously strives for theological understand-
ing but attains it only in small measure is neither slight nor to be disparaged.
Whoever searches for theological understanding has to attend to everything that
can lead to such understanding, and that means attending to what God has re-
vealed to us and what the church of God proposes to be believed by all. But neither
slight nor to be disparaged is the benefit that is derived from a serious, lengthy,
careful, exact consideration of the truths that God has revealed and we are to be-
lieve, both in themselves and in all that follows from them. And so it is a mistake to
conclude that, unless each one of us arrives at an understanding of the mysteries,
time is being wasted. (5 19.)

Neither is the profit just for oneself. Lonergan offers something of a peroration on
the service rendered not only to self but also to others by those who seek theological
understanding:

The condition of one who understands is always better than the condition of one
who does not, whether it be in apprehending truth or in teaching it to others or in

5 “The probability of a judgment, like the certainty of a judgment, is a property of its con-
tent. If that content coincides with what is grasped as virtually unconditioned, then it is a cer-
tainty. But what is grasped as virtually unconditioned may be that a given content heads to-
wards the virtually unconditioned, and then the content is a probability.” Insight, 574. “Virtually
unconditioned” will be explained below.
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moving one’s inmost will or in counseling and directing others. The more theologi-
cal understanding is extended to all that has been revealed, the more fully then are
those revealed matters apprehended, the more effectively are they taught, and the
more faithfully is the whole of human life in all its aspects directed to its final su-
pernatural end. (517.)

I conclude with the famous and audacious lines from Insight that expand the import
of understanding understanding beyond the exigencies of systematic theology to the
scope of a universal maxim:

Thoroughly understand what it is to understand, and not only will you understand the broad
lines of all there is to be understood but also you will possess a fixed base, an invariant pat-
tern, opening upon all further developments of understanding. (In 22; Lonergan’s emphasis.)

2.7 Method and Control of Meaning

When the scholastics called philosophy “handmaid of theology” they meant that
logic controlled its meaning. Meaning controlled by the various procedures and tech-
niques of logic was expressed within the framework of Aristotelian-Thomist metaphys-
ics, the science of sciences. Neither logic nor metaphysics functions this way in S. (I will
explain later why metaphysics remains integral to Lonergan’s trinitarian theory without
maintaining the pride of place held in the scholasticism he inherited.)

Logic, a human creation, does not control meaning in S. Lonergan continues to be
rigorously logical, of course, and to employ some of the devices and techniques of log-
ic.% S’s movement to the realm of subjectivity, however, sublates logic as system. The
handmaid of theology becomes a theory meant to answer the question, What is know-
ing? In S, systematic meaning is controlled by the norms of the intentional operations of
the theologian’s own mind.

What do I do when I know? Lonergan in S takes the metaphysically conceived “fa-
culty psychology” of the scholasticism he inherited and, with the help of the psycholog-
ical facts he recovered from intensive study of Thomas—and verified in experiencing, un-
derstanding, and judging his own experiencing, understanding, and judging—he transposes
the psychological data into what will later be called “intentionality analysis.” The

5 “While logic as a science is quite well established, it owes its universality and its rigor to
the simple fact that it deals with unspecified concepts and problems. Hence it differs in an es-
sential fashion from logic as an applied technique for, as an applied technique, logic deals not
with indeterminate acts and contents of conceiving and judging but with the more or less accu-
rately determined contents of some department of human knowledge at some stage of its de-
velopment. On the supposition that the knowledge of that department at that stage is both fully
determinate and completely coherent [as in S], logic as a technique can be applied successfully.”
Insight, 599.
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framework of discussion is no longer metaphysical. Meaning is now controlled within
the framework articulated by the terms and relations of what we do when we know, by
the norms of the cognitive operations by which the intending subject, the theologian in
this case, experiences, understands, and judges; and by the fourth cognitive operation of
choosing and willing, the self-making activity of deciding and carrying out a course of
action in response to the truth known in judgment.

Thus the core of method in S becomes the intellectual norms of a nature common to
Lonergan the theologian and his students. Section 5 of this chapter will discuss in more
detail this development of scholasticism; chapter 2 will delve deeper into Lonergan’s
philosophy to explicate the psychological analogy. Chapter 3 will continue to employ
the analogy as it probes the meaning of the relationship between God and us. Finally, I
will speculate on development of Lonergan’s systematics of the Trinity based on post-S
development of his thought on subjectivity and method.

While we have been more concerned with the first three operations of intentional
consciousness, the abovementioned intentional movement from judging the true to will-
ing the good is momentous for understanding ourselves and the psychological analogy.
I offer some preliminary comment immediately below and will return in this chapter to
the topic of the good until, with the help of metaphysics, the categories of being, know-
ing, and creating® (doing and making) are brought within the single viewpoint of order.

2.8 The Will and the Good

Under this heading I will bring together a number of terms, some familiar, some
new. They include: order, good, good of order, bad, evil, will, rational self-
consciousness, value, judgment of value, the transcendentals, PROCESSION, and love.

S still employs some of the language of faculty psychology in regard to the will and
its operation. The will in Lonergan’s later thought (especially Method in Theology) be-
comes the distinct fourth level of intentional consciousness—deliberation and deci-
sion—a level still in process of emergence and articulation in Insight.% Nonetheless, his
later thought on the will marks a development, not a radical change of meaning. In
chapter 2 below, the will’s function in the psychological analogy, especially in regard to
the procession of Love, the Holy Spirit, will be explicated. In chapter 3, the will is
integral to explicating the historical interrelationships of God, humanity, and culture.

5 T call it creating to emphasize the fact that the intentional operation is not complete, not
morally self-constituting, until the intended deed is done. “Unless one can carry out in deeds
what one knows and wills, then the willing already is a failure, and from failing will to bad will
to unconcern for truth there are the easy and, unfortunately, familiar steps.” Insight, 585. As folk
wisdom has it, “The road to hell ....”

% See Insight, index, s.v. “consciousness, levels of, hint of fourth.”
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Thus the treatment here will not be detailed.

The earlier discussion of understanding introduced the notion of intelligible unity;
discussion of judgment introduced the notions of truth and being. Now I introduce a
fourth “transcendental,” the good. Because intelligibility, truth, being, goodness are not
restricted to any category of reality but are common to all, they are called transcenden-
tal. The order of the transcendentals as they emerge in knowing would place being —the
real, the actual —after the true, for “we contemplate being through the true as through a
medium.”%” (Being as such, which is known in judgment, will be discussed together
with metaphysics in the next subsection.) After being as true comes the transcendental
notion of being as good. Lonergan says of the good:

As being is intelligible and one, so also it is good. But while the intelligibility and
unity of being follow spontaneously from the fact that being is whatever is to be
grasped intelligently [understanding] and affirmed reasonably [judgment], the
goodness of being comes to light only by considering the extension of intellectual
activity that we name deliberation and decision, choice and will. (In 619.)

The will is a rational appetite. “The will is an appetite that follows the intellect, and
which can be desired by the will even when the good of order produces particular
goods not for the one desiring them but for others only.”””%% One among our many nat-
ural appetites, the will tends to a good that suits it. As a rational (intellectual, spiritual)
appetite, the will tends to some reality that is good, or tends away from some reality
that is bad, according to the dictates of reason. True and false are in a mind, while good
and bad are in realities themselves; what is good or bad participates in the world of be-
ing outside the mind. The good is always concrete. (S 671.)

As capacity for sensitive hunger stands to sensible food, so will stands to objects
presented by intellect. As a bare capacity, will extends to every intellectual object,
and so both to every possible order and to every concrete object as subsumed under some
possible order. But besides the bare capacity that is will, there is the habitual inclina-
tion, specialized in particular directions, that constitutes the willingness and unwil-
lingness with which individuals antecedently are disposed to making decisions and

57 “Ever since Aristotle, a distinction has been recognized between a first and a second op-
eration of the intellect. In the first operation we ask, “‘What is it?” or “Why is it s0?” and we grasp
some reason or cause, and we conceive a definition or a hypothesis; but in the second operation
we ask, ‘Is it?” or ‘Is it s0?” and we weigh the evidence, and because of the evidence we utter a
true judgment, and through the true as through a medium we contemplate being.” S, 11.

5 G, 495. Note 79 reads: “The fact that the good is said to be appropriate to itself does not
stand in the way of this last point. For it is appropriate for a rational appetite to follow reason;
and it follows reason when reason apprehends an objective good. On objective good or value,
see Insight 624-26.”
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choices of determinate kinds. (In 621; emphasis added.)

Thus the sequence will, willingness, willing.
The good that is the object of the will can be thought of in three ways. There is the
elemental good presented to us on the empirical level of experience:

On an elementary level, the good is the object of desire, and when it is attained it is
experienced as pleasant, enjoyable, satisfying. But man experiences aversion no less
than desire, pain no less than pleasure; and so, on this elementary, empirical level,
the good is coupled with its opposite, the bad. (In 619.)

The second way of thinking of the good regards one of the principal categories of
my argument, the abovementioned “good of order” (see n. 58 p. 26). Discussing the
good provides the proper context for discussing the good of order (in the next subsec-
tion, with the help of metaphysics, I will relate to knowing and being the good we will
to make and do). The operation of willing also has the good of order as object. “Besides
the good that is simply object of desire, there is the good of order. Such is the polity, the
economy, the family as an institution.” (In 619.)

Lonergan links the notions of good, the good of order, and value, the third way of
thinking about the good that is the completion of will, willingness, and willing:

Now it is in rational, moral self-consciousness that the good as value comes to light,
for the value is the good as the possible object of rational choice. Just as the objects of de-
sire fall under schemes of recurrence® to give rise to the good of order grasped by
intelligence, so also the good of order with its concrete contents is a possible object
of rational choice and so a value. (In 624; emphasis added.)

Not every object of desire is a value, a “possible object of rational choice,” although
everything we choose is chosen because it is perceived as a good, i.e., something to sa-
tisfy a desire. Lonergan writes: “Nowhere in the writings of St. Thomas will you find
any other CAUSE for the specification of the act of the will than the apprehended object of

% Cf.: “Since choice is the taking of one thing in preference to another it must of necessity
be in respect of several things that can be chosen. ... Now the difference between the sensitive
appetite and the will is that ... the sensitive appetite according to the order of nature is determi-
nate to one particular thing; whereas the will, although determinate to one thing in general ac-
cording to the order of nature, namely the good, is nevertheless indeterminate in respect to par-
ticular goods. Consequently choice belongs properly to the will, and not to the sensitive appe-
tite.” ST, 1, q. 13, a. 2 c..

60 The notion of “scheme of recurrence” is part of Lonergan’s scientific theory of order in
natural process, usually called “generalized emergent probability.” He does not refer to it di-
rectly in S, but it will be discussed further in chap. 3 below. See “Schemes of Recurrence,” in In-
sight, 141 ff..
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desire.”8! Thus the bank robber, having chosen someone else’s cash as a good (not a val-
ue in Lonergan’s sense) to satisfy desire for wealth chooses robbery and carries it out.
“Objects of desire are values only inasmuch as they fall under some intelligible order,
for the value is the possible object of choice, choice is an act of will, and the will is intel-
lectual appetite that regards directly only the intelligible good.” (In 624.) From living at
the level of stimulus and response we develop to rational self-conscious obedience to
the moral imperative naturally operative in us, the decisive step on our journey to full
human subjectivity. Lonergan states plainly the case for the necessity of human moral
action:

For sensitive desires and aversions arise spontaneously; their objects cannot be
willed until they are subsumed under some intelligible order; intelligible orders are
linked one with another in mutual dependence, or as condition and conditioned, or
as part and whole; and prior to becoming engaged of one’s own choice, one already
is engaged in the process by the fact of one’s desires and aversions, by one’s intelli-
gent grasp of the intelligible orders under which they can be satisfied, and by one’s
self-consciousness of oneself as an actually rational knower and a potentially ra-
tional doer. For ‘not to choose’ is not the object of a possible choice, and while one’s
choices can be reasonable or not, while they can be more reasonable or less, still
one’s own rational consciousness is an accomplished fact in the field of knowing, and it de-
mands in the name of its own consistency its extension into the field of doing. Such is the
dynamic exigence, the operative moral imperative. (In 625; emphasis added.)

As a preliminary step towards articulating the relation between moral activity and
the unity of order, I will interpolate into Lonergan’s comment on the good of order the
elements that relate to cognition and, therefore, remotely but really to the psychological
analogy, the systematic analogy that yields “most profitable understanding” of the mys-
tery of the Holy Trinity:

The good of order is dynamic, not merely in the sense that it orders the dynam-

61 “On the Act of Understanding,” sec. 10, trans. by Michael Shields of “De Imagine Dei in
Homine.” Available at the Lonergan Research Institute, Toronto. The translator notes: “/De
Imagine Dei in Homine’ is the title of the second article of ‘De Divinis Processionibus” which in
turn is the first Quaestio of De SS. Trinitate Supplementum Quoddam.” De SS. Trinitate
Supplementum Quoddam, dated 7 March 1955, comprises 50 pages of notes for Lonergan’s course
on the Trinity at the Gregorian University, Rome; the notes are three articles of which the first
and second are printed with slight changes as appendices I and II in Lonergan’s Divinarum
personarum conceptionem analogicam evolvit Bernardus Lonergan, S.I. (Romae: Universitatis
Gregorianae, 1957). De Deo trino, II: Pars systematica, the third, revised, edition of Divinarum
personarum, is the original Lain text of The Triune God: Systematics. S’'s appendix II, “The Act of
Understanding,” differs considerably from “De Imagine Dei in Homine.”
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ic unfolding of desires and aversions, but also in the sense that it itself is system on
the move. It possesses its own normative line of development, inasmuch as ele-
ments of the idea of order are grasped by insight into concrete situations [these real
situations provide data to be experienced], are formulated in proposals [the data
experienced now understood and expressed], are accepted by explicit or tacit
agreements [the data experienced and understood now judged], and are put into
execution [“deliberation and decision, choice and will” in regard to the good carried
out] only to change the situation [providing new data to be experienced] and give
rise to still further insights. (In 620.)

It has already been noted that knowing entails experience, understanding, and
judgment. When we experience we are empirically conscious; when engaged in under-
standing we are empirically and intelligently conscious; and when engaged in the activ-
ity of judgment we become empirically, intelligently, and rationally conscious subjects.
The operation of willing entails the momentous movement from rational consciousness
to rational self-consciousness, our movement into the moral sphere of willing what we
make and do, the sphere of making ourselves the persons we are. Rational self-
consciousness is moral self-consciousness.®? S traces our progress towards ever fuller
consciousness:

For we are conscious in two ways: in one way, through our sensibility, we un-
dergo rather passively what we sense and imagine, our desires and fears, our de-
lights and sorrows, our joys and sadness; in another way, through our intellect-
uality, we are the more active when we consciously inquire in order to understand,
understand in order to utter a word, weigh evidence in order to judge, deliberate in
order to choose, and exercise our will in order to act. (S 139.)

From passive to increasingly active engagement with reality, we transcend our-
selves concretely when we move from knowing the truth, to choosing to act, to doing
the act we choose:

62 On moral self-consciousness: “We have been dealing with the question, Is there a mean-
ing to the word “ought’? ... We grant that moral self-consciousness has a concomitant in moral
emotions and moral sentiments, and while we agree that these emotions and sentiments have a
psychoneural basis and are subject to psychoneural aberration, we contend that it is a blunder
to confuse these concomitants with moral self-consciousness itself. When Freud decided even-
tually to publish his Traumdeutung, he was overcoming emotions and sentiments and following
what he considered the only intelligent and reasonable course of action; and such following is
what we mean by obeying moral conscience.” Insight, 623-24. Lonergan later develops (espe-
cially in Method) the positive role of feeling in human knowing. Nonetheless, on the now famil-
iar distinction between a being quoad se and quoad nos, it remains that concomitant feeling and
sentiment, subject to aberration, must be distinguished from “moral self-consciousness itself.”
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One can be a rational knower without an act of willing, [but] one cannot be a ra-
tional doer without an act of willing. It is the addition of the further constitutive re-
quirement of an act of will that (1) marks the shift from rational consciousness to ra-
tional self-consciousness, and (2) changes what is rational necessity in the field of
knowing [making the judgment of truth necessitated by the grasp of sufficient evi-
dence] into rational exigence [the necessity to act on the truth known] in the larger
tield of both knowing and doing. (In 638.)

This expansion of consciousness into “the larger field of both knowing and doing”
the good involves making choices based on sufficient evidence; but the judgment of fact
and the decision that leads to concrete doing and making differ: “Both judgment and
decision are concerned with actuality; judgment merely acknowledges an actuality that
already exists; while decision confers actuality upon a course of action that otherwise is
merely possible.” (In 638.) The phrase “confers actuality” means that carrying out our
judgments of value is creative; we participate in the world of being not simply as know-
ers and contemplators of the truth but as actual originators of good things by our decid-
ing a course of action and carrying it out.

We all know from experience the difference between an act of will that is disor-
dered and contrary to reason and one that is well ordered, honest, obligatory, holy.
For a good that is grasped by the intellect, approved by reason, and imposed upon
the will obliges us in such a way that either we choose what is against the dictates
of right reason and so are irrational, or we yield to the dictates of reason and so are
rational. Thus, what is lacking in a morally evil act but present in a morally good act
is that spiritual and moral procession that effectively obligates the will in such a way that we
not only ought to LOVE the good, but actually do love it.83

This willing movement of loving the known good is a SPIRATION. Procession (or emana-
tion) is defined as “the origin of one from another.” (S 145.) The procession that is a spi-
ration of love for the intelligible good —value —affords our first glimpse of how our self-
knowledge relates to analogical understanding of the spiration, the RELATION, the person ,
the Love “who proceeds from the Father and the Son,” God the Holy Spirit.

“Love,” Lonergan writes, “is a principle of unity both by reason of its object and by
reason of the act itself.” He explains:

63 S, 137. “Of all the acts which the will performs, the most fundamental is love. Love is a
certain contented quiescence (complacentia) in what is good; all the other acts of the will are
grounded in love and are different from love insofar as they are concerned with something that
is connected with or opposed to the object of love. Thus, longing is concerned with a good that
is absent, hope with a future good, joy with a present good, hatred with an evil that is opposed
to good, sadness with a present evil, and so forth. See Summa theologiae, 1, q. 20, a. 1 c.” S, ap-
pendix 2b, “From the Image to the Eternal Exemplar,”675.
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Love is unitive by reason of its object because, since every good is a good for
someone, love looks to two things, namely, the good which it wills and the one for
whom it wills that good (Summa theologiae, 1, q. 20, a. 3). Also, since the good of order
itself is the greatest good, a love that is good wills particular goods for those to whom
those goods properly belong in accordance with the wise ordering of things. Thus
order is observed in God’s love for his creatures (ibid. and a. 4), and created charity
itself is regulated by order (ibid. 2-2, q. 26). Love is unitive by reason of its act inas-
much as the love in the lover is in a way the beloved in the lover. This is partly like
and partly different from the way in which what is known is in the knower.64

The integral interrelationship of truth known in a judgment of fact, value chosen in
a judgment of value, and spiration of love for the good known and done is summed up
by Lonergan and Thomas: “Since by its very nature the will is a rational appetite, and
since this appetite cannot be actually rational unless it actually follows upon reason, we
must say that ‘it is of the nature of love to proceed only from a conception of the intel-
lect’ [ST, 1, q. 27, a. 3 ad 3m].” (S 137.) Knowledge comes before love in the order of intentional
operations in us and, Lonergan will argue with Thomas, in the Holy Trinity. That does
not mean knowledge is greater than love but that we cannot love what we do not know.
Neither the divine persons nor we love blindly; we intentionally love what we truly know
to be good, i.e., truly worth loving.

We must not, however, think of knowledge and love as separate acts in God. The
Holy Trinity has no beginning and each person is the one God. In us, the process com-
prises distinct acts with a temporal order; our knowledge changes us accidentally (it
does not change our nature); but in God there is no change or accident. Order of origin
means their interrelationships follow an intelligible order based on the reasonable as-
sumption that God is conscious and knows and loves; thus the imago Dei in us is our in-
tellectual nature.

A further step remains to be taken in this preliminary discussion of the good. The
next subsection, with the help of Lonergan’s metaphysics, will treat of being, knowing,
and creating (doing and making) from the viewpoint of order.

29 A Preliminary Ordering of the Data

To ease passage to detailed discussion of specific categories in sections 3 and 5, I will
effect a preliminary ordering of the hypercomplex of data outlined above by interrelating
in a general way God’s subjectivity, human subjectivity, analogy, and metaphysics.

To help us gain some understanding of God’s subjectivity, Lonergan argues with
Thomas and Augustine that the imago Dei in us, the “image and likeness of God” Gene-

84 S, 675; emphases added. This and similar notions will loom large in the discussion of the
Holy Trinity quoad se in chap. 2 below.
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sis (1:27) speaks about, is found in our intellectual nature.®® Lonergan argues that human
knowing and loving offer trinitarian theory the best possible instance of Vatican I's
“analogy from what [reason] knows naturally.” He argues that it becomes “clear why
human beings are said to be in the image of the Holy Trinity precisely with respect to
their minds” (S 615) when we understand the workings of our own intellectual nature,
thereby understand the psychological analogy, and apply the analogy systematically
when theologizing the mystery of God. The “brilliant use of the analogies of intelligence
and love by the Western trinitarian theologies of Augustine, Aquinas, and Lonergan”
enables the systematic theologian to conceive God’s triune subjectivity as Dicens (Speak-
er of the WorD of divine understanding, God the Father), Verbum (the Father’s Word of
understanding spoken, his proceeding Truth, God the Son), and Amor (their mutually
spirated one proceeding Love, God the Holy Spirit).

Of all things natural, we humans can understand our common intellectual endow-
ment best. Lonergan cites Thomas: “The human soul understands itself through its own
understanding, which is its proper act, perfectly demonstrating its power and nature.”®
Commenting elsewhere on the same text, Lonergan writes that “it is through a scrutiny
of acts of understanding that the nature of the human mind and all its virtualities can be
demonstrated perfectly.”® Understanding understanding is central to employing the
psychological analogy and thus to systematics itself. Our subjectivity and God’s, Loner-
gan argues, when compared in regard to similarities and differences, enables a synthetic
understanding of the mystery that is at once “imperfect, analogical, obscure, and grad-
ually developing” but also “highly fruitful.” (517.)

Self-knowledge, it seems, is key to gathering into intelligible unity the hypercomp-
lex of ordered realities comprised by Lonergan’s comprehensive theology of God.
Knowing for oneself how the mind works is central to theological understanding of
God. Nonetheless and happily, understanding another’s explanation of how the mind
works can suffice for understanding Lonergan’s employment of the psychological anal-

65 S's one mention (p. 169) of imago Dei reads: “We understand the infinite negatively, not
positively. And even as regards our own rational and moral consciousness, we live it rather than
understand it clearly and distinctly. This consciousness, if we suppose it to be the image of God,
is an exceedingly deficient image through whose mediation we are able to conceive divine con-
sciousness only analogically and imperfectly.”

86 David Tracy, “Trinitarian Speculation and the Forms of Divine Disclosure,” in The Trinity:
An Interdisciplinary Symposium on the Trinity, ed. Stephen T. Davis, Daniel Kendall, S.J., and Ge-
rald O’Collins, S.J. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999) 287.

67ST, 1, q. 88, a. 2 ad 3m; as quoted in S 133; emphasis added.

88 Lonergan, “Isomorphism of Thomist and Scientific Thought,” in Collection, 139. First pub-
lished, Sapientia Aquinatis, vol. 1, Comminicationes IV Congressus Thomistici Internationalis (Rome:
1955) 119-27.
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ogy. To assist the process from what another has said to taking one’s stand on personal
experience, understanding, and judgment of what it means to know, S’s systematic ex-
planations establish a dialectical relationship between Lonergan’s trinitarian theory and
the self-knowledge of us who seek to understand it. Dialectic is a dynamic, develop-
mental process. Thus the student’s persistent, devout, and sober efforts to understand S
can also be a dynamic process of self-discovery and self-affirmation as a believer seek-
ing “imperfect, analogous, obscure, gradually developing, synthetic, and most profita-
ble” understanding of God the Holy Trinity.

2.9.1 Being, Knowing, Creating, Metaphysics, and the Unity of Order

The operations by which we achieve true knowledge, and the metaphysical prin-
ciples that constitute, are the elements of, being proportionate to human intellect, i.e.,
that constitute “the truths which form [reason’s] proper object,” are isomorphic; their
structures are similar. I will have more to say about Lonergan’s metaphysics in the next
section. Here I want to point out, with minimal explanation, the momentous fact that
the two categories—being and knowing —have isomorphic structures.

If the knowing consists of a related set of acts and the known is 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. ...

... Every instance of knowing proportionate being consists of a unification of
experiencing, understanding, and judging. It follows from the isomorphism of
knowing and known that every instance of known proportionate being is a parallel
unification of a content of experience, a content of understanding, and a content of
judgment. (In 424-25; emphasis added.)

I call this fact momentous because it means that our minds by nature have the power to
know the truth about everything created. While there is a practical limit to what we can
come to know in a lifetime, still we can question everything with solid hope of a true
answer.

Lonergan’s cognitional theory, epistemology, and metaphysics derive from answer-
ing three linked questions now conventionally worded® thus: What am I doing when I
am knowing? Why is doing that knowing? What do I know when I do it? This discus-

69 The first and third questions are raised in Insight: “The first part [of the book] deals with
the question, What is happening when we are knowing? The second part moves to the ques-
tion,f What is known when that is happening?” Ibid., 16. Editorial note f reads: “A neat twofold
question, with a neat corresponding division in the book. But ten years later Lonergan con-
ceived Insight as answering ‘three linked questions: What am I doing when I am knowing? Why
is doing that knowing? What do I know when I do it?” (1974 [Method]: 37, in the 1967 paper
‘Theories of Inquiry: Responses to a Symposium’ 33-42).” Ibid., 779; my brackets.
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sion has drawn directly and indirectly from the cognitional theory and epistemology de-
rived from Lonergan’s answers to the first two questions. His empirical metaphysics is
derived from answering the third; empirical because grounded in the psychological facts
of experience, understanding, and judgment. Thus the structural isomorphism between
knowing and being can be expressed as follows:

Inquiry and understanding presuppose and complement experience; reflection
and judgment presuppose and complement understanding. But what holds for the ac-
tivities also holds for their contents. What is known inasmuch as one is understanding
presupposes and complements what is known by experiencing; and what is known
inasmuch as one is affirming presupposes and complements what is known by un-
derstanding. Finally, the contents of cognitional acts either refer to the known or are
identical with the known, and so the dynamic structure of knowing is also the

structure of proportionate being. (In 511 emphasis added. This text provides an excellent ex-
ample of the notion of sublation.)

The isomorphism of knowing and being also has momentous consequences for re-
trieving and purifying the achievements of the past, for the method of critical inquiry
into the meaning of contemporary thought, and for the work of developing and passing
on this tradition of knowledge and understanding;:

[My] procedure yields a metaphysics that brings to contemporary thought the wis-
dom of the Greeks and of the medieval schoolmen as reached by Aristotle and
Aquinas, but purged of every trace of antiquated science, formulated to integrate not on-
ly the science of the present but also of the future, and elaborated in accord with a
method that makes it possible to reduce every dispute in the field of metaphysical
speculation to a question of concrete psychological fact. (In 448; emphasis added.)

To say that the structures of being and knowing are isomorphic means that every
term in cognitional theory (knowing) has a corresponding term in metaphysics (propor-
tionate being). The metaphysical terms that denote the principles constitutive of every
proper object of the mind are POTENCY, FORM, and act. The isomorphic pairs are expe-
rience—potency; understanding—form; judgment-act (actuality, existence). Our minds
and proportionate being are made for each other. Moreover, the invariant order of the
operations by which we advance from ignorance to knowledge of truth, and the inva-
riant order of the principles constitutive of everything true, already establish at the
heart of history a natural, empirical, universal, stable, dynamic, and personal unity of
order that provides the natural ground for the good ordering of the self in relation to
everything and everybody else. Dynamic, because the human subject has not only the
potential but also the desire to know the truth about everything. Lonergan writes in
Verbum:

Aristotle opened his Metaphysics with the remark that naturally all men desire
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to know. But Aquinas measured that desire, to find in the undying restlessness and
absolute exigence of the human mind that intellect as intellect is infinite, that ipsum
esse [being itself, God] is ipsum intelligere [understanding itself, God] and uncreated,
unlimited Light, that though our intellects because potential cannot attain naturally
to the vision of God, still our intellects as intellects have a dynamic orientation, a
natural desire, that nothing short of that unknown vision can satisfy utterly. For
Augustine our hearts are restless until they rest in God; for Aquinas, not our hearts,
but first and [fore?]most our minds are restless until they rest in seeing him. (V' 100.)

What is this “eros of the mind” (In 97 passim) that Insight calls “the pure desire to
know”?

By the desire to know is meant the dynamic orientation manifested in questions
for intelligence and for reflection. It is not the verbal utterance of questions. It is not
the conceptual formulation of questions. It is not any insight or thought. It is not
any reflective grasp or judgment. It is the prior and enveloping drive that carries
cognitional process from sense and imagination to understanding, from under-
standing to judgment, from judgment to the complete context of correct judgments
that is named knowledge. The desire to know, then, is simply the inquiring and crit-
ical spirit of man. (In 372.)

7 £’

Humanity’s “inquiring and critical spirit” will be satisfied only in humanity’s final end,
the Beatific Vision enjoyed by persons who participate in “that supreme good of order
that we observe in the Holy Trinity” (see above p. 3).

Metaphysics regards being quoad se, being as it is in itself. Thus there is no fourth
metaphysical term constitutive of being as such that is isomorphic with the fourth cog-
nitive activity of choosing, willing and doing the concrete good incarnating potency,
form, and act.” This is not a lacuna in the unity of order. There is a relation between me-
taphysics and the good. The good is related to potency, form, and act because the good
is always concrete: “... good and being and ontological truth are convertible.” (S 671.)

As stated above, “One’s own rational consciousness is an accomplished fact in the
tield of knowing, and it demands in the name of its own consistency its extension into
the field of doing. Such is the dynamic exigence, the operative moral imperative.” What
is this “dynamic exigence”? Lonergan goes on to say: “Intelligible orders include con-
crete objects of desire and exclude concrete objects of aversion, and so from the dynamic
exigence of rational self-consciousness, by the simple process of asking what in fact that
exigence concretely is, there can be determined a body of ethical principles.” (In 625-26.)

70 S's appendix 3, “Relations,” on relations both internal or intrinsic to the subject of the re-
lation (like potency, form, and act) and those external (the relation of a being to a term), argues
that “an external relation does not add to the reality of an internal relation another reality in-
trinsic to the subject.*” S, 703. Note 4 reads: “Lonergan treats the same issue in Insight 518-19.”
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A body of ethical principles so determined is necessarily isomorphic with the nature of
being and the nature of knowing:

There follows a conclusion of fundamental importance, namely, the parallel and in-
terpenetration of metaphysics and ethics. For just as the dynamic structure of our
knowing grounds a metaphysics, so the prolongation of that structure into human
doing grounds an ethics. Just as the universe of proportionate being is a compound
of potency, form, and act, because it is to be known through experience, under-
standing, and judgment, so the universe of man’s proportionate good is a com-
pound of objects of desire, intelligible orders, and values, because the good that
man does intelligently and rationally is a manifold in the field of experience, or-
dered by intelligence, and rationally chosen. (In 626.)

210 Concluding Remarks

This concludes my preliminary efforts to bring being, knowing, and creating within
the single viewpoint of order; and concludes my introduction to elements meant to help
the reader gain some preliminary understanding of the power and comprehensive
scope of the dynamic, unifying centerpiece of Lonergan’s trinitarian theory: the psycho-
logical analogy.

3. Sapientis Est Ordinare

I have not yet defined “the idea of order”; rather, this introductory discussion has
interwoven the idea of order and a wide selection of the elements comprised by S’s trini-
tarian theory. This indirect treatment of some examples of S’s various specifications of
the idea of order was intended both to demystify (order is a simple idea) and to prepare
one for more exacting accounts of S’s specific embodiments of the idea.

Like order, the nature of idea is simple. Nonetheless, idea must be sharply distin-
guished from other entities inhabiting the active mind: “An idea is the content of an act
of understanding.”’”! Therefore, the idea of order regards understanding and, on suffi-
cient evidence, judging determinations of order in S. “Sapientis est ordinare.” (S 22.) Lo-
nergan’s dictum, borrowed from Thomas,’? is translated as “Putting things in their right

" Lonergan continues: “As a sense datum is the content of an act of sensing, as an image is
the content of an act of imagining, as a percept is the content of an act of perceiving, as a con-
cept is the content of an act of conceiving, defining, supposing, considering, as a judgment is the
content of an act of judging, so an idea is the content of an act of understanding.” Insight, 667.

2 “Tt is the part of the wise to order [and to judge; and since lesser matters should be
judged in the light of some higher principle, one is said to be wise in any one order who consid-
ers the highest principle in that order].” ST, I, q. 1, a. 6 c.. And: “According to the Philosopher
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order is the special talent of the wise person” (S 23). Putting things in order is the work
of the wise. Ordering is the work of those who have and use the gift of Wisdom and the
habit, virtue, of wisdom (self-appropriated philosophy).”® In the present case: Loner-
gan’s wise work of ordering his understanding of revelation to yield S. I will discuss the
three terms of the dictum in the sequence wisdom, order, and work.

3.1 Wisdom

Perhaps the greatest practical difficulty when analyzing a systematic text lies in its
intrinsically synthetic character. Unless explicitly defined, a concept often has to be dis-
engaged from a web of associated concepts, the expressions of understanding providing
data to support the interpreter’s inferences. Lonergan does not define Wisdom or wis-
dom directly; yet, his many mentions throughout S of orders and ordering, and his dis-
cussion in Verbum, comprise in some measure all the elements usually associated with a
comprehensive account of wisdom, and also some fresh insights. (Lonergan notes early
in his chapter one that “for brevity’s sake we have not considered theology as wisdom
or as queen of the sciences.” (S 113.)

3.1.1 Aspects of Wisdom

Traditionally, wisdom has four distinct aspects,’ all explicitly integral to S: (1) Wis-
dom is an acquired intellectual habitus or virtue; (2) wisdom is sacred teaching, doctrine,
dogma; (3) Wisdom is a gift of the Holy Spirit; (4) Wisdom is a divine attribute, identical
with the DIVINE ESSENCE (thus common to all divine persons) but traditionally predicated
through APPROPRIATION of Jesus, the incarnate Wisdom of God. Wisdom is usually said to
function in regard to two activities, ordering and judging (including discerning and de-

(Metaph. i: 2), it belongs to wisdom to consider the highest cause. By means of that cause we are
able to form a most certain judgment about other causes, according to which all things should
be set in order.” Ibid., II-1I, q. 45, a. 1 c..

73 “The virtues are a form, and an interior principle of right conduct, the gifts are not forms
and are not an interior principle of right conduct, rather they ‘link us dynamically with the sole
source of absolute perfection” [Lonergan, “St. Thomas” Thought on Gratia Operans,” Theological
Studies, 3 (1942): 72], they are a disposition to follow external guidance and direction of another.
... The gifts put us at the disposition of the Spirit, to be governed according to his wisdom and
love, and not simply according to the forms or virtues or patterns intrinsic to us. And in this
way the Spirit continually rejuvenates the church.” Crowe, The Doctrine, 194.

4 Aspects of the topic also relate to some finer points of trinitarian theory introduced in
chap. 2 below. In the section on wisdom in Verbum, Lonergan writes: “The finer points of
Thomist trinitarian theory cannot be grasped from the analogy of the mere mechanism of hu-
man intellect.” Verbum, 78.
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ciding). Wisdom, finally, is usually associated with the intellectual virtues and the su-
pernatural gifts of Understanding and Knowledge, with our intellectual love; and with
supernatural love, Charity.

The nature and unity of these various dimensions and elements of wisdom are de-
scribed and explained systematically most notably in the Summa theologiae. In fact, Le-
vering argues that the structure of the Summa “is best understood within the context of
Aquinas’s analogous use of wisdom.”” His judgment is not wholly unlike my claim for
S, although I would emphasize that wisdom was connatural, second nature, to the theo-
logian. I cite as evidence Lonergan’s near-preoccupation with the idea of order and or-
dering; it is explicit everywhere in his trinitarian theology but largely not adverted to as
such. He emphasizes the work of wisdom human and divine in trinitarian systematics
itself —ordering and judging; emphasis, therefore, on exercising the intellectual habitus
of wisdom and ordering the form of the treatise. Lonergan’s abovementioned scientific
theory of generalized emergent probability, his cognitional theory, epistemology, meta-
physics, and his argument for the ordering of a systematic treatise —are all effects of his
intellectual wisdom. I believe his trinitarian systematics presented in chapters 2 and 3
below will convince the disinterested reader that in Lonergan we also have a case of the
gift of the Holy Spirit’® informing both the personality and work of the theologian expli-
cating, by ordering and judging, sacred teaching: “In its contact with human reason,
[supernatural Wisdom)] is the science of theology, which orders the data of revela-
tion and passes judgment on all other science.” (V' 101.) On the personality and work of
the theologian, Sala observes:

Lonergan certainly does not intend to support a confusion between the proper
task of the theologian and the theologian’s personal religious life. The two realities
are undoubtedly distinct, but it is no less certain that they are connected. The result
of theological inquiry is not independent of what the theologian considers human
knowledge, and its relation to reality, to be. It is not independent of the theologian’s
morality, i.e., of his dedication to the true and the good. It is not independent of the
theologian’s faith, and consequently of his disposition to accept revealed truth, even
when it exceeds the capacities of the human mind or appears implausible in a cul-

> Matthew Levering, “Wisdom and the Viability of Thomistic Trinitarian Theology,” The
Thomist 64 (2000): 604.

6 “In the power of this wisdom [the one] who loves God grasps the world properly no
longer just through his own efforts; he now grasps it in the light of a divine movement, he feels
himself ordered to the divine, and in a loving embrace he experiences the divinely willed order
of all things.” Philosophical Dictionary, ed. and trans. Kenneth Baker (Spokane, WA: Gonzaga
University Press, 1972) s.v. “wisdom,” by Josef de Vries.
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ture that is enclosed in the immanent.””

The personal work of the theologian has a simple goal. The section of S’s chapter one
on how the goal of systematics is attained concludes thus: “Reflecting on those words,
one will see we have been speaking about what Vatican I already called ‘Christ’s saving
doctrine’ (DB 1781, DS 3000).” (S 19.) Systematics testifies to the truth of the Gospel:

Now these mysteries, affirmed as true by the community and so given the sta-
tus of doctrines, are constitutive of the community that gathers in the world in the
name of Christ Jesus. Systematics is a particular form of witness to the truth of the
doctrines, the witness of understanding.”®

“Grace perfects nature both in the sense that it adds a PERFECTION beyond nature and
in the sense that it confers on nature the effective freedom to attain its own perfection.”
(In 767.) Therefore, the training of the mind in first philosophy (love of wisdom) or meta-
physics,” in philosophy expressed as cognitional theory —explaining the habits of un-
derstanding, knowledge, and wisdom in regard to nature—provides what an artist
might call la belle matiére (the right stuff) for the creative work of the Holy Spirit. One
might conceive of the supernatural gifts, therefore, as linking dynamically to its Source
what nature provides, expanding our capacity to order and judge wisely to include
matters theological. This might bear on the meaning of Lonergan’s statement that “St.
Theresa [of Avila] considered the advice of a genuine theologian more useful than that of
a saintly priest.” (S 113.) What he might mean by grnuine theologian will be broached in
chapter 3 below.

Catholic tradition enumerates the gifts of the Holy Spirit from Isaiah’s prophetic
words about Jesus: “The spirit of the Lord shall rest on him, the spirit of wisdom and
understanding ... of knowledge .... He shall not judge by what his eyes see ....” (Is 12:2-
3).  have edited the passage of all elements but those directly concerned with our intel-
lectual nature.

S variously orders the associated gifts and virtues of wisdom, understanding, and
knowledge. First, S follows Isaiah’s order. Wisdom comes first in the order because “sa-
pientis est ordinare,” and ordering the treatise is critical to systematics:

Where wisdom proposes a problem for understanding, there reason illumined by

" Giovanni B. Sala, S.J., “From Thomas Aquinas to Bernard Lonergan: Continuity and Nov-
elty.” Available at www.lonergan.org/sala/from_thomas_aquinas_to_bernard_1.htm#ftnl; Inter-
net; accessed 29 March 2002.

8 Doran, “Bernard Lonergan and the Functions of Systematic Theology,” 577.

79 “First philosophy really is wisdom; only the pretensions of the Sophists led the wise to
name their pursuit not wisdom itself but love of wisdom.” Verbum, 80. Lonergan’s method as wis-
dom is discussed in sec. 6 below.
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faith and seeking persistently, reverently, and judiciously can hope that with God’s
help it will indeed attain some understanding. The expectation is grounded in
God’s goodness and in the prayer of Vatican I .... Moreover, where an understand-

ing of the principle is attained, knowledge of conclusions follows of its own accord.
(5 47; emphases added.)

Wisdom, understanding, knowledge; wisdom judges the principle, decides what
comes first in ordering the problems or questions. This ordering is for the sake of scien-
tific knowledge, that is, conclusions that are certain, that necessarily follow from under-
standing a principle assumed to be true, i.e., from the hypothesis (theology as science
will be discussed in section 5’s account of the form of a systematic treatise). While the
phrase from Isaiah about judging by appearances concerns moral judgment, the crite-
rion is identical for intellectual, moral, and theological judgments: evidence sufficient to
tulfill the conditions necessary to judge “it is not so” or “it is so.” The words “he shall
not judge by what his eyes see” also raise indirectly a topic allied to explication of the
psychological analogy in chapter 2 below: false theories of knowing which we easily fall
prey to (in this case, knowing as analogous of seeing, or “naive realism”; I see, therefore
I know).

In regard to the development of theological understanding, S presents another or-

der:

As an example of this comparison [between earlier and later stages of theologi-
cal understanding], consider St. Augustine and St. Thomas. Each of them attained
some understanding of one and the same dogma of the Trinity. Each of them used
the same psychological analogy. But St. Augustine expounded the analogy psycho-
logically, while St. Thomas expounded it both psychologically and metaphysically.
His understanding of the principle, then, was more complete; more elements and
wider perspectives could be embraced within his sapiential ordering; and his deduc-
tion of conclusions [scientific knowledge] more precise. (S 45; emphases added.)

The order is now understanding, wisdom, knowledge. Because of increased under-
standing of the principle, wisdom has more elements to order; with the increased un-
derstanding of the principle and the more extensive ordering, the scientific knowledge
(certain conclusions from the hypothesis), while still uncertain, is more exact and thus
more probable. The terms hypothesis, principle, and scientific knowledge will be fur-
ther explained in section 5 below.

Thomas and Vatican I place the gifts and virtues within their ascending, hierarchi-
cally ordered, classical worldview as understanding, knowledge, and wisdom.® Loner-

80 “One must invoke St. Thomas’ doctrine that wisdom is above both understanding and
science. The conclusions of science depend upon the grasp of principles by understanding. The
principles of understanding depend upon the terms that they unite. But the validation of the
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gan referred earlier to the prayer of Vatican I: “Let there be growth ... and all possible
progress in understanding, knowledge, and wisdom in single individuals and in all, in
each person and in the entire church, according to the degree proper to each age and
each time (DB 1800, DS 3020, ND 136.).” (As quoted in S 19.) He will also follow this order
when his topic is the natural order of cognitive operations. Understanding leads to true
knowledge when understanding is correctly judged to be true. Knowledge leads to
wisdom, for affirming the true spirates love of truth, and wisdom is rooted in love, love
of truth and, ultimately, in the theological virtue of Charity, our loving God with God’s
amour propre, the supernatural life of the soul necessary for salvation.

3.1.2 Wisdom in a Concrete Subject

To take wisdom from the abstract to the concrete, consider an example from S of
wisdom as intellectual virtue in a person named Peter. Lonergan is treating of ontologi-
cal constitution, of what makes something real, to aid our understanding of the created
term of a divine mission, a topic of chapter 3 below; it includes philosophical elements
not yet introduced. However, it is a fortuitous example because it places wisdom within
a context that also provides a concrete instance of elements discussed above in more ab-
stract terms. He ties the unity of potency, form, and act—the metaphysical elements
constitutive of proportionate being —to experiencing, understanding, and judging a par-
ticular reality. I will quote Lonergan’s example, comment on its relevance to points
made above, briefly note the new elements, and then discuss the term Lonergan leaves
undefined, the virtue, habitus, of wisdom:

Let us suppose that it is true that ‘Peter is this wise man.” Then, to ask about the
ontological constitution of this truth is nothing else than to ask what in reality is re-
quired and is sufficient for it to be true that Peter is this wise man. Now, the follow-
ing are required and are sufficient: (1) an act of existence, for it to be true that Peter
is; (2) individuating matter, for it to be true that Peter is this; (3) a human substantial
form, for it to be true that Peter is this man; (4) the habit of wisdom received in his
POSSIBLE INTELLECT ! for it to be true that Peter is wise; and (5) a being-which, a SUBSISTENT,

composed of all the above, in order to have Peter with these attributes. (S 455; Loner-
gan’s emphases.)

Lonergan’s statement imposes the order of discussion as act, potency, and form. Act
comes first because we are inquiring into a real object; first the real object must be. The
principle called potency is prime matter in the abstract but as concrete it individuates

selection of the terms and so the validation of both understanding and science is the work of
wisdom.” “Theology and Understanding,” 125.

811 believe it sufficient to say for the present that possible intellect refers to the intellect’s
natural potency to receive another’s formal intelligibility.
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the unique material body of this human being. The body’s form —“the substantial form
of the body” in scholasticism—is the intellectual nature, the soul, that informs the indi-
viduating matter, Peter’s body, and distinguishes him from all other species of animal;
the human soul is naturally united to a human body. The unity of potency, form, and act
constitutes the man Peter as “a being-which, a subsistent.” We experience him, under-
stand him, and judge that our understanding fulfills the conditions required to pass
judgment on, affirm as certain, the hypothesis that this is a man.

The characteristics of his embodiment provide what is necessary for us to expe-
rience with our senses that Peter is “this” man; that he is human, that his body is in-
formed by an intellectual soul, their union allowing our minds to understand, grasp the
intelligibility, the essence, the form of Peter as this “man.” Having understood that this
concrete unity of potency, form, and act has all the conditions necessary to qualify as
human, we answer “the what question” with the judgment, “This man Peter exists.” He
is a subsistent, this and no other, the subject possessing all these attributes who answers
to the name Peter.

But what would ground the judgment, “Peter is this wise man”? To affirm that this
real man named Peter is also wise requires something additional. Peter must have “re-
ceived in possible intellect” the habitus of wisdom. Through repeated obedience to the
norms of the pure desire to know as it directs and dynamizes his love of truth, Peter
through many acts acquires a habit; he possesses as his own, as connatural, as part of
the habitual fabric of his cognitive activity, the habitus, habit, virtue of wisdom. He has
acquired a good habit and will keep and develop it inasmuch as he uses it in everything
he does and makes.

Our wisdom is dual: “The basic duality of our wisdom is between our immanent in-
tellectual light and the uncreated Light that is the object of its groping and its straining.”
(V100.) Thus:

Wisdom through self-knowledge is not limited to the progress from empirical®?
through scientific® to normative® knowledge. Beyond the wisdom we may attain
by the natural light of our intellects, there is a further wisdom attained through the

82 Empirical: “There is the empirical self-knowledge, actual or habitual, based upon the
soul’s presence to itself ....” Verbum, 100.

83 Scientific: “There is the scientific and analytic self-knowledge that proceeds from ob-
jects to acts, from acts to potencies, from potencies to essence....” Ibid.. Acts are specified,
i.e., we know what they are, by the objects of acts such as understanding; we know the poten-
cies, the powers, by the acts they make possible; we know the nature, the essence, of the intellec-
tual soul by the potencies it exercises.

8 Normative: “It lies in the act of judgment which passes from the conception of essence

[proceeding from the act of understanding which grasps the “whatness’] to the affirmation
of reality.” Ibid..
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supernatural light of faith, when the humble surrender of our own light to the self-
revealing uncreated Light makes the latter the loved law of all our assents. Rooted
in this faith, supernatural wisdom has a twofold expansion. In its contact with hu-
man reason, it is the science of theology, which orders the data of revelation and
passes judgment on all other science.?** But faith, besides involving a contact with
reason, also involves a contact with God. On that side wisdom is a gift of the Holy
Spirit, making us docile to his movements, in which, even perceptibly, one may be
‘non solum discens sed et patiens divina.’[2°]8

Perhaps the reader has noted Lonergan’s consistent practice, his habit, of relating
known truths and speculative understanding about God to human subjectivity in
general, and to Christian faith and living in particular. This fact manifests, I believe it
safe to conclude, the presence in him of that “supernatural wisdom” which “orders
the data of revelation” to achieve the goal of systematic theology.

Finally, let us assume for the sake of this discussion of wisdom that Peter is a sys-
tematic theologian. Lonergan would say of such a one:

It would be a mistake to say that the speculative [systematic] theologian is ei-
ther devoid of wisdom or adequately wise. He could be devoid of wisdom only by
complete ignorance of philosophy and a total deprivation of the donum sapientiae
[gift of Wisdom] given in some measure to all along with sanctifying grace [the
created term of the prior gift of God’s love, the Holy Spirit given to everyone]. He
could be adequately wise only if he already enjoyed the beatific vision which alone
is proportionate to the reality which theology would elucidate. In his intermediate
position between wisdom and folly, he must take every precaution to arrive at the
basic theoretical elements and all of them in as accurate a formulation as he can at-
tain. But the greater his mastery of his subject, the keener will be his realization of
the difficulty of this task and the profounder will be his gratitude that God has
vouchsafed us not only a revelation of supernatural truth but also a divinely as-
sisted teaching authority that is not chary in its use of the evangelical Est, Est and
Non, Non [cf., Mt 5:37]. (“TU” 126.)

Further observations about wisdom and its concrete manifestations will be found
passim in the following chapters, and in the general summary of this chapter.

8 Verbum, 101; emphasis added. Notes 204 and 205 read: “Summa theologiae, 1, q. 1, a. 6 c.
and ad 2m: see a. 8 ¢.”; and “['not only learning but receiving divine things’] Super III Senten-
tiarum, d. 15, q. 2, a. 1, qc. 2; d. 35, q. 2, a. |; De veritate, q. 26, a. 3, ad 18m; Super librum Dionysii
De divines nominibus, c. 2, lect. 4, §191; Summa theologiae, 2-2, q. 45, a.2 c.”



3.2 Order

Many of us, I have reason to believe, have become accustomed to treating “order”
in familiar expressions like natural order, intelligible order, moral order, supernatural
order, as abstract. Order is a concrete noun. Order also implies an ordered plurality. We
retain some sense of the concreteness of order in our notion of the political order; but
we tend to reduce the noun to an abstract descriptor when we speak of orders like the
intelligible, moral, and supernatural that are no less real for their being also spiritual;
witness the mind each one of us possesses as personal property; it is real and spiritual, a
concrete order. For the moment I'll ignore the various goods of order we create—the po-
litical, economic, domestic, and so on—to consider nature and ourselves from the view-
point of order.

Catholics are likely to have a lively sense that the supernatural order grounds all
natural orders and the various goods of order and good things we create; the real unity
of all existence is basic to our mindset. The noun order, again, implies an intelligible
thing whose constitutive “parts” are arranged a certain way to make a unified whole.
The “certain way” is common to all orders whether natural or made by us in imitation
of nature. Common, because whether or not the orders in relation to one another are
isomorphic, or similar, or congruent, or harmonious, all because real fall under the cate-
gories being, knowing, and creating. Given the isomorphism of being, knowing, and
creating, it would not be rash to claim that the paradigm of order is the dynamic struc-
ture of our intellectual subjectivity. In short: being is ordered; knowing is ordered; creat-
ing (doing and making) is ordered; the constitutive “parts” of being, knowing, and
making are isomorphic; therefore every authentic order imitates the paradigm. To recall
the analogy: the concrete order of the intentional operations of our intellectual nature
offers systematic trinitarian theology the best possible analogy of the divine order and
“every possible order” and “every concrete object as subsumed under some possible
order.” Orders are intelligible goods, therefore concrete values to be chosen.

3.2.1 Defining Order

Lonergan offers negative and positive definitions of order. The negative seems to be
a virtual tautology. “Where there is order, there is no confusion, for wherever there is
multiplicity without order, there is confusion.” (S 445; cf. ST 1, q. 45, a. 6, ad 2m; q. 42, a. 3, sed
contra.) Lonergan is discussing a specific point of trinitarian dogma derived from the
teaching of the Council of Florence (1438-45) that in God “everything is one except where
there is relational opposition” (S 159). Thus:

Whatever God the Father knows, wills, and produces, the Son and the Spirit al-
so know, will, and produce; since there is one essence, one knowledge, one will, and
one power for the Three. DB 703, DS 1330, ND 325. (S 445.)
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This fact, unique to the Trinity, would sow disorder in trinitarian theory or at least raise
pseudo-problems (which would amount to disorder) were it not noted and explained
that the three distinct persons possess one and the same essence, knowledge, volition,
and power “in an ordered way.” He continues:

What is attributed equally to the three persons is to be attributed to them not confu-
sedly but distinctly. For just as Father, the Son, and the Spirit possess the same es-
sence according to a certain order, so likewise according to a certain order the Fa-
ther, the Son, and the Spirit have the same knowledge, the same will, the same
power. (S 445.)

This unique instance of order does not contribute to the generic definition of order em-
ployed in my argument. Differences between divinity and humanity will be discussed
below under the headings “the eternal subject” and “the temporal subject.”

3.2.2 The Notion of Order Is Generic

Lonergan’s positive definition of order is twofold. The first concerns a fundamental
category in trinitarian theory. He writes: “Note that order can be understood in two
ways: first, according as relation is defined as the order of one to another.” (S 423.) This
manner of speaking about order will be employed often below in the chapter on the
Trinity quoad se.

The generic notion of order employed in my argument comprises the notion of rela-
tion in the sense of the order of one part to another part of a whole. (God has no parts.)
Lonergan’s second definition comes closer to the generic notion of order employed
throughout my argument. There is order “according as many things are ordered to one
another in such a way as to constitute a unity.” (S 423.) Whereas in the first sense every
relation is an order:

In the second sense, there is no order except insofar as many things compose an in-
telligible unity through many mutual relations. A pile of stones or of wood, for ex-
ample, lack the unity of order, and yet stones and wood properly arranged make
one house. (S 423.)

Besides providing one of few homely examples found in S, and the abovementioned
phrase “unity of order,” this text also provides the core of my generic definition. It is
essential to the gerund “ordering” —the work of the wise—that a plurality of parts be
“brought into a single intelligible unity”; and essential to the notion of order as noun
that “many are so ordered to one another that they constitute a single thing.”

For the purposes of my argument, I employ this generic definition of order:

Order is a state of being that is either given or brought about through the work
of the wise. There is intelligible order where parts exist in a given unity, identity,



46

whole; and there is intelligible ordering where according to some principle parts are
made to exist in a unity, identity, whole. In both cases the ordered reality is a thing
to be experienced, understood, known, chosen, and loved.

The definition was formulated in light of the trinitarian theory informing Lonergan’s
comprehensive theology of God. Some categories in S denote existing orders (especially
those perceived in the mind, in divinity on the analogy of the mind, in proportionate
being, in the good) while others denote orders made to exist according to some prin-
ciple (such as Lonergan’s ordering his treatise). I emphasize “thing” and “principle” be-
cause both are fundamental categories. His definitions are precise. A principle is what
comes first in some order. Of thing, Lonergan writes:

Now the notion of a thing is grounded in an insight that grasps, not relations
between data, but a unity, identity, whole in data; and this unity is grasped, not by
considering data from any abstractive viewpoint, but by taking them in their con-
crete individuality and in the totality of their aspects. For if the reader will turn his
mind to any object he names a thing, he will find that object to be a unity to which
belongs every aspect of every datum within the unity.8 (In 271.)

The notion of order has been defined generically, i.e., given a definition comprising
the nature of specific instances of created order found in S. It remains to consider the
idea of order as heuristic and, because of its many instances, and the fact that the Trinity
is not a thing with parts, the idea of order as analogous.

3.2.3 The Idea of Order Is Heuristic

Insight has a great deal to say about heuristics (from Gk., heuriskein, to discover).t
However, I will cite only what is required to give an adequate account of the idea of or-
der as heuristic. I have already said a great deal about “heuristic” without adverting to
the fact. Consider what has already been said about metaphysics, that the structure of
every “proper object” of the intellect (the whole of proportionate being) and the struc-
ture of the intellect itself are isomorphic. For this reason Lonergan bestows upon meta-

8 An example of the relevance of Lonergan’s notion of the thing in theology of God: “In
Christ, God and man, there is not one thing that has a divine nature and another thing that has
a human nature, but the one same thing has both natures. Christ is therefore one thing.” The On-
tological and Psychological Constitution of Christ, 109.

87 “When ... this dynamic orientation of the wondering and inquiring mind, is brought to
bear upon determinate sensible data or upon determinate truths, it constitutes a heuristic struc-
ture, which remains somehow one whatever answers are given.>” S, 311. Note 5 reads: “For an
illustration of heuristic structure, see Lonergan, Insight, chapter 2.”
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physics the formidable title “integral heuristic structure of proportionate being.”# (In 416
passim.) Why?

The integral heuristic structure of proportionate being. As heuristic, metaphysics might
be thought of as a defined structure, a form that anticipates a specific content, i.e., con-
tent conforming to the structure’s terms and relations. As heuristic it belongs to “the pa-
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radoxical category of the ‘known unknown.”” (In 555.) But metaphysical structure is
common to every “proper object” of intellect. Therefore metaphysics as the “integral
heuristic structure” allows us to know in advance something about the nature of every-
thing yet unknown. We already know that the object of knowledge will have potency
isomorphic with our power to experience it, form isomorphic with our power to under-
stand it, and act, actuality, isomorphic with our power to judge that it is so and thereby
know the self-constituting truth that it is a thing, “a unity, identity, whole.” Likewise
our expression of meaning will be isomorphic with knowing and being: the explanation
of the “thing” will have unified content derived from experience, from understanding,
and from judgment.

It is now obvious, perhaps, that the heuristic structure par excellence is the mind it-
self, our common, dynamic, and personal endowment that intends, anticipates, the to-
tality of being. Although there is always a practical restriction on what we can know of
“the great always more,” we are not restricted in our questioning. Questions sponta-
neously arise until “I will know fully, even as I have been fully known” (1Cor 13:12).

Every complete expression of what is known, therefore, will have a synthetic con-
tent derived from experience-potency, from understanding-form, and from judgment-
act. Conversely, every expression of meaning can be analyzed for the presence or ab-
sence of these contents. An expression of meaning might stop at description, not go
beyond experience-potency. It might describe and explain but not move to judgment. Or
it might express all three. (When we move beyond the true to the good, further content
is possible. However, my “argument is already burdened with an overabundance of
complexity”; the practical implications of the relationship between metaphysics and
ethics will be discussed further in chapter 3).

Like mind and metaphysics, as heuristic the idea of order might be thought of as a
defined structure, a specific form that anticipates a specific content, i.e., content which
will conform to the structure’s terms and relations. What we know from the generic de-
finition operative in my argument equips us to anticipate S’s various but still to be
known specifications of the idea of order. Lonergan writes:

8 Tad Dunne offers an admirable paraphrase of Lonergan’s definition of metaphysics:
“Metaphysics is the actual, working process by which knowers wonder about, and anticipate
the major features of, anything that exists or might be created.” Tad Dunne, “Method in Ethics.”
Available at http://www.wowway.com/ ~tdunne5273/Mth-Eth.doc.
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The first step in the generalization is ... that just as the mathematician begins by
saying, ‘Let the required number be x,” so too the empirical inquirer begins by say-
ing, ‘Let the unknown be the nature of .... (In61.)

Let the unknown be the nature of order as variously specified in S. We already have a
definition of, a statement of the nature of, order and so proceed:

Just as the mathematician follows up his naming of the unknown as x by writ-
ing down properties of x, so too the empirical inquirer follows up his declaration
that he seeks the ‘nature of ...” by noting that that ‘nature of ...” must be the same
for all similar sets of data. (In 61.)

In the present case, all similar sets of data to be identified as species of the generic no-
tion of order as defined. (In addition to already mentioned goods of order, the idea of
order in S is also specified by such phrases as: ground/foundation of order, formality of
order, unity of order, perfection of order.)

One can readily appreciate, even from the small sample provided, the methodologi-
cal and pedagogical utility of Lonergan’s heuristic procedures. These procedures be-
come available to us when the metaphysics latent in our knowing becomes explicit in
our knowing.8

As it happens, Lonergan enables me to segue into discussion of the idea of order as
analogous, for the last quotation from Insight ends with “all similar sets of data.”

3.2.4 The Idea of Order Is Analogous

Given that I have not yet discussed analogy as such despite the central and varied
role the psychological analogy plays in both S and my argument, I will dialogue with
Lonergan’s general use of analogy in S. He offers only a generic definition of analogy. Of
several mentions in S, I have chosen one which includes definitions of other kinds of
affirmation:

Univocal predicates affirm the same thing about several individuals; equivocal
predicates affirm different things; analogous predicates state the same thing, which,
however, is verified differently in different individuals.% (S 337.)

89 “Cognitional activity operates within heuristic structures towards goals that are isomor-
phic with the structures. If this basic feature of cognitional activity is overlooked, metaphysics is
latent. If this feature is noted, if the structures are determined, if the principle of isomorphism is
grasped, then the latent metaphysics to which everyone subscribes without knowing he does so
ceases to be latent and becomes explicit.” Insight, 425; emphasis added.

% Thomas says that analogy “is a mean between pure equivocation and simple univocation.
For in analogies the idea is not, as it is in the univocal, one and the same, yet it is not totally di-
verse as in the equivocal; but a term which is thus used in a multiple sense signifies various
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Why analogy at all? Because it is our only systematic device for attaining “that imper-
fect yet most fruitful understanding affirmed by Vatican 1.” It is the only systematic de-
vice because: “A finite act of understanding bears directly on something finite; but what
bears directly on something finite can be extended only analogically to what is infinite.”
(S17.)

The idea of order is analogous in two distinct manners. One manner compares simi-
lar sets of data discerned in S’s various specifications of order in natural, human, and
cultural realities, and in Lonergan’s systematic argument as such; in short, it compares
similar sets of data in non-divine reality. (The abovementioned isomorphic unity of
cognitional theory and critical metaphysics is a case in point.) I will return to this man-
ner after discussing the other manner in which the idea of order is analogous.

The other manner concerns understanding God quoad se according to the systematic
analogy of S, the analogia entis specified as the psychological analogy. While this manner
also employs the former (it compares sets of data in divinity itself), its distinction lies in
its comparing the divine and the human. Here there are special problems, for as Lateran
IV (1215) states:

Any similarity, however great, that is discovered between Creator and creature
will always leave a greater dissimilarity to be discovered (DB 432, DS 806, ND 320). (As
quoted in 5§ 17.)

He follows with this remark: “Thus, just as from the similarity comes some light, so
from the greater dissimilarity comes a still greater darkness.” (S 17.) However, that there
is similarity Lateran IV indirectly and, as we have seen, Vatican I directly affirm. While
true that “analogy is valid to the extent that there is a similarity between Creator and
creature,” (S 17.) what similarity to natural order can there be in face of this statement of
Lonergan’s on the relation between the supreme instance of order and the human mind:

Under its formal aspect the perfection of divine order must be said to be so
great that no greater order can be thought of, especially since this perfection cannot
be naturally understood by a created intellect. (S 429.)

Again, we return to the oft-mentioned psychological analogy. To apply Lonergan’s ge-
neric definition of analogy to this specific case, one could say: The psychological analo-
gy enables the student of S to compare our verifiable intellectual nature to the intellec-
tual nature of God as stated in terms of Lonergan’s yet to be discussed hypothesis. The
employment of the best possible analogy effects, however, a very modest penetration of
the mystery. “But even mediate, imperfect, and analogical understanding is some un-
derstanding. Indeed, it is precisely the kind of understanding referred to by the First
Vatican Council (DB 1796, DS 3016, ND 132).” (S 167.)

proportions to some one thing; thus ‘healthy” applied to urine signifies the sign of animal
health, and applied to medicine signifies the cause of the same health.” ST, 1, q. 13, a. 5 c.



50

Other characteristics of analogy mentioned by Lonergan, and more detailed expla-
nation of his uses of analogy, will accompany discussion of the contexts in which they

appear.

3.3 Work and “the order of wisdom”

My comments will be brief because the topic of section 5 below, the form of a sys-
tematic treatise, presents a detailed account of three principal aspects of the work of
wisdom in theology in general and in the specific case of S: (1) making, bestowing form
upon, concrete objects, and contributing to goods of order by making and doing; (2) the
orders proper to dogmatics and systematics, the discrete parts of a complete theological
work; (3) the wisdom of the form Lonergan bestows upon S. As might be expected, this
later discussion seeks to enlarge our understanding of the unity of form and content in
S; in sum, to keep before us a synthetic account, from the viewpoint of order, of the ev-
er-increasing complexity, comprehension, unity, truth, and value of Lonergan’s syste-
matic theology of God.

The primary work of wisdom is ordering. Wisdom is prior in us as habit and gift; so
it helps us discern, judge, and order everything we make and do. In regard to the cen-
tral work of ordering a systematic argument, wisdom directly regards the two steps of
theology’s forward movement: problem and solution, or question and answer. On the
work of wisdom in regard to the problem or question, S reads:

Putting things in their right order is the special talent of the wise person, and so
the wise person will start with the problem that is first in the sense (1) that its solu-
tion does not presuppose the solution of other problems, (2) that solving it will ex-
pedite solving a second problem, (3) that solving the first and second problems will
lead right away to solving a third, and so on through all subsequent connected
problems. (S 23.)

On the work of wisdom in regard to the solution, S reads:

Understanding is about principles. A principle is defined as what is first in
some order [first among the implied plurality of ordered elements]. Therefore it be-
longs to understanding to grasp the solution to that problem that is first in the order
proposed by wisdom. Since this order is such that solving the first means that the
others are expeditiously solved, the understanding should be such as virtually to
contain the answers to the rest of the questions. (S 23.)

Lonergan, we should recall, inherited and appropriated the Summa’s trinitarian the-
ology; he knew by faith that there is a divine Word; he inherited scholasticism, logic,
and a treasury of first-rate scholarship. When he wrote S he had already published the
Verbum articles and Insight. He did not start S from scratch. Yet, he takes his inheritance
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forward. Among advances relevant to theology: the psychological analogy, metaphysics,
philosophy, science, methodology; dogmatic and systematic theologies of God. His
wisdom is informed, so when “the whole series of questions is ordered by wisdom” (S
25) Lonergan’s own informed wisdom and Wisdom in partnership help him get both the
order of questions and the answers to them right.

3.4 Comparing Eternal Subject and Temporal Subject

Question 21 of S asks, “What is the analogy between the temporal and the eternal
subject?” (S 399.) The question is raised in chapter five, “The Divine Persons in Relation
to One Another.” Where Lonergan’s discussion of the psychological analogy in his chap-
ter two emphasizes similarities, he intends that Question 21 help us understand God
and ourselves as persons, with emphasis on differences.

To give the interested reader a foretaste of elements explicated in chapters 2 and 3
below, I have arranged the data of the answer to question 21 in tabular form and placed
it for ready reference in appendix I (see below p. 301). Although it is not necessary to
consult the table, it does provide a largely non-technical account of the three divine sub-
jects—what they have in common, what is unique to each person—and compares God
and us. These data not only recapitulate many elements already introduced, but they
introduce new elements into what is now a familiar context. They also add richly to the
variety of contexts in which the same notions continue and will continue to reappear.
Because I am more concerned at this point that the reader encounter these data and ob-
tain some useful sense of their meaning, explanation of the new terms they comprise
has been delayed until chapters 2 and 3 provide the proper contexts for explaining what
they mean. In the present subsection, I offer an overview of appendix I.

The table’s concentrated account of similarity and difference has the added benefit
of illuminating indirectly the psychological analogy. Although it presents without prior
discussion further theoretical elements needed to appreciate better the force of Loner-
gan’s employment of the psychological analogy, I believe the reader might concur, none-
theless, that the cells of appendix I artfully bring into relationship, illuminate the relev-
ance of, what surely has become a somewhat tiresome repetition of abstract terms. After
some of these difficulties are clarified below, the reader will appreciate in retrospect that
appendix I provides an excellent précis of core elements of the immanent and economic
dimensions of S’s trinitarian theory.

Divine and human persons as subjects is a constant theme in these pages. After de-
fining numerous meanings of the word subject, Lonergan concludes:

We are dealing with a subject that is a person and, indeed, a person as conscious.
Hence, the “subject’ is understood as a distinct subsistent in an intellectual nature; and
this subject is considered in relation to his intellectual nature.

The analogy, then, about which we are inquiring is the analogy of the subject as
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subject: for a temporal subject as well as an eternal subjects is a distinct subsistent in
an intellectual nature, but a temporal subject and an eternal subject are related to
their respective intellectual natures in different ways. (S 401; emphases added.)

Subject in the defined sense—a distinct subsistent in an intellectual nature—is un-
ivocal of God and us; as applied to the realities, however, the definition is analogous,
differently verified in the different instances. As for the italic, it will suffice for the
present to understand that to be conscious means simply to be present to oneself. “It is
one thing to be conscious, but it is quite another to know, through knowledge in the
proper sense, that one is conscious. To be conscious belongs to everyone, for conscious-
ness is simply the presence of the mind to itself.” (S 315.) It is not perceiving oneself as
object but experiencing oneself as perceiver. The other italic highlights Thomas’s defini-
tion of person. To the definition of subsistent S adds these details:

[A subsistent is] a being in the strict sense; that which is. Therefore the follow-
ing are not subsistents: (1) accidents, which are in something that is; (2) intrinsic
principles of a being, which themselves are not but are that by which is constituted
that which is; (3) possible beings, which can be but are not; and (4) conceptual be-
ings, which are only thought of but are never truly affirmed to be. (5 327.)

The crucial categories consciousness and person/subject/self will be discussed at
greater length in chapter 2 below when the topic is the psychological analogy, and the
meaning of consciousness and person in regard to the Three and to us. That discussion
will explain major elements of appendix I; thus the reader should not be concerned to
understand the new elements of trinitarian theory that the table introduces.

4. Particular Summary of Chapter 1

I have been arguing that analysis of S reveals distinct determinations of the recur-
rent idea of order; that explanation of them yields insight into their unity; that these ac-
cumulating insights can inform an emergent viewpoint; that acquiring this viewpoint
can enable the student to grasp the intelligible unity of Lonergan’s trinitarian systemat-
ics, and understand S’s progressive movement towards, and final achievement of, com-
prehensive synthesis. Thus, each chapter’s particular and general summaries mean to
distill, from the ever-increasing complexification and unification of these data, the
emergent viewpoint of order.

My argument, therefore, has two main strands: interpretation of Lonergan’s trinita-
rian theology, and explanation of how he achieved his systematic expression of it. The
purpose: to enable the reader to gain some understanding of both the theology and the
method. Because his method is not restricted to trinitarian theology, attaining the latter
should also enlighten understanding of how one might approach the systematic treat-
ment of any theological question. While my argument is concerned mainly with the me-
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thod of S, understanding S should also prepare the reader to understand why and how
Method in Theology enables organic development of S’s systematics of the Trinity, a topic
briefly discussed in chapter 3 below.

S’s comprehensive theological synthesis is built on four dynamically interrelated
categories: God, Creation, Revelation, and Church. They generate further categories.
God is the Holy Trinity; Creation is humanity, the natural world, history, and culture
(the principal categories of Creation will frame later discussion of our response to the
divine missions); Revelation comprises the various categories of God’s self-
communication to us; and Church comprises the universal Ecclesia, the particular
Church of Rome and, within it, the community that, having assented to the truths the
church proposes for its belief, seeks to understand and communicate them systematical-
ly. This communal work is intended primarily to bear witness to the saving truth of Je-
sus Christ in the distinct form Doran aptly calls the witness of understanding.

While not neglecting trinitarian theory, this chapter has focused on a unified under-
standing of Creation, especially categories pertaining to humanity and the natural
world (history and culture will be highlighted in chapter 3 below). These categories re-
gard human subjectivity and the universe of being. We learned that two determinations
of the idea of order —knowing and being—form an isomorphic pair. Analyses of them
yield an epistemology and a metaphysics.

Our desire to know, the fundamental dynamism of the human spirit, intends the
universe of proportionate being, intellect’s proper object “defined as whatever is to be
known by human experience, intelligent grasp, and reasonable affirmation.”%' (In 470.)
We want to know everything about everything. Striving to satisfy this desire is realistic
because the power to know and the power of the known are isomorphic; at every step in
knowing we give intentional existence in our minds to the thing ad extra; they differ on-
ly in their potencies. The truth is real in us, part of who we make ourselves to be. Still,
we know in light of Christian faith that bestowing intentional existence upon the entire
universe of created being could not satisfy our desire to know; consciously or not, our
questions intend direct knowledge of God.

Lonergan’s philosophy and metaphysics provide the basic terms and relations that

9 The universe of being that is the objective of the pure desire to know can also be con-
ceived as the objective world process. S does not discuss the two remaining foundational ele-
ments of an integrated view of world process that together ground his comprehensive theory of
dynamic development, namely his abovementioned scientific theory of natural process called
generalized emergent probability (n. 60, p. 27) and its complement, his theorem of finality, a
theorem that significantly differs from classical teleology. “By finality we refer to a theorem of
the same generality as the notion of being. This theorem affirms a parallelism between the dy-
namism of the mind and the dynamism of proportionate being.” Insight, 470. Emergent prob-
ability and finality will be discussed further in chap. 3 below.
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enable an explanatory account of the unity of Creation. Moreover, they enable an ana-
logous explanation of God quoad se (the topic of chapter 2 below); and, finally, they ena-
ble an explanatory account of the relationship between God and Creation (the topic of
chapter 3 below). In brief, Lonergan employs the terms and relations of philosophy and
metaphysics to achieve the goal of S: systematic expression of his understanding of the
church’s doctrine of God and everything else in relation to God. Lonergan’s comprehen-
sive expression is virtual and to an adequate degree formal, a point further clarified be-
low in section 5’s discussion of the form of S.

Method and philosophy, we learned, are conjoined. “Philosophic evidence is within
the philosopher,” Lonergan insists. “It is his own inability to avoid experience, to re-
nounce intelligence in inquiry, to desert reasonableness in reflection. It is his own de-
tached, disinterested desire to know.” (In 454.) Philosophy, thus method too, involves
self-appropriation. “Philosophy is the flowering of the individual’s rational conscious-
ness in its coming to know and take possession of itself.” (In 454.) Method is self-
appropriated philosophy, or “reason’s explicit consciousness of the norms of its own
procedures” (“TU” 129). Obeying the norms of our cognitive operations leads naturally,
spontaneously to systematic expression of our understanding. Finally, I drew an impor-
tant distinction between appropriating and employing the method as theologian and, as
student of Lonergan’s thought, understanding his explanation and employment of it in
S, a task simplified when we accept his invitation to pay concomitant attention to our
own cognitional operations.

We learned that every proper object of our questions for understanding is consti-
tuted by the metaphysical elements called potency, form, and act; and that these ele-
ments are paired respectively with the cognitive operations of experiencing, under-
standing, and judging. Thus Lonergan calls metaphysics the integral heuristic structure
of proportionate being. Integral because it has potential to integrate into a single view-
point all incidents of knowing; heuristic because it anticipates everything to be known.
Given the critical importance of that claim, it would perhaps be useful to make some
further observations about metaphysics.

If one is to understand the psychological analogy and, indeed, the psychology
grounding it, do not think that the metaphysical elements are things to be imagined:

What are the metaphysical elements? Clearly, the answer has to be that the elements
do not possess any essence, any ‘What is it?” of their own. On the contrary, they ex-
press the structure in which one knows what proportionate being is; they outline the
mold in which an understanding of proportionate being necessarily will flow; they arise
from understanding understanding, and they regard proportionate being, not as
understood, but only as to be understood. (In 521; emphasis added.)

Empirical metaphysics makes it possible to anticipate and integrate into our
worldview, thus potentially into systematic theology, every possible instance of know-
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ledge. Provided consciousness obey the norms of its own procedures, the structural
isomorphism of mind and being grounds the possibility of an explanatory expression of
the unity of existence defensible against any philosophic or scientific objection. Thus the
ordering that is the work of wisdom relies upon explicit metaphysics; the structure of
CONSCIOUSNESS is itself an instance of the heuristic structure of proportionate being. Just as
the structure of knowing is the primary instance of order in regard to ourselves, meta-
physics is the primary instance of order in regard to the object of knowing, the universe
of proportionate being. With customary confidence, Lonergan writes that “there is only
one integrated view of one universe and there is only one set of directives that lead to
it.” (In 450.)

Knowing truth, however, is not enough to make us fully human. It is not enough to
be empirically, intelligently, and rationally conscious. Being human does not terminate
with knowing and contemplating the truth, especially the truth about God. In the
present context, it also means that it’s not enough that the theologian and the student of
theology appropriate philosophy and metaphysics. We become fully human when we
become rationally self-conscious, possess ourselves as lovers of truth who act freely and
responsibly on the truth we know. In light of Lonergan’s thought, one might translate
Irenaeus to say that the glory of God is humanity fully conscious. (Section 5 below will
elaborate an instance of intentional movement from questions of truth and falsity that
concern the mind to questions of good and bad that concern one’s creating.)

To return to the focus of this chapter, I cite Lonergan’s lapidary observation: “Phi-
losophy obtains its integrated view of a single universe, not by determining the contents
that fill heuristic structures, but by relating the heuristic structures to one another.” (In
451.) The contents that fill heuristic structures pertain to the findings of all branches of
inquiry. To aid understanding, there follows a table that gathers from sections 1-3 above
both heuristic structures and concrete determinations of them. Chapter 3 below will add
fourth terms to these and other triads for, as we have learned, it is not enough to be, to
judge, to will, to ponder values. Nothing in the cosmos exists simply quoad se; every-
thing in the same cosmos also exists for the other. “Although subsistents are (in the strict
sense of are) on the basis of an act of existence, still in regard to operation they need one
another, in accordance with the order of the universe.” (S 349.)

Table 1: Some Structures Isomorphic with the Metaphysics of Proportionate Being

POTENCY FORM ACT
PRIME MATTER SUBSTANTIAL FORM EXISTING
THE HUMAN BODY THE HUMAN SOUL THE HUMAN PERSON

EXPERIENCE UNDERSTANDING JUDGMENT
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POTENCY FORM ACT
SENSIBLES INTELLIGIBLES KNOWABLES
WILL WILLINGNESS WILLING
OBJECT OF DESIRE INTELLIGIBLE ORDER TRUTH

I will first recap the import of Lonergan’s anthropology, then conclude this sum-
mary by reiterating the larger context of Christian efforts to understand the mystery of
God. While integral to any credible theology of God, anthropology in S has certain cha-
racteristics. First, because systematic and intent to contribute to mission the witness of
understanding, S’s anthropology is explicit and explained. (Appendix I below adds con-
siderably to this explanation.) Second, because Lonergan’s, the anthropology also pro-
vides S’s method, and its methodic centerpiece for understanding the mystery of God,
the psychological analogy. Not least, Lonergan’s anthropology is theological. He wrote S
tirst for committed Christians, people studying theology of the Trinity as part of their
response to Christ’s call to ministry. Later he published it to benefit a wider readership.
S is intended to serve Christian response to the Gospel.

Christ is clear about authentic response to his call. Not theology but love is primary;
and one is to love in a strictly ordered way. One must without condition or restriction
love God first,% and oneself and others equally, loving all with God’s own love, Charity.
Christian discipleship, therefore, is the lifelong developmental process of establishing a
holistic relationship among God, oneself, and everyone and everything else; striving in
one’s life for, if you will, existential theological synthesis. The Christian who chooses the
witness of understanding seeks synthesis between way of life and a comprehensive sys-
tematic theology that he or she can intelligently grasp, reasonably affirm, and commu-
nicate to others. In Lonergan’s later writings, the process of becoming an authentic
Christian is expressed as a set of precepts linked to terms found in S and now very fa-
miliar: be attentive (experiencing), be intelligent (understanding), be reasonable (judg-
ing), be responsible (creating), be in love (loving as outlined above).%

In the final part of the previous section, we moved from emphasis on Lonergan’s
theological anthropology to a brief comparison of eternal and temporal subjects, a com-
plex and sometimes difficult topic. While free of the crypto-profundities that too often
bedevil theological expressions of the mystery of God, Lonergan’s trinitarian specula-
tion is not free of difficulties. The reader who consulted appendix I was perhaps a little
dismayed at the implicit challenge when Lonergan spoke (cell 23 p. 307) of “an exact

92 Thomas says that “by its natural powers” humanity can love God more than self and eve-
rything else. ST, I-1I, q. 109, a. 3 c..

9 See Method, index, s.v. “Transcendental(s), T. precepts.”
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and very difficult knowledge of their own intellectual nature in all its intrinsic norms
and exigencies.” Yet, we've learned how to decode such systematic language; the sub-
ject is none other than oneself.

The differences between us and God are such that analogy is the best device we
have to make some sense of the mystery. In appendix I Lonergan talks about God in
psychological terms, thus affording a foretaste of the psychological analogy at work. It
remains to mine a few more levels of Lonergan’s explanation of what we do when we
know and love. This must wait until chapter 2 below. Appendix I indirectly argues that
humanity is creation’s most wondrous product. No natural advance beyond human
subjectivity exists in our world except in science fiction. The only way “up” for human
nature is the supernatural order of grace. Although intimately bound with nature, that
realm as supernatural has no analogia entis on offer.

Comparison of divine and human subjects makes it plain that Lonergan’s now fa-
miliar psychological terms structure and inform a rational language of godtalk derived
from concrete humanity body and soul. It anticipates detailed discussion in chapter 3
below of our development towards the future state of fully possessed embodied self-
consciousness that shall be ours when God is all in all. We have quite a stretch ahead of
us; but not God. That fact highlights the mystery of God’s absolute freedom from any
potency to be more than God eternally is. Concrete humanity is like in this respect, and
in that respect could not be more unlike, God as Jesus Christ, Scripture, and Tradition
reveal God to be.

The divine persons are “distinct from one another and ordered among themselves
in an order that is an order of origin and, at the same time, intellectual and personal.”
(5413.) The theory of divine origin requires some preliminary comment. The Father
without origin is origin of the Word and co-origin with him of the Spirit. Origin does
not denote beginning or causality. We have to order our ideas. The notion of origin in
God allows us to speak of relations absolute and eternal with a starting point that is rea-
sonable. We inspect the truths we know about God and, assuming God to be dynami-
cally conscious, discern in them an intelligible order. The relationships of origin are not
temporal but personal in persons who are their own minds. The word origin denotes
the eternal relation each person has to one eternal divinity they possess eternally to-
gether and singly. (There is no fourth called “divinity” or “one” or “Godhead” existing
along with the three persons who possess the one divinity.) God has no beginning as
three distinct persons. This will be explained in detail in chapter 2 below.

Human subjectivity provides the best way to speak reasonably about one God who
is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Dicens, Verbum, Amor and our understanding, our words,
our judgments, our love of truth, goodness, and holiness have things in common. That'’s
the hypothesis S is putting to the test.
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5. The Form of S

“The Goal, the Order, and the Manner of Speaking,” the very compact first chapter
of S, requires and rewards repeated reading. This section does not aspire to an explana-
tory account of the whole chapter. Chapters 2 and 3 below offer specific contexts where-
in, to assist our understanding the matter at hand, I will further explain formal elements
of S presented in this section. The present section is meant primarily to introduce the
form Lonergan judged most suitable to a systematic treatise. It aims to explain sufficient
of the elements of S’s form to enable the reader to anticipate the unity of form and con-
tent (whose principle features we are already familiar with) in the trinitarian systemat-
ics we are soon to examine closely. I will also comment on the type of language appro-
priate to systematics.

5.1 Creating the Form

Here we shift from form as metaphysical to consider the concrete form, the body, of
the things we make. Discussing a concrete form entails paying some attention to the
branch of philosophy called aesthetics. While neither Lonergan nor Thomas wrote aes-
thetic theories, both had much to say about such aesthetic concerns as the forms we bes-
tow on the things we make.

The order of nature in the constitution of things is potency, form, act. In our earlier
discussion of wisdom we considered them in a concrete “unity, identity, whole” called
Peter who, once constituted as real, could function. Form precedes function. This is Lo-
nergan’s position.

Contrast Lonergan’s position with a central dogma of modern aesthetics of the
structuralist kind. It declares that form follows function (a dogma architecture especial-
ly has taken to heart). Although not grounded in a metaphysics that would have a thing
function prior to having form, this modernist order of human making has no founda-
tion in reality (more on this point below). This distortion in aesthetics of the order of na-
ture constitutes a counterposition. It would be incoherent of a theologian committed to
the natural unity of order among being, knowing, and creating to espouse an aesthetics
with no foundation in reality.

I juxtapose position and counterposition to underscore that deciding form in our
making things is far from arbitrary; the form we bestow on the thing we make has con-
sequences. Function is a crucial consideration, but the form is conceived to accomplish a
goal, not merely to function.

Thomas, following Aristotle, said that art imitates nature according to, if you will,
the nature of nature, according to nature’s own way of operating.% Art for Thomas and

% “Now things that are produced according to art and reason imitate those that are pro-
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for the purpose of this discussion means simply our producing things.? We are already
familiar with some of the concrete orders of nature’s way of being nature. We have also
learned that the goods and the goods of order we make are possible objects of judg-
ments of value. In Lonergan’s thought, both making and doing fall under the good of
order Thomas summed up as art, our creating according to the natural isomorphic or-
ders of the one, true, real, good, therefore lovable world in which we live and move and
have our being. Doing (like serving the hungry a meal) and making (like preparing the
meal) remain distinct for each has a different form; distinct, but one form is never found
without the other. One can’t be a doer (e.g., engage in intense theological reflection)
without also affecting, for good or ill, the making of a good of order, for one is already
part of it; nor can one make a sensible thing (like a systematic treatise) without also
doing and affecting, for good or ill, the making of a good of order. Everything about
ourselves to some degree affects everything else.

Good actions and good things are equal objects of judgments of value. There is no
hierarchy in human activity that would subordinate our good actions to the sensible
things we make or vice versa. Both making and doing issue in realities created in re-
sponse to the natural dynamic exigence, the operative moral imperative in us to do
good work in imitation of, at the limit, what a Christian might affirm as the supreme
good of order that we observe in the Holy Trinity. Every good action or thing we contri-
bute to a good of order is to some degree of integrity and clarity (for all our works are
flawed) an analogue of the divine order perceived according to the psychological anal-
ogy. It cannot be otherwise when being and knowing and creating possess isomorphic
intelligibilities.

duced according to nature (Phys. ii, 8).” ST, I-1], q. 21, a. 1, ad 1c.. “Nothing can exist which does
not proceed from divine wisdom by way of some kind of imitation, as from the first effective
and formal principle; in like manner do works of art proceed from the wisdom of the artist.”
Ibid, 1,q.9,a. 1, ad 2m.

% The distinction of things made by human hands into practical and fine arts is a much
later development. Here, art regards the making of things, both concrete objects and the equally
concrete goods of order they contribute to. Thomas draws a sharper distinction than Lonergan
does between doing and making: “The gifts of the Holy Spirit perfect humanity in matters con-
cerning a good life. Art, on the other hand, is not directed to such matters, but to external things
that can be made, since art is right reason, not about things to be done, but about things to be
made (Ethic., vi, 4).” ST, I-11, q. 68, a. 4, ad 1m. Thomas is concerned with the end of the work,
i.e., the good of the work itself and not with its relation to a good of order or to the subject who
makes an object of a judgment of value, an intelligible good. Matters of created form as such I
would gather under the category Craft.
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5.1.1 S and the Good

Knowing that doing and making are naturally united but distinct members of the
good of order I will call not art but good work, we anticipate that Lonergan made two
fundamental judgments of value that issued in the one work, S. First, he experienced,
understood and judged the need for such a treatise; he decided to write one to fill the
need, and he wrote it. Writing it, he made a new intelligible good, thus an object of a
judgment of value. His doing and making, his labor to create S, contributed good work
to the ecclesial good of order and thus, because the Church sublates them all, to every
other cultural good of order.

5.1.2 Creating the Form

When bestowing sensible form upon one’s inner verbum, the theologian has many
judgments of value to make. Lonergan’s second fundamental judgment of value decided
his treatise’s form. Creators of goods of order, of sensible goods (like a chair, a painting,
a theological treatise), of sensible values, enjoy a creator’s autonomy; and for reasons
already stated as well as others, Lonergan first and wisely bestows a general order on
the concrete elements of his treatise. Putting things in order, the work of wisdom, comes
first.

He knows that we naturally order ideas in two ways, sometimes called the analytic
and the synthetic. Of the two ways, he knows from his study of Thomas’s Summa theolo-
giae that systematics, whose goal is theological understanding, requires the synthetic
order; the object of theology is understanding God and everything else in relation to
God, i.e., a synthetic understanding of their unity. Lonergan chooses to express his theo-
logical understanding, give it a concrete body, according to the order Thomas calls the
via or ordo doctrinae, the way or order of teaching and learning.* Lonergan also calls it
the systematic order. The other, opposite, way we order ideas Thomas calls the via or
ordo inventionis, the way or order of discovery and formulation of facts. Lonergan also
calls it the dogmatic order. In science, it is the difference, for example, between the quest
for the periodic table of elements (ordo inventionis) and beginning with the table and
drawing conclusions (ordo doctrinae). Lonergan offers this example:

If one compares a history of chemistry with a textbook on chemistry, one finds that
the course of discovery runs from sensible data to ever more recondite theoretical
elements [while the arrangement for teaching and learning begins from the theoret-

% For the interested reader, I have provided in appendix III p. 328 a table with a detailed
comparison of the two movements. The reader will note a significant number of additional ele-
ments of trinitarian theory and, in fact, a concise and correctly ordered outline of a systematic
trinitarian treatise.
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ical elements®]” and gradually shows how they may be constructed into explana-
tions of all known phenomena. (“TU” 120.)

In trinitarian theology, it’s the difference between ending like dogmatics with the psy-
chological analogy and, like Lonergan in S, beginning with the psychological analogy.
The urgency of Lonergan’s painstaking account of the differences between dogmat-
ics and systematics is less relevant today; no Catholic trinitarian theology published to-
day, to the best of my knowledge, practices the kind of dogmatics that, as we will see
later, Lonergan so summarily rejects. Nonetheless, confusion about the roles proper to
dogmatics and systematics abounds in contemporary trinitarian theology; contrasting
and clarifying the roles, therefore, is of more than historical interest. Lonergan writes:

I trust no one really wants confusion. But it is not always grasped how much
con- fusion results from not keeping the dogmatic and systematic ways sufficiently
distinct. Where the goals are different, where the formal objects are different, where
the operations by which the different goals are attained are different, where the or-
ders by which one moves toward the goals are different, where different formal
concepts are employed, and different proofs and different ways of considering er-
rors, it makes little sense to judge theological works as if they all had but one goal,
one formal object, one kind of operation, one ordering of questions, one type of
formal concept, one way of proving, and one way of considering errors. (S 77.)

In regard to all the data that specify the differences between systematics and dogmatics,
Crowe’s summary comment is apposite:

A simple figure will illustrate the difference between the two orders: in the his-
torical [dogmatic] part, we are like [people] groping their way down a dark corri-
dor, unable to turn on the light till they get to the end where the switch is; but in the
systematic part, we are like [people] who have turned on the light and retrace their
steps, seeing everything with a new clarity and understanding.%

The ordo doctrinae ends with understanding revelation. Given S’s detailed compari-
son of the dogmatic and systematic movements and their effects, perhaps the reader can
now appreciate better the crucial importance of the theologian’s decisions regarding the
form of a systematic treatise. For what are now obvious reasons, Lonergan chose “the
way whereby teachers teach and students learn.” Having wisely decided the ordering
best suited to achieving the goal of systematics, the ordering of the form as it concerns
the mind that will operate in expressing the argument, and the minds of his students
who will learn from it, Lonergan proceeds to his next choice, one conditioned by the

9 Editorial note b informs the reader that the words I have enclosed in brackets are missing
from the original (1967) edition of Collection.

98 Crowe, The Doctrine, 141.
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first.

He next decides on a form to order the content of the order of teaching. He chooses
the time-honored quaestio, asking questions, an inherited form familiar to him and his
students. The quaestio is not necessarily a grammatical question; thus the dual rendering
of quaestio as question (the interrogative form) and problem (the declarative). Thirty-two
numbered questions are dispersed among eighteen numbered assertions or statements
that give rise to the questions. The assertions and the questions they raise are grounded
in the first question whose answer virtually contains the answers to all subsequent
questions. As “An Analogical Conception of the Divine Processions,” the title of S’s
chapter two, suggests: It is here, at the beginning, that the psychological analogy is in-
voked to answer the first question, Are there processions in God?

Later in this section, discussion of the terms science, hypothesis, and logic will add
to our understanding of the nature and function of the form of Lonergan’s systematic
argument. Here, we see that form follows function, or is to some extent conditioned by
the foreseen function; but only in the sense that the form is chosen in view of the good
of the work one has already decided to do. Function does not determine form in the
ground of the work, the concept, the maker’s inner word of theological understanding,
the verbum that would be expressed in the work. Moreover, the functionality of the
quaestio is heuristic; it does not determine content. The question of function arises when
the concrete form of the outer word, not the inner verbum, needs to be judged for its
functional utility in achieving the goal, the outer verbum—S—that expresses Lonergan’s
inner verbum of theological understanding;:

One who reaches an understanding that is most fruitful is not silent but speaks,
and so there proceeds from such understanding an inner and an outer word, a con-
ceptual and verbal expression. Again, the theologian speaks about precisely what
he or she earlier inquired into ‘diligently, reverently, judiciously.” But before under-
standing, one would speak about the problem to be solved, while after understand-
ing, one speaks about the problem that has been solved. (543.)

In the order of the quaestio, the first question or problem is crucial. As we will see in
chapter 2 below, the answer to the first question must implicitly sublate “all consequent
connected problems,” must virtually answer every question relevant to the church’s
dogmatic theology of God.

Thus, the problem of understanding is solved not because individual answers
are provided to individual questions one at a time and separately, but because the
whole series of questions is ordered by wisdom, because the first question is solved
by a highly fruitful act of understanding, because the later questions are solved in
an ordered way by the efficacy of the first solution .... (5 25.)

Choosing the quaestio for its power to concretize the order of teaching immediately ligh-
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tens what Lonergan calls the “penance”® of doing theology.

Expression now follows the natural order imitated by the form of the quaestio. The
question promotes us from data to understanding the data, and so on. The second ques-
tion flows naturally from the first, the third from the second .... The answers—
intelligible, true, good, lovable beings—follow the pattern traced by the recurring order
of analogous sets whose unity we have, perhaps, already grasped, namely the isomor-
phic structures that naturally unify being, knowing, and creating.

5.1.3 Theology as Science

S first clarifies the primary difference between theology and all other sciences; the
difference pertains to truth believed on the authority of the one who reveals it:

First, then, notice that theological science differs from natural or human science
in that theological science begins not from data but from truths. The natural
sciences seek an understanding of sensible data; they approximate to truth only by
understanding sensible data; and they hope for no more than to attain greater plau-
sibility and probability by means of successive and ever better hypotheses and
theories. The human sciences, too, begin from sensible data: not from bare sensi-
bles, it is true, but from sensibles endowed with meaning and human significance.
But they do not accept this meaning as true, and so like the natural sciences, they in-
tend to approach ever nearer to truth by means of ever more probable theories. But
the meaning that is found in the word of God proceeds from God’s infallible know-
ledge, and so a theology that begins from revealed truths is called a knowledge
subordinated to divine knowledge.!%

In what sense, then, is theology rightly called science? There are two more formal
elements critical to a systematic treatise; they bear on the form of the guaestio, they make
systematic theology analogously a science; and these elements yield scientific know-
ledge, i.e., understanding that is to some degree probable. They are the directly related
terms theory and hypothesis:

A hypothesis, then, is a conceptual and also verbal expression that states a prin-

9 “Theology, like other penitential practices, withdraws us from immersion in sensible
things so that we may grow spiritually stronger.” S, 113.

100 G, 33. In Lonergan’s later Method in Theology theology begins with data, the fruit of Re-
search, the first functional specialty. The seventh functional specialty, Systematics, begins with
truths. On the matter of authority for belief, Vatican I declares: “We believe not because reason
grasps the intrinsic truth of revelation but, with God’s grace and help, believe on the authority
of the revealer, God, “‘who cannot deceive or be deceived.”” Vatican I, Dei Filius (Dogmatic Consti-
tution on the Catholic Faith) chap. 3, “Faith,” par. 2.
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ciple, that proceeds from an act of understanding, and that solves some primary
problem. A hypothesis, of itself, is neither true nor false; nevertheless, it can be true.
A hypothesis is more probable the more problems it has the potential of solving.
And it moves closer to certitude as every other way of solving the same problems
equally well or better is excluded. (S 43.)

The hypothesis is intended to solve the first problem:

Knowledge has to do with conclusions. But the questions are put in such an or-
der that, once the first is solved, the solutions to the others follow with almost no
difficulty. Therefore, because the later solutions are connected to the first as conclu-
sions are connected to some principle, all solutions after the first seem to be the
proper province of knowledge. (525.)

The primary data of systematics are the dogmas of faith, sensible to some degree in
that they are accessible only through the sensibles of language; but dogma expresses
revelation, the supernatural truth the hypothesis is based upon.

The “something that is unknown to us from any other source’ that is arrived at
and conceived and formulated is properly called a hypothesis. Finally, something is
not just a hypothesis if it is arrived at and conceived and formulated in such a way
that there follow from it as from a principle items that are of faith as well as items
that are concluded from faith, and if no step in the process is demonstrably contrary
to reason. It is then a theory that is verified in many different ways. (S 53.)

As we will see in the following chapters, Lonergan again and again verifies his hy-
pothesis; its results square with Scripture and church teaching, i.e., the church’s official
interpretation of revelation. His conclusions square with the certain conclusions that fol-
low necessarily from the dogmatic premises. Therefore, his hypothesis achieves the sta-
tus of scientific theory. (Einstein’s initial hypothesis that esmc? has been multiply veri-
tied and so is called a theory.)

Lonergan employs the classical definition of science as certain knowledge of things
according to their causes; know the causes (and this “knowledge” pertains to under-
standing) and you can draw certain conclusions from that knowledge. Modern science,
of course, would never claim certain knowledge of causes, the why of things. Nonethe-
less, modern science and systematic theology both posit hypotheses which, when as-
sumed to be true, lead to conclusions that are certain in relation to the hypothesis. Both
science and systematic theology progress by submitting their hypotheses to the strin-
gent tests whereby each distinct discipline establishes the degree of probability to which
its hypothesis and its conclusions are true.

The judgment about a theological understanding differs, then, from any and all
theological conclusions. Nothing is easier than to conclude correctly: once the pre-
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mises are posited, the conclusion either follows necessarily or it does not; if it does
not, it is not valid; if it does, it is no less true than the premises. (S 49.)

When the classical notion of science informs the method of a dogmatic treatise, the
results are meager. When the truths of faith provide premises that are certain, certain
conclusions can be drawn but understanding does not advance. Lonergan inherited this
procedure that “maintains (1) that theology is distinct from reason and from faith, (2)
that theology has no other principles besides those it receives either from faith or from
reason, (3) that theology itself is only about conclusions, and (4) that these conclusions
are either ‘pure’ (both premises come from faith) or ‘mixed” (one premise is from faith
and the other from reason).” (5 53.) He wryly observes:

This view is untenable. To begin with, it seems to overlook entirely the teaching
of the First Vatican Council. The Council did not decree: Reason enlightened by
faith, having drawn its premises from the sources of revelation and having perhaps
joined to them one or other premise from reason itself, arrives by carefully observ-
ing rules of logic at a most certain conclusion. ...

... It is one thing to inquire in order to understand, and it is something else to
grasp a reality so clearly that you can demonstrate conclusions from it. It is one
thing to seek an analogy so that you can attain some imperfect understanding of
mysteries, and it is something else to draw premises from scripture or also from
reason. It is one thing to seek understanding with God’s help, and it is something
else to lay hold of certitude from having accurately followed the rules of logic. Any-
one can see the difference. (S 55.)

Scientist and systematic theologian propose hypotheses. Tested with the best arguments
devisable according to the principles of reason that inform the science of logic, conclu-
sions are drawn that are certain.

When theology is distinguished as dogmatic and systematic, each with its own goal
and way of movement towards that goal, theology comes to life; the distinction reveals
a partnership that yields a single work, like S with its two parts. But dogmatic theology
without highly probable scientific knowledge of its meaning, without explanation,
without theological understanding that might, indeed, be true? As Lonergan said with
mock irony of the theologians’ failure to order and explain systematically the facts es-
tablished by dogmatics, “They rummage through the past collecting and accumulating
technically established information concerning the councils, papal documents, the Fa-
thers, the theologians, but they avoid the task of assembling a wisely ordered, intelligi-
ble compendium of all these matters. And after all this, they stand amazed that devout
people reject dogmatic theology and take refuge in some form of biblicism that is itself
hardly secure.” (S 67.) Theology of God, therefore, is not a synonym of either dogmatics
or systematics but comprises both.
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Bestowing upon the systematic treatise the order of teaching; along with the form of
the quaestio; the hypothesis-cum-theory; logic and metaphysics that enable a rigorously
argued answer to the critical first question, an answer that squares with revelation; with
the systematic principle—all are formal elements of S—are the work of wisdom; wis-
dom orders and informs the elements of both form and content.

Some remarks about logic. Lonergan’s arguments for his position and against specific
counterpositions as he proceeds to solve the many problems require some comment on
the formal element of logic. Training in logic was integral to the classical ratio studiorum
that educated Lonergan and many of his Gregorian students. Few intellectuals today
command this ancient and neglected science with mastery comparable to Lonergan’s.
The power of logic will be evident below in chapter 2’s account of Lonergan’s defense of
his hypothesis. Lonergan’s degree of use was a choice. Other systematic theologians
might employ logic’s devices and techniques to a greater or lesser degree. Other linguis-
tic forms of logical argument are possible; but none could be more concise and precise
than the syllogism,'" especially Lonergan’s favorite: If A then B; but A, therefore B.1%2
Given what has been said of the ordo doctrinae, the following must be kept in mind:

One misses the whole point of the ordo doctrinae if one mistakenly expects its
syllogisms to offer not expressions of limited understanding but evidence for indis-
putable certainties. Certainty exists, but it is derived from the certainty of faith, and
the derivation is shown in the via inventionis. There is no additional certainty gener-
ated by understanding itself, for our understanding of the mysteries is imperfect. To

convey that imperfect understanding is the function of the ordo doctrinae ....
(“TU” 125.)

To establish the reasonableness of that imperfect understanding, to argue and test the
hypothesis, to answer objections, are among the principal uses of the syllogism in S; but
it makes an additional contribution:

We are seeking nothing else in this process than an ordered and pedagogically
guided growth in understanding. We are seeking that special precious quality that
Aristotle discerned in the ‘epistemonic’ or explanatory syllogism, the syllogism that
‘makes us know.” While all syllogisms lead equally to conclusions that are certain,

101 “Syllogism fulfills a twofold function. It is obviously an instrument for exhibiting the
grounds of a judgment on the conclusion: if the premises are true, the conclusion must be true.
But it is also an instrument of developing understanding. ... Moreover, St. Thomas was fully
aware of the significance of explanatory syllogism: he conceived reasoning as simply under-
standing in process, as moving from principles to conclusions in order to grasp both principles
and conclusions in a single view.” “Theology and Understanding,” 117-18.

102 See his “The Form of Inference,” in Collection, 3-16. First published, Thought 18 (1943):
277-92.
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the explanatory syllogism brings forth a conclusion that is not only certain but also
understood. And so, since theology is analogously a science, it uses syllogisms that
are scientific in an analogous way, in order to add some imperfect understanding to
a certitude that has been acquired elsewhere. (5 119.)

It remains to consider the formal element of language. There are two aspects of lan-
guage to consider. The first pertains to technical terms and definitions, and the second
to the overall kind of language one uses to argue according to “the way whereby teach-
ers teach and students learn,” where the goal is understanding.

5.1.4 Defining Systematic Terms and Concepts

The next formal elements to be considered are those upon which everything hangs,
so to speak, for they concern expressing the meaning of S. The following two quotations
express clearly and concisely the ratio of S’s vocabulary of carefully defined technical
terms and concepts, and the relation of these to the ordering of the questions, the order
critical to achieving the goal of systematics. First, Lonergan says:

Besides, where both the problems and the solutions are interconnected, the con-
cepts and even the terms that express the concepts must also be interconnected.
Thus, if solving the first problem virtually solves all the others, the concepts and
terms in which the first problem and the first solution are defined and expressed
cannot be significantly changed if they are to serve to define and express the later
problems and solutions. Clearly, then, it is not the arbitrary malice of professors but
the interconnected questions and solutions themselves that demand both systemati-
cally formed concepts and a technical terminology that corresponds not to any con-
cepts whatsoever but to SYSTEMATIC CONCEPTSs. (S 25.)

“Thus,” he continues, “the problem of understanding is solved.” Not solved in the sense
that, as he says, “individual answers are provided to individual questions one at a time
and separately,” but solved because:

[T]he whole series of questions is ordered by wisdom, because the first question
is solved by a highly fruitful act of understanding, because the later questions are
solved in an ordered way by the efficacy of the first solution, because a system of
definitions is introduced through which the solutions can be formulated, and be-

cause a technical terminology is developed for expressing the defined concepts.
(S25)

Discussion of technical terms and concepts leads to the final formal element to be
considered in this section: the language of systematic discourse.
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5.1.5 The Language of Systematics

In S, Lonergan argues his position on the language of systematic discourse not di-
rectly but performatively. He argues it directly in “Theology and Understanding.” He
calls the problem of language methodological. The method of systematic theology is for
the sake of its goal; therefore the language of systematic discourse must serve the me-
thod that gets us to that goal, namely understanding the mysteries of faith.

Readers of the Imitatio Christi are familiar with the contrast between feeling
compunction and defining it, between pleasing the Blessed Trinity and discoursing
learnedly upon it. But the contrast to which I wish to draw attention is not between
doing and merely knowing but between two types of knowing. Knowledge is in-
volved not only in defining compunction but also in feeling it, not only in dis-
coursing upon the Blessed Trinity but also in pleasing it. Still these two types of
knowledge are quite distinct and the methodological problem is [1] to define the
precise nature of each, [2] the advantages and limitations of each, and above all [3]

the principles and rules that govern transpositions from one to the other. (“TU” 127.
The numbers are my interpolations. Point 3 lies outside my terms of reference.)

We are already familiar with the type of knowledge involved in defining. Defining
is done on the cognitive level of understanding; in fact, one cannot be said to have un-
derstood until one can define and, further, communicate to a variety of specific au-
diences what one has understood. In a systematic treatise, we have learned, definitions
of terms and concepts must be clear, precise, and consistent. Less rationally exigent lan-
guage—the language of imagery, metaphor and symbol, language meant to appeal to
feeling—also has its proper place, i.e., where communication does not require precise
definitions of theological terms and concepts (the Sunday homily in a typical parish, for
example). Nonetheless, if other theological expressions are to contribute to systematic
theology, and if systematic theology is to contribute to other forms of theological ex-
pression, transpositions must be made. Lonergan says:

The significance of such transpositions is manifold. [1] They are relevant to the
implementation of speculative theology in the apostolate and especially in Catholic
education. [2] Again, they are relevant to a study of Catholic tradition, for a great
part of the evidence for the truths of faith, as they are formulated learnedly today, is
to be found in documents not only written in a popular style but also springing
from a mind that conceived and judged not in the objective categories of scholastic
thought but in the more spontaneous intersubjective categories of ordinary human
experience and ordinary religious experience. [3] In the third place, such transposi-

tions are relevant within the methodology of speculative theology itself. (“TU” 128;
numbers interpolated.)

I believe that one could argue—from well-known examples from today’s trinitarian
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theology —that the situation Lonergan describes in point 2 is now even more pro-
nounced. He does not disdain such works; but, I believe one can infer, he would num-
ber them among the sources whose theological understanding needs to be transposed
into the kind of systematic language he is arguing for:

Such transpositions are relevant within the methodology of speculative theology it-
self. Just as the equations of thermodynamics make no one feel warmer or cooler
and, much less, evoke the sentiments associated with the drowsy heat of the sum-
mer sun or with the refreshing coolness of evening breezes, so also speculative the-
ology is not immediately relevant to the stimulation of religious feeling. But unless
this fact is acknowledged explicitly and systematically, there arises a constant pressure
in favor of theological tendencies that mistakenly reinforce the light of faith and in-
telligence with the warmth of less austere modes of thought. Moreover, such ten-
dencies, pushed to the limit, give rise to the intense and attractive but narrow the-
ologies that would puff up to the dimension of the whole some part or aspect of
Catholic tradition or Catholic experience; and by a natural reaction such exaggera-
tions lead traditional thinkers to denigrate all scientific concern with the experien-
tial modes of thinking in living. (“TU” 128; emphasis added.)

One should not conclude, however, that Lonergan would banish from systematics
all language that appeals to religious feeling, or conclude that in S he denigrates scien-
tific attention to “the experiential modes of thinking in living.” Here and there, especial-
ly in the final chapter, S suddenly shifts into prose charged with feeling, language that
seems to counter Lonergan’s position —except, these flashes of what I take to be Loner-
gan’s piety simply reflect understanding of the theological object gained in more con-
templative modes of thought; they are never offered in lieu of explanation. The persis-
tent, devout, and sober traveler through S could do with more of these oases; but, as S’s
appendices indicate, want of space continually curtailed his desire to give his students
more detailed explanation of technical elements. He wants us to understand; thus he
gave very small quarter to less austere modes of thought. In sum: Lonergan holds that
language less than scientific diminishes the clarity of systematic theology. The theolo-
gian, therefore, necessarily holds for the priority of science over poetry in the language
of systematic discourse.

6. General Summary of Chapter 1

Lonergan’s remarks about his ordering of Insight are apropos of S and this chapter:

The intelligent reader advances in insight as he reads, and this advance of the read-
er may be anticipated by the writer. So the present work has been written from a
moving viewpoint: earlier sections ... do not presuppose what can be treated only
later; but later sections and chapters do presuppose what has been presented in the
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successive, ever broadening stages that precede. (In 613.)

The moving viewpoint of this introductory chapter has ranged over many aspects of S,
and many of the topics comprised formally and virtually by Lonergan’s comprehensive
systematic theology of God.

The path of my moving viewpoint in its forward movement has been somewhat
serpentine, dealing as it has with both the inherited tradition of scholasticism as com-
monly understood, and with Lonergan’s significant developments of it. (Today’s student
of theology, unlike those for whom S was first written, is unlikely to be educated in
scholasticism’s logic, philosophy, and metaphysics.'®) Moreover, I have not assumed the
reader’s familiarity with Lonergan’s all-important cognitional theory. To add to the
complexity, I have been progressively explaining his cognitional theory in relation to the
idea of order, to metaphysics, to self-appropriation, to method, and to the psychological
analogy —all the while trying to avoid overwhelming the discussion with protracted
explanations of theoretical and technical elements. Some elements of trinitarian theory
were introduced with, here and there, explanation sufficient, I hope, to keep the reader
aware of the relevance of so much discussion of philosophy and metaphysics to under-
standing ourselves, and understanding chapters 2 and 3 below on, respectively, God
quoad se and quoad nos.

Despite the complexity of the data, to handle them systematically we have returned
repeatedly to the same basic set of cognitional categories. Each instance, each new con-
text in which they appear, shed further light on their meaning and import. While it can
sometimes seem merely repetitious, this procedure can repay one’s patient efforts. It can
lead to an accumulated set of insights into the meaning of Lonergan’s method, the same
heuristic method latent in the minds of everyone who inquires into the meaning of any-
thing whatever. The potential utility of understanding Lonergan’s method reaches well
beyond understanding S.

6.1.1 On the Historical Development of Systematics

Recall Crowe’s comment early in this chapter (p. 4) that theologians since the time
of Tertullian (d. after 220) have sought “to think of the “whole’” Trinity in the light of one
governing image or idea, and grasp it per modum unius.”'% I interpret him to mean that

103 Even if one is so educated, the question arises, Whose scholasticism? “G. van Riet
needed over six hundred pages to outline the various types of Thomist epistemology that have
been put forward in the last century and a half.” Insight, 433. See Georges van Riet,
L’épistémologie thomiste: Recherches sur le probleme de la connaissance dans I’école thomiste contempo-
raine (Louvain: Editions de I'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1946). For Lonergan’s more de-
tailed and pointed commentary on van Riet’s findings, see Understanding and Being, 102-03.

104 For an absorbing account of early attempts, see Bernard Lonergan, The Triune God: Doc-
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achieving a unified viewpoint enables one, other things being equal, to express as S
does a mediate, imperfect, analogous, and synthetic understanding of God and every-
thing else in relation to God. Thus, as I am arguing, the governing idea of order found
in S informs a viewpoint enabling this explanatory account of Lonergan’s comprehen-
sive systematics of the Trinity.

Space has not permitted even an overview of the historical development of the theo-
logical method that enables trinitarian theology to progress towards ever more syste-
matic and comprehensive realizations of its ancient goal. (Chapter 3 below offers some
explanation of Lonergan’s post-S history of the mind’s self-disclosure —humanity’s his-
torical “differentiations of consciousness” —and the concomitant stages of meaning that
enable progress in method.'®) It was noted, however, that Aristotle enabled Thomas to
bring the theology of God he inherited forward towards the goal. The differentiation of
common sense and theory achieved by the Greeks provided Thomas with the sciences
of logic and metaphysics, thus a new control of meaning, and a leap forward in syste-
matic thinking and theological method. Among Thomas’s advances on this inheritance,
the most notable relevant to present concerns was his distinction between essence and
existence. As we saw above, he sharply distinguishes that by which something is—the
essence, form, grounding the answer to the question for understanding, What is it? —
and existence, the ground of the answer to the question for judgment, Is it? (Really dis-
tinct in CONTINGENT being, essence and existence are one and the same in God.) Lonergan
brought Thomas forward by giving his systematics of the Trinity a clear, precise, and
consistent technical vocabulary of terms and concepts. With Insight, he takes the Greek
and Medieval tradition of metaphysics, grounds it in psychological fact, and gives me-
taphysics back to us in a form “purged of every trace of antiquated science”; as we saw
above, one effect is apparent in S’s notions of science and theology as science.

More attention was paid to Lonergan’s displacing logic and metaphysics with a con-
trol of meaning new to theological method and, indeed, to history. Even as employed at
S’s stage of development, his explanatory account of the new realm of meaning we now
call interiority effects a momentous leap forward in the development of method. (There
remains chapter 3’s brief account of his 1966 breakthrough to functional specialization

trines, vol. 11 Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Robert M. Doran, Daniel Monsour, trans.
Michael G. Shields (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2009). This is the translation of the
Pars dogmatica of De Deo trino (1964).

105 §’s chap. 1 offers a brief history of the development of theology not in relation to human
development in general but from the viewpoint of divine providence always providing the
church with means to overcome ever-emerging obstacles to spreading the saving truth of
Christ—witness the emergence of Lonergan’s method as organon equal to overcoming a formi-
dable contemporary obstacle, the fragmentation of knowledge. On this topic, see Crowe, Appro-
priating the Lonergan Idea, index, s.v. “Organon, Method as.”
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wherein doing theology is conceived as communal, its specialties explicitly tied to the
familiar operations of experience, understanding, judgment, and creating.) In our day,
control of meaning in theology is rooted in the theologian’s explicit awareness of and
obedience to the norms of cognitional operations. Thus method in theology functions
intrinsically in terms of inauthentic and authentic subjectivity.

Given that the reader’s familiarity with the technical aspects of the cognition-
method nexus lacks only the detail required for informed discussion of the psychologi-
cal analogy, I will discuss a directly relevant example of method at work. First, to pro-
vide a foreword to that discussion, I return to the topic of wisdom.

6.2 Wisdom Revisited

Given what has been said and explained about the centrality of intellectual subjec-
tivity in the ordering of a systematic, comprehensive treatise on God; and what has
been explained about the isomorphism of being, knowing, and creating, it would seem
that, if sapientis est ordinare, the primary tool of the wise in ordering a systematic trea-
tise, one that displaces the traditional primacy of metaphysics as wisdom, is Lonergan’s
method —now usually called “generalized empirical method” —as wisdom'%; or, what
he calls in Insight “a third form of wisdom,” the intellectual habit of wisdom expressed
in cognitional terms:

What, then, is wisdom? In its higher form, Aquinas considered it a gift of the Holy
Spirit and connected it with mystical experience. In its lower form, Aquinas iden-
tified it with Aristotle’s first philosophy defined as the knowledge of all things in
their ultimate causes. Clearly enough, the problem of metaphysical method de-
mands a third form of wisdom. For the problem is not to be solved by presupposing
a religion, a theology, or mystical experience. Similarly, the problem is not to be
solved by presupposing a metaphysics, for what is wanted is the wisdom that generates
the principles on which the metaphysics is to rest. (In 432; emphasis added.)

We have learned that the principles of metaphysics rest on Lonergan’s epistemolo-

106 T was first alerted to this issue by Crowe. He writes of “the curious history in Lonergan
of the notion of wisdom. ... It underwent some evolution at the time of Insight, but continued to
play a major role well into the Roman period 1953-65. Then, very suddenly, it drops out of the
foreground and almost out of the picture. Is this not a matter for curiosity, calling for research
and interpretation?” Crowe, Appropriating the Lonergan Idea, 148. Research and interpretation
have, indeed, been forthcoming. A recent study concludes that wisdom is now generalized em-
pirical method not only in the individual, which I have judged to be a reasonable inference from
the role of interiority in S, but in the community of collaborating specialists envisioned by
Method. See Ivo Coelho, Hermeneutics and Method: The “Universal Viewpoint” in Bernard Lonergan
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2001) index, s.v. “Wisdom.”
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gy; and we discussed at some length the relation of metaphysical principles to the cate-
gories of experience, understanding, and judgment. Moreover, we learned that ethics,
for it deals with the good and the good is always concrete, rests upon metaphysics.
Thus, we have already learned that the isomorphic unity of being, knowing, and creat-
ing is grasped with explicit consciousness of the nature and order of the mind’s proce-
dures, and explicit consciousness of metaphysics. Whereas, as stated above, “metaphys-
ics is the primary instance of order in regard to the object of cognitional structure, the
universe of proportionate being,” the primary instance of order in regard to ourselves,
the order that enables our ordering and achieving the complete answer to every ques-
tion is that of “the dynamic structure immanent and recurrently operative in human
cognitional activity.” (In 16.) With this notion of wisdom as the “orderer” of all ordering
in human inquiry, as generalized empirical method, let us return to the topic of method
and the ordering that is the work of wisdom.

6.3 Method Revisited

As the reader no doubt realized well before this summary, my argument employs
Lonergan’s method, “reason’s explicit consciousness of the norms of its own proce-
dures.” In other words, while striving to be attentive, intelligent, reasonable, and re-
sponsible, I have been stating relevant data (experience), then asking and explaining
what they mean (understanding). In some cases I reported Lonergan’s judgment on the
explained data, and in other cases I rendered my own. In the final operation, I have
been either reporting Lonergan’s judgments of value, i.e., his judgments of how the facts
of the explained data serve the good of the work; or I as interpreter have been making
such value judgments. Repeating these operations over and over has had the effect, as
Lonergan assured us it would, of “yielding cumulative and progressive results.” This
repetition of operations will continue until the present work is done.

We have not been proceeding blindly. We have known from the outset that the pri-
mary data are fixed—S, and other works of Lonergan’s to 1964 that clarify and augment
S. From the outset we have been pursuing in the data an idea, the content of an act of
understanding, that is specifically the idea of order as defined. Along the way we
learned that three specifications of the idea of order have isomorphic structures, namely
being (metaphysics), knowing (philosophy), and creating (ethics). Being includes every-
thing proportionate to our minds. Our minds are in potency to know everything; and
ethics covers the entire range of human activity. Thus, these three fundamental specifi-
cations of the idea of order inform a heuristic viewpoint on the unity of Creation. More-
over, they have the potential to promote Catholic belief in the unity of Creation from
pious assent to unfathomable mystery to informed judgment on a synthetic phenome-
nological, scientific, philosophical, metaphysical, ethical, and theological explanation of
everything, an explanation coherent at every stage of its ongoing development. (As in
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science so now in theology “the ideal has ceased to be definitive achievement; it has be-
come ongoing advance.”107)

Lonergan’s position does not imply that all works not employing his method fail to
attend to data, fail to understand and adequately explain the data, or fail to subject the
explained data to judgments of truth and value. The difference lies in making implicit
cognitive operations explicitly conscious. The terms and relations of interiority control
meaning systematically only when the employer of the method commands the control
that ensues when one is clearly aware of what is proper to each cognitive level, and
aware of the mode of expression proper to each level; description, for example, is not
offered as explanation, nor explanation as truth. As we learned above, his method’s con-
trol of meaning does not dispense with the old controls of logic and metaphysics but
assigns them to their proper level, understanding. Recall that metaphysics is heuristic
and regards being not as understood but as a “known unknown” to be understood.

One’s being explicitly conscious of the norms of the mind’s own procedures and S’s
Thomist theology of God are so intimately related that, as Lonergan bluntly states the
case, to understand the theology “one must practice introspective rational psychology;
without that, one no more can know the created image of the Blessed Trinity, as Aquinas
conceived it, than a blind man can know colors.”'%® (v 24.) Once it was enough for the
student of Thomas’s trinitarian theology to understand his psychology in metaphysical
terms. “In the writings of St. Thomas, cognitional theory is expressed in metaphysical
terms and established by metaphysical principles.”'® Once, not long ago, learning
Thomas’s trinitarian theology did not require, as Lonergan’s interpretation of Thomas
does, the engagement and commitment of the student’s whole subjectivity. Therefore, I
will cite another of Lonergan’s statements on self-appropriation.

107 Lonergan, “Aquinas Today: Tradition and Innovation,” in A Third Collection: Papers by
Bernard ].F. Lonergan, S.J., ed. Frederick E. Crowe, S.J. (New York/Mahwah: Paulist Press; Lon-
don: Geoffrey Chapman, 1985) 43.

108 He argues that “although St Thomas may not have employed introspective psychology
in the explicit, contemporary way, he did nonetheless resolve many questions, among them the
most fundamental, from his own internal experience.” S, n. 17 p. 155.

109 T onergan, “Insight: Preface to a Discussion,” in Collection, 142. First published, Proceed-
ings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 32 (1958): 71-81. He adds: “There are, of
course, exceptions. For example, ‘[... anyone can experience for himself that, when he tries to
understand something, he forms certain phantasms to serve by way of examples in which, as it
were, he examines what he desires to understand. It is for this reason that, when we wish to
help someone understand something, we lay before him examples from which he forms phan-
tasms for the purpose of understanding]” (Sum. theol., 1, q. 84, a. 7 c.).” Ibid., n. 1.
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6.4 Self-appropriation Revisited

In his first two 1958 lectures on Insight, Lonergan speaks of his cognitional theory in
a more popular idiom. Unlike many in his Halifax audience, we have the advantage of
understanding the isomorphic relationship between the terms and relations of cognition
and those of metaphysics. We already know how these relate to ethics, the self-
constituting moral realm of carrying out the good we decide to make or do; in short, we
are aware, in our minds and in following methodical arguments such as this one, of the
distinctions among operations that deal with data, or understanding, or truth, or value,
and the mode of expression proper to each distinct level. Lonergan, who has been focus-
ing on understanding, says in the third lecture:

The precise meaning of the terms and relations is had by each of you in the measure
that you achieve self-appropriation, that you are present to yourself as having pres-
entations, as inquiring, as catching on and getting the point, as conceiving. The
wealth of meaning, the precision, the fulness of the terms, increases in each of you
with your degree of self-appropriation, and that work of self-appropriation can be
done by no one else for you. ...

... What we are dealing with is not just a set of static elements but a process. It
is always process in us; our knowing is always dynamic; we are always moving on
to the next step. The pursuit of knowledge is the pursuit of an unknown. It is
guided by an ideal, and the ideal changes and becomes more precise in the course
of the pursuit. Consequently, what we have to do now is grasp that dynamic aspect
... in a reflective fashion. We have to perform the activities and go through the rou-
tines that will bring to explicit consciousness the dynamic aspect of the process of
knowing. We do not want to endow these terms simply with the static meaning
they may have as a result of merely implicit definitions; ... [or] the mere suggestion
of their dynamic aspect that is had from an implicit consciousness of their meaning.
We want to bring the dynamic aspect of these terms to explicit consciousness. "

Obviously, from what has been said throughout this chapter about self-appropriation
and method, the ordering power possessed by one who brings “the dynamic aspect of
these terms to explicit consciousness” pertains to the work of wisdom in all human en-
deavor.

6.5 The Idea of Order Revisited

I have been presenting determinations of the governing idea of order so that accu-

"0 Understanding and Being, 59-60; original emphasis. Now that the reader is well versed in
the relevant terms and concepts, I would recommend Lonergan’s overview of the process of
self-appropriation, ibid., 14-21.
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mulating insights into them might inform a viewpoint enabling the reader to grasp Lo-
nergan’s trinitarian systematics per modum unius. Their object in the next chapter will be
the “whole” Trinity quoad se; there, we will see that the idea of order dominates Loner-
gan’s analogical understanding of the mystery of God.

In addition to explicit consciousness of the isomorphic heuristic structures of fun-
damental natural goods (being, knowing, and creating) that can inform a viewpoint on
the unity of Creation (thus rendering the familiar phrase “natural order” concrete and
explicable), this chapter has considered other determinations of the idea of order. Cul-
tural goods of order, a topic of chapter 3 below, were merely mentioned. Nonetheless,
indirect light was thrown on their genesis and meaning when Lonergan’s creation of a
particular good that contributes directly to cultural goods of order, namely S, was dis-
cussed in some detail. S offers an exemplary case of one person’s attentive, intelligent,
reasonable, responsible, loving contribution to culture’s good of order. The case allows
the reader to anticipate the gist of the analysis in chapter 3 below of the concrete dy-
namics of our cooperation with the Trinity in the Christian work, in Lonergan’s later,
telicitous phrase, of “healing and creating in history.”

Acquiring the viewpoint of order from insight into the various instances of order
discussed in this chapter would have been possible for any 1960s student of S who also
gave the necessary time and effort to the other writings of Lonergan’s cited in S (see
above n. 38 p. 15); as we have seen, these, especially Insight, explain various key ele-
ments of S, especially interiority, metaphysics, and ethics. Yet, any student could also
discern in S a different, possibly better, recurrent idea to inform an interpretive view-
point for explaining S; indeed, one could also render a more accurate interpretation
from the viewpoint of order. I raise this point to introduce the final topic of this section:
the viewpoint Lonergan claims to be necessary to interpret someone else’s expression of
meaning; he calls it “the universal viewpoint.”

6.6 On Interpretation and the Universal Viewpoint

The universal viewpoint is an appropriate topic to end this chapter because it brings
the discussion down to earth, i.e., it entails a more embodied portrait of the person seek-
ing understanding. Although the psychological analogy used in the following chapter
to gain analogical understanding of the Trinity is grounded in a verifiable account of the
mind at work, it takes no account of human experience as such, or of the erratic way the
mind usually works in our day to day lives. The universal viewpoint arises in Insight’s
argument for a scientific theory of interpretation or a methodical hermeneutics. Against
the counterposition Lonergan argues, “If there is no possible universal viewpoint, there
is no general possibility of rising above one’s personal views and reaching without bias
what the personal views of another are.” (In 605.) His theory undergoes significant de-
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velopment in Method,'"" but I am not concerned either with that development or, be-
cause not directly relevant to my topic, with an account of the complex theory as argued
in Insight. Rather, I will focus on some elements of the core of the theory, the truth of in-
terpretation. First I will make some general observations on the meaning of the univer-
sal viewpoint. It is followed by a brief discussion of familiar elements of the theory rele-
vant to our efforts to achieve a true interpretation of S. Whereas chapter 2 below on God
quoad se will also lay the groundwork for the divine missions to the world, the more nit-
ty-gritty examination below of the interpreter anticipates chapter 3’s historical-critical
account of our existential drama— Christian engagement with God quoad nos.

6.6.1 The Universal Viewpoint as Such

Perhaps it goes without saying that the foundation of possibility for gaining the
universal viewpoint is human subjectivity affirmed according to Lonergan’s philosophy.
“We would argue that the particular philosophy we are offering also is the particular
philosophy that can ground a universal viewpoint.” (In 591.) The universal viewpoint
naturally follows from his philosophy, for “what we have named the universal view-
point is simply a corollary of our own philosophic analysis.” (In 590.)

As I understand it, the term universal viewpoint denotes a realistic ideal. Lonergan
defines the universal viewpoint as “a potential totality of genetically and dialectically
ordered viewpoints” (In 587) possessed by an interpreter. As potential, the universal
viewpoint is a goal, like self-appropriation, to be striven for but, for reasons discussed
below, never fully achieved in this life. As totality, the universal viewpoint “is con-
cerned with the principal acts of meaning that lie in insights and judgments, and it
reaches these principal acts by directing attention to the experience, the understanding,
and the critical reflection of the interpreter.” (In 588.) As might be expected, given what
we have learned from the role of interiority in method, “Prior to all ... interpretation of
other minds, there is the ... self-knowledge of the interpreter.” (In 23.) And: “The prox-
imate sources of every interpretation are immanent in the interpreter ....” (In 606.) And:

"1 Lonergan said the earliest academic study of this topic is “an intermediate position be-
tween what I had worked out in Insight and, on the other hand, the views presented in Method
in Theology.” Lonergan, “Insight Revisited,” in A Second Collection, 276. The study is Terry J.
Tekippe, “The Universal Viewpoint and the Relationship of Philosophy and Theology in the
Works of Bernard Lonergan” (Ph.D. diss., Fordham University, 1972). Available at www.arc.tzo.
com/padre/firstd.htm; Internet; accessed 20 March 2003. In Method, the term is not discussed but
appears in this footnote: “See my own discussion of the truth of an interpretation in Insight, pp.
562-594 [585-617, in the critical edition], and observe how ideas presented there recur here in
quite different functional specialties. For instance, what there is termed a universal viewpoint,
here is realized by advocating a distinct functional specialty named dialectic.” Method, n. 1 p.
153.
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“There are no interpreters without polymorphic unities of empirical, intelligent, and ra-
tional consciousness. There are no expressions to be interpreted without other similar
unities of consciousness.” (In 590.) Besides a kind of ultimate degree of self-
appropriation, the definition implies an immense erudition. In addition to expert know-
ledge of a given field, the interpreter possessing the universal viewpoint will have
gained accurate knowledge of the mind as such and the history of its self-disclosure, of
the historical sequence of concrete modes and levels of expression of particular mean-
ings (the genetic order); and knowledge of history’s dialectical order of position and
counterposition regarding the object interpreted. Witness Lonergan and S.

I wrote above about expressions of meaning. They are related to viewpoints: “For
turther questions lead to further insights only to raise still further questions. So insights
accumulate into viewpoints, and lower viewpoints lead to higher viewpoints.” (In 494.) I
could have written about S in the manner of a book report, describe S from a phenome-
nological viewpoint. Instead, I chose a higher viewpoint that sublates a descriptive ac-
count by explaining the content. I have judged that the understanding I express is true;
that is a higher viewpoint still. In later chapters I will make value judgments about S
when I answer the question, What's it good for? I'll mount to a higher viewpoint when I
express not only its practical, intellectual, and ethical but also its theological value. As
one can appreciate, the topic of the universal viewpoint is large and complex; but my
sparse explanation of the definition does emphasize the point I will focus on, the inte-
riority of the interpreter and its corollary, the truth of interpretation.

6.7 On Interpretation and the Interpreter

What is interpretation? “By an interpretation will be meant a second expression ad-
dressed to a different audience.” (In 585.) S is Lonergan’s second expression of Thomas’s
interpretation of the church’s then predominantly Augustinian tradition of trinitarian
theology. The present work is a re-expression of aspects of S, an exercise in Interpreta-
tion, one of the functional specialties of Method. Each reader, some perhaps well versed
in both the Summa and S, will understand and re-express the present work in a personal
way to self and possibly to others. Because audiences can vary widely, levels and modes
of expression vary accordingly. Fortunately the interpretations mentioned, although in
each instance unique in time, place, and culture, are alike in seeking, for the sake of stu-
dents of academic theology, a true interpretation of the same revealed truth of faith ac-
cording to the realist epistemology assumed, not argued, here.

The always imperfect interpreter can accept for the sake of argument any other
epistemology and grasp the argument in its terms. Lonergan’s method ups the ante. It
not only implicitly judges all other cognitive theories while permitting the inquirer un-
limited suspension of disbelief; Lonergan’s method explicitly passes judgment on every
counterposition it brings to light in the interpreter’s own mind.
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Saying that the mind follows the immanent order of experiencing, understanding,
judging, and deciding to reach fully human knowing does not mean that one always
moves from one operation to the next in the given order. Our minds range freely. We
might consult the data many times, acquire many insights, and correct many of them,
before we have marshaled evidence sufficient for judgments of fact and value. “Outer
sense pounces upon significant detail. Memory tosses out immediately the contrary in-
stance. Imagination devises at once the contrary possibility. Still, even with talent,
knowledge makes a slow, if not a bloody entrance. To learn thoroughly is a vast under-
taking that calls for relentless perseverance.” (In 210.)

We have already encountered several of Lonergan’s remarks about the difficulty of
achieving the kind of self-knowledge his method demands. Throughout his writings he
acknowledges that, even when attained, it is a constant struggle to maintain a critical-
realist position on knowing. The practical unfolding of our pure desire to know is also
subject to malfunction, and not only because of “the ignorance and malice of fallen, sin-
ful humanity” (S 111); a host of other factors interfere with the functioning of the pure
desire to know. Besides obedience to the precepts listed above, there is inattention,
flight from understa