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I N  T H I S  I S S U E  O F  M E T H O D

In  "Lone rgan  and  ph i l osophy  o f  Re l i . g i on , '  Dav id  Bu r re f l
exp lo res ,  f r om  the  v l ewpo in t  o f  a  f o rmer  s t uden t  o f  Lone rgan ,
t hose  cha rac te r i s t i c s  o f  Lone rgan ' s  wo rk  wh i ch  rende r  d i r ec t
i nse r t i on  o f  h i s  i deas  i n t o  con tempo ra ry  deba tes  i n  ph i t osophy
o f  r eJ - i g i on  d i f f i cu l - t  and  pe rhaps  even  imposs ib l e .  Wha t  one
de r i ves  f r om an  encoun te r  h r i t h  Lone rgan ' s  I ns i qh t ,  Bu r re l - 1
sugges t s ,  i s  no t  ano the r  pos i t i on  on  t op i cs  p resen t f y  be ing
deba ted  ( f o r ,  Bu r re l l  c l a j -ms ,  Lone rgan  ,U id  

no t  have  a  l i ne
on  ph i l osophy  o f  r e l i g i on  as  a  sub jec t , ' )  bu t  r a the r  a  wav
o f  app roach ing  t op i cs ,  i s sues ,  p rob lems  t ha t  i s  g rounded  

-T i

a  p e r f o r m i n g  g r a s p  o f  o n e s e l f  a s  a n  i n q u i r e r .  B u r r e l l ' s  p o i n t
may  have  a  w ide r  app l - i ca t i on ;  pe rhaps  i t  cou fd  be  gene ra l i zed
to  accoun t  f o r  t he  d i f f i cu l t i e s  encoun te red  by  anyone  who
wou ld  i n t r oduce  a  Lone rgan ian  pe rspec t i ve  i n t o  any  cu r ren t
ph i l osoph i c  deba te .

I t  was  remarked  by  Lone rgan  h imse l f  t ha t  h i s  use  o f  ' ,my th "
i "  

I !E-gi r !  i4ras out  of  l ine wi th current  usage, and on a cursory

: : u9 i " - g  
o f  I 4s i qh t  some  have  been  l ed  t o  conc l - ude  f a l se l y

t ha t  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  i s  unsympa the t i c  t o  t he  deepe r  r e_
sonances  o f  s ymbo l i c  mean ing  i n  my th .  I n  , ' The  D j . scus i i on  o f
Mys te r y  i n  r ns i qh t "  G renn  Hughes  assemb l -es  t ex tua r  ev i dence
to  t he  con t ra r y ;  t he -  i n t e rp re t i ve  p rob lems  posed  by  Lone rgan ' s
usage  a re  v i r t ua l l y  l a i d  t o  r es t .

r n  " L i ndbeck ' s  App rop r i a t i on  o f  Lone rgan ' ,  Denn i s  Doy le
ra i ses  se r i ous  conce rns  rega rd i ng  t he  use  made  o f  Lone rgan
by  L i ndbeck  i n  h i s  w ide l y - r ead  The  Na tu re  o f  Doc t f i ne .  Doy Ie
d e v e l o p s  s u g g e s t i o n s ,  f o u n d  i n @  r e c e n t
r e v j - e r / r - [ M e t h q d , -  V o l .  3 ,  N o .  2  ( 1 9 S 5 ) ] ,  t h a t  L o n e r g a n ' - s  p o s i t i o n
no t  on l - y  i nc l udes  bu t  ac tua r - l y  su rpasses  t i ndbeck , s  , ' c - u l t u ra l -
l i ngu i s t i c "  app roach  t o  doc t r i neJ .  f r on i ca l J - y ,  Doy le  po in t s
ou t ,  i t  j - s  t he  ve ry  po in t  L i ndbeck  pu t s  f o rwa rd -as  hav ing
the  g rea tes t  ecumen i c  po ten t j , a l  t ha t  d i s t j - ngu i shes  h im  as
a  P ro tes tan t  f r om  the  ca tho r - i c  Lone rgan ,  v i z . ,  t - ha t  no  on to l og -
i ca . l -  r e f e rence  f o r  chu rch  doc t r i nes  i s  . , ecessa ry .

_  r n  "Lone rgan . -and  t he  Husse r l i an  p rob len  o f  T ranscenden ta f
r n te r sub jec  t i - v i t y "  pau l_  K idde r  a t t emp ts  t o  p rov i de  Lone rgan ran
so lu t i ons  t o  t he  f undamen ta r -  Hus ie r l i an  p rob lem.  x i - dde r '  s
essay  p rov i des ,  i n  add i t i . on  t o  a  c l ea r  p i c t u re  o f  t he  Husse r r i an
o r i g i ns  o f  t he  p rob lem,  a  conc i se  de fense  aga j - ns t  l ong_s tand ing
ob jec t i ons  t o  Lone rgan ' s  appa ren t  " immanen t i sm"  and  " i dea r - i sm . , '
The .  so r i ps i s t i c  ob jec t i on ,  K idde r  shows ,  m i sunde rs tands  Lone r -
g a n ' s  b a s i c  p o s i t i o n .
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The  mos t  sa l i en t  po in t  abou t  Be rna rd  Lone rgan ' s  r e l a t i on

to  ph i l osophy  o f  r e l j - g i on  i s  t ha t  he  neve r  appea red  t o  be

ve ry  i n t e res ted  i n  i t .  Tha t ' s  somewha t  pa radox i ca l ,  o f  cou rse ,

f o r  a  t heo log j - an  so  acu te l y  consc ious  o f  t he  need  f o r  a  se t

o f  keen  ph i l osoph i ca l  s k i l l s  t ha t  he  devo ted  t he  ma jo r  pa r t

of  h is energies to honing thern and issued the workbook

in  f nE lgh ! .  Bu t  t ha t  s imp l y  unde rsco res  wha t  he  was  j - n te res ted

in :  f o rm ing  t h i nke rs  who  cou ld  dea l  r espons ib l y  w i t h  t he

so r t  o f  ques t i ons  w i t h  wh i ch  ph i l osophy  o f  r e l i g i on  occup ies

i t se l f .  Bu t  as  a  consequence  i t  appea rs  t ha t  Lone rgan  d i d

no t  have  a  L i . ne  on  ph i . l osophy  o f  r e l i g i on  as  a  sub jec t '  no r

do  h i s  w r i - t i ngs  g i ve  us  one .  I n  f ac t ,  t he  essays  i n  t he  t h ree

Co l l ec t i ons  wh i ch  m igh t  be  so  cons t rued  a re  f r ank l y  d i sap -

h ^  i  h +  i h ^

why? why can \ i te not  appeal  to h im or to h is lectures

d i r ec t l y?  The  response ,  I  be l i eve  i s  two fo l d :  voca t i ona l

and  con tex tua l .  Voca t i ona I l y ,  he  a lways  saw  h imse l f  as  a

theo log ian :  eve ry th i ng  he  d i d ,  i n c l ud inE  and  espec ia l l y  I ns i qh t ,

j - s  o rde red  t o  unde rs tand ing  t he  f a i t h  we  have  rece i ved .

Con tex tua I l y ,  t ha t  f a i t h  i s  one  i n  whose  deve lopmen t  r eason

has  l ong  been  i n t ima te l y  engaged ,  and  r r e  a re  pa r t  o f  t ha t

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

howeve r ,  seems  t o  f . l ou r i sh  i n  a  se t t i ng  whe re  f a i t h  i s  con -

s i de red  t o  be  q i ven ,  and  ph i l osophy  has  t he  ro l e  e i t he r  o f

p repa r i ng  peop le  f o r  i t  ( as  i n  a  pos t -T r i den t i ne  unde rs tand ing

o f  p reambu la  f j - de i )  o r  o f  de fend ing  i t  ( as  i n  some  conse rva -

t i v e  C h r i s t i a n  m i l i e u x ) . r  A n d  i f  a n y t h i n g  c a n  b e  s a i d  a b o u t

Lone rgan ,  i t  wou ld  be  t ha t  he  campa igned  as  s t r enuous l y  as

w i l f r i d  Se l l a r s  aga ins t  t he  "my th  o f  t he  g i ven "  ep i t o -

m i z e d  i n  t h e  k e y  c h a p t e r  i n  r n s i q h t  e n t i t l e d  " T h i n g s . " 2  S o

wha t  can  r r r e  say  abou t  Lone rgan  and  ph i l osophy  o f  r e l i g i on?

I  have suggested that  one would not  get  rnuch help f rom

h i s  pub l i shed  essays  on  cogna te  t op i cs .  Tha t  i - s  p robab l y

too  sweep ing  a  s t a temen t ,  bu t  w i t hou t  de fend ing  i t  I  can

a t  l eas t  ba lance  i t  by  i ns i s t i ng  t ha t  t he re  i s  no  be t t e r

t r a i n i ng  f o r  one  exp lo r i ng  i s sues  ge rmane  t o  ph i l osophy  o f
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r e l i g i o n  t h a n  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  o f  I n s i q h r -  u n d e r s t o o d  n o t

as  a  compe t i ng  t heo ry  o f  know ledge  bu t  as  a  pe r f o rma t i ve

d o c u m e n t  i s s u i n g  a n  e x c i t i n g  i f  d e m a n d i n g  i n v i t a t i o n . 3  F o r

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

w i t hou t  any  p re - se t  agenda .  (Anyone  who  no t i ces  how  read i l y

con tempo ra ry  Amer i can  ph i l osophy  se t t f es  on  a  canon i ca l ,  se t

o f  t o p i c s  w i I I  r e a l i z e  h o w  I i b e r a t i n g  t h a t  i s . )  M o r e o v e r ,
j - n  t r e a t i n g  t h e s e  i s s u e s ,  t h e y  w i f l  b e  e n c o u r a g e d  t o  u s e

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

meno log i ca l  - -  w i t hou t  p reconce i ved  no t i ons  rega rd l ng  t he i r

a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  t o  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  i n q u i r y .  I n  t h i s  w a y ,  p e r s o n s

fo rmed  by  I ns i qh t  wouJ .d  o f f e r  f r esh  pe rspec t i ves  on  cu r renc

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

t o  r e l i g i o u s  c o n v i c t i o n s ,  o r  t h e  I a n g u a g e  u s e s  g e r m a n e  t o

r e J - i g i o u s  l i f e  a n d  d i s c o u r s e .  F o r ,  h a v i n g  u n d e r g o n e  t h e  d i s c i -
p l i n e  o f  I n s i q h t ,  t h e y  w o u l d  h a v e  g a i n e d  e n o u g h  i n s i g h t  i n t o

themse l ves  as  i nqu i r e r s  t o  l ea rn  how  to  compor t  t hemse l - ves

in  t he  f ace  o f  wha t  t r anscends  human  know ing .  G rounded ,  t ha t

i s ,  i n  a  pe r f o rm ing  g rasp  o f  t hemse l ves  as  . i nqu j - r e r s ,  l - n

t he  sp i r i t  o f  John  Hen ry  Newman ,  t hey  w i l l  be  ab le  t o  med ia te

b e t w e e n  t h e  g o i n g  " c o u n t e r - p o s i t i o n s "  l i k e  r e a l l s m / a n t i - r e a I -

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

p a t j - o n  w i t h  " i s m s "  w i l l  e x a s p e r a t e  t h e m .

G iven  t ha t  cu r ren t  mood ,  t he  more  vex ing  ques t ron  as :

how  ough t  one  t each  ph l l osophy  o f  r e l i g i on?  pub l i shed  an tho l *

o g l e s  a r e  q u i t e  w o r t h l - e s s ,  s i n c e  t h e  v e r y  f o r m a t  o f f e r s  " p o s i _
t i o n s "  w i t h  l i t t l e  o r  n o  s e n s e  o f  i n q u i r y .  I t  i s  f a r  b e t t e r

t o  s e l e c t  t e x t s  o n e s e f f ,  b u t  w h i c h  o n e s ?  H o w ?  I  w o u l d  o f f e r

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  s e l e c t i o n :  ( a )  C h o o s e  c l a s s i c a . l  a s
we l l  as  mode rn / con tempo ra ry  se lec t i ons  wh rch  can  he lp  s t uden t s

I ' ea rn  how  to  app rop r i a te  a  c r i t i ca l  f i gu re  i n  t he i r  own  t r ad i -

t i o n .  T h a t  a s s u r e s  a n  a c t u a l  e x e r c i s e  j - n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ( o r

h e r m e n e u t l c s ) .  ( b )  S e l e c t  m o d e r n  a n d  c o n t e m p o r a r y  f i g u r e s

whose  response  t o  i s sues  o f f e r s  a  pa rad rgm fo r  t he  way  1n
w h i c h  r e l i g i o u s  t h i n k e r s  g r a p p l e d  w i t h  p e r p l e x i t i e s  a n d  o b j e c -

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

a  way  o f  show ing  how  an  i - ngu i r e r  ga ins  some  pu rchase  on  t ha t

ob jec t  wh i ch  t r anscends  t he  bounds  o f  p ropo r t i ona te  human

l n q u a r y .

These  p r i nc i p l es  may  no t  sound  nove l ,  and  t hey  a re  no t .

Y e t  t h e y  d i r e c t  u s  t o  a  c r i t i c a l  a s s e s s m e n t  r a t h e r  t h a n  t o

a  p r e o c c u p a t i o n  w i t h  " p r o b l e m s "  f a c i n g  b e l i e f  a s  a  p r o l e c t .
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They  p resume  the re  a re  be l i eve rs ,  and  t ha t  t hese  ve ry  peop le

s t r ugg le  w i t h  t ha t  ac t i v i t y .  I n  t h i s  way '  t he  en t i r e  cou rse

becomes  an  exe rc i se  i n  r e l i g i ous  unde rs tand ing ,  and  so  h i gh -

l i gh t s  wha t  I  have  p i - npo in ted  as  Be rna rd  Lone rgan ' s  way  o f

s t r uc tu r i ng  t he  ac t i v i t y  wh i ch  we  ca l l  ph i l osophy  o f  r e l i g i on

- -  w i t hou t  f a l J - i ng  i n t o  t he  ready  t r ap  o f  p re - se lec ted  i s sues .

( I  composed  a  t h read ing  t ex t  f o r  such  a  cou rse  i n  1973 r  €D-

t i - t l ed  Exe rc j - ses  j - n  Re l - i q i ous  Unde rs tand inq ,  wh i ch  cou ld

se rve  we re  one  t o  choose  Augus t i ne r  Anse l r n ,  Aqu j . nas ,  and

even  K ie r kegaa rd  o r  Jung .  Bu t  s i nce  i t  i s  no  l onge r  i n  p r i n t ,

a  be t t e r  cho i ce ,  \ de re  one  t o  se l ec t  Pasca l ,  K i e r kegaa rd  o r

S i m o n e  W e i I ,  w o u f d  b e  D i o g e n e s  A l l e n ' s  T h r e e  O u t s i d e r s I C a m -

b r i d g e ,  M A :  C o w l e y ,  1 9 8 3 1 . )  I n  a n y  c a s e ,  t h e  w a y  o f  a p p r e n t i c e -

sh ip  t o  cogen t  t h i nke rs  t o  d i scove r  how  they  dea l  w i t h  sa l j - en t

i s sues  and  so  l ea rn  how  to  p roceed  onese l f ,  j - s  wha t  one  couLd

lea rn  f r om Be rna rd  Lone rgan  1n  ph i l osophy  o f  r eJ - i g i on .

^ n n r n r n h i n n  r . r a d i t i o n s  i n  t h i s  m a n n e r  o f f e r s  t w o  d i s -

t i nc t  advan tages .  One  i s  a  r espec t  f o r  t he  t h i nke rs  whose

work  v re  a re  exa rn i n i ng ;  t he  o the r  i s  a  r e l a t i ve  f r eedom to

proceed on our ovJn,  in the measure that  rde have been able

to  l ea rn  and  t o  app rop r i a te  use fu l  s k i l . l s  t h rough  t h i s  exe r -

c i se .  Aga j - n ,  no th i ng  s ta r t l i ng  he re ,  ye t  i t  c l ea r J . y  con t ras t s

w i t h  a  p reva i l i ng  a t t i t ude  o f  " ove rcom ing "  t he  pas t ,  whe reby

ea r f i e r  pos i t i ons  become  sp r i ngboa rds  t o  new  ones ,  wh i ch

es tab l i sh  t hemse l - ves  as  b l essed  co r rec t i ves  t o  a I I  t ha t  was

r / r r ong  i . n  t he  pas t .  Lone rgan ' s  i ns i s t ence  t ha t  we  make  t he

e f f o r t  t o  unde rs tand  t he  ques t i ons  t o  wh i ch  pas t  t h i nke rs

i . r e re  r espond ing ,  t oge the r  w i t h  t he  resou rces  a t  t he i r  d i sposa l ,

f o r ces  one  t o  an  app rec ia t i on  o f  t he  sha red  s t r ugg le  t o  unde r -

s tand .  And  when  such  an  app rec ia t i on  t u rns  c r i t i ca l ,  one

has  a t  l eas t  some  assu rance  t ha t  one  i s  bu i l d i ng  on  wha t

w e n t  b e f o r e ,  a n d  s o  p r o f i t i n g  f r o m  o n e ' s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n

a  t r ad i t i on .  Fa r  f r om be ing  " conse rva t i ve , "  such  a  s t r a tegy

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

seems  ca l l ed  f o r ,  ye t  w i t h  a  sense  o f  r espec t  f o r  a  common

human  en te rp r j - se .  Such  a  s tuden t  w i l l  l ea rn  t o  avo id  s l ogans

( l i k e  " c l a s s i c a l  t h e i s r n " )  a n d  a s s j . d u o u s l y  a v o i d  d o i n g  p h i l o -

sophy  by  " i sms , "  howeve r  conven ien t  a  t each ing  dev i ce  t hey

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

f o r  t he  ques t i ons  o the rs  have  en te r t a i ned ,  as  t hey  mon i t o r

t he  s i gns  o f  ou r  t j -mes  t o  d i sce rn  t he  ques t i ons  wh i ch  p reoc -

cupy  us .  To  app rop r i a te  t he  pas t ,  i n  t he  way  i n  wh i ch  Lone rgan

t ra j , ns  us  t o  do  i t ,  i s  t o  be  t ha t  much  be t t e r  equ ipped  t o
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encoun te r  t he  p resen t .  Fo r  one  need  be  l ess  p reoccup ied  w i t h

m a k i n g  o n e ' s  o w n  m a r k ,  o r  w i t h  r e a c t i n g  a q a i n s t  a  p r i o r  p o s i -

t i on  t aken  ove r  as  a  s t e reo t ype ,  and  so  be  t ha t  much  more

f ree  t o  add ress  wha t  conce rns  ou r  con tempo ra r i es .

A  s l m i l a r  d y n a m i c  r i / i 1 1  g o v e r n  t h a t  s t u d e n t ' s  e f f o r t s

t o  a s s i m i l a t e  a n o t h e r  t r a d i t i o n .  F o r  h e r e  a g a i n ,  t h e  c o n n e c -

t i on  o f  t hough t  w i t h  p rac t i ce  w i l l  emerge  as  we  t r y  t o  de te r -

m i n e  j u s t  w h a t  t h e i r  q u e s t i o n s  w e r e .  A t  t h i s  s t a t e  h i s t o r i c a f

s tud ies  have  a  much  l a rge r  p l ace  t han  mos t  ph i l osophe rs  a re

accus tomed  t o  g i ve  t hem,  as  we  t r y  t o  de te rmr -ne  t he  S i t z -

im - l eben  o f  mo re  concep tua l  w r i t i ngs .  Once  t ha t  e f f o r t  has

been  made ,  howeve r ,  t he  common  pu rsu i t  o f  unde rs tand ing  re -

asse r t s  i t se l f .  Once  we  have  begun  t he  wo rk  t o  f r ee  ou rse l ves

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

wa rded  w i t h  en l i gh ten ing  t r a i ns  o f  t hough t  and  o f  a rgumen t .

Lone rgan ' s  s t ud ied  manne r  o f  emp loy i ng  wha teve r  t oo l s  a re

app rop r i a te  t o  app ren t i ce  onese l f  t o  ano the r  t h i nke r  g i ves

one  a  more  con f i den t  base  f r om wh i ch  t o  engage  i n  a  compara -

t i v e  s t u d y  w h i c h  h a s  a  c h a n c e  t o  b e  c o r r e c L e d  b y  t h e  " e x p e r t s , "

as  we l f  as  t o  o f f e r  some  i l l um ina t l on  t o  o the r  i nqu i r e r s .

And  g i ven  t he  f o rm idab le  obs tac l es  t o  ach iev j - ng  any  compara -

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

1s  neve r t he less  a  p rom i - s i ng  one .  I n  a  wo r l d  wh i ch  demands

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

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

to  exp . l o re  t hose  i n t e r cu l t u ra l -  and  i n t e r f a i t h  r eg j - ons  t owa rds

w h i c h  K a r I  R a h n e r  h a s  t o  a p t l y  p o i n t e d  C h r i s t i a n  t h i n k e r s . q

Ye t  t he  manne r  o f  es tab l i sh i ng  t he  beachheads  wh i ch  he  ca l l ed

fo r  w i - I 1  come  mos t  f r u i t f u l l v  f r om  those  who  have  l ea rned

t h e  d i s c i p l i n e s  o f  I n s i g h t ,  r n o  r . "  w i l l i n g  t o  u n d e r g o  t h e

r i go rs  o f  app ren t i cesh ip ,  and  have  t he reby  ga rned  t he  cou rage

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

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

goa l ,  as  Lone rgan  h imse l f  o f t en  re fe r red  t o  t he  know ledge

ava i l ab l - e  i n  such  remo te  reg ions .
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T H E  D I S C U S S I O N  O F  M Y S T E R Y  I N  I N S I G H T

Glenn  Hughes

Bos ton  Co l J -ege

As  ph i l osophe r  and  t heo log ian ,  Be rna rd  Lone rgan  has
r o l : t  i  r r a l  r r  I  i  l - f  I  o  t  ^  r h n , , f  m ! , ^ | ^ r ! ,  I  n ^ - ^ - - ^ rL O  s d y  a o o u r  m y s L s ! r .  ! v , , , p a ! E -  * , t h  t h e

t h e o l o g i a n  K a r I  R a h n e r ,  o r  t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r  G a b r i e l  M a r c e l ,
c ^ -  ^ . . ^ - - l! u !  c ^ d r r p r e ,  r r r  w n o s e  r e s p e c t i v e  a n a l y s e s  o f  h u m a n  e x i s L e n c e

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

bo th  o f  whom cons tan t  emphas i s  on  t he  human  expe r i ence  o f

a  " m y s t e r y  o f  b e i n g "  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  o f  p a r a m o u n t  - L m p o r t a n c e ,

L o n e r g a n  i s  n o t i c e a b l y  s u b d u e d  o n  t h i s  t o p i c ,  a n d  p a r t i c u l a r l y
q -  i  n  h  i  c  n h  i  I  n c ay , , , . - - u p h : - c a l  m a g n u m  o p u s  I n s i q h t . 2  B u t  i t  w o u l d

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

f h e  n h  i  I  n c n n h  i  n :  I  c  i  a n  i  f i  a r - n -  ^ ry , r r t v r v | , , , r e a r  J r y ' r !  a n  a p p r o p r r a t e  c o n c e p t

o f  m y s t e r y  o r  w h a t  m a y  l o o s e l y  b e  c a l 1 e d  " m y s t i c a l  e x p e r i e n c e . ' l

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

b u t  i n  I n s i q h t  h e  c l e a r l y  h o n o r s  p r o c e d u r e s  o f  a  " m y s t : c a l

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

the  same  u l t ima te  goa I "  as  t he  i n t e f l - ec tua l  p rocedu res  t ha t
y i e l d  m e t a p h y s r c a l  k n o w l e d g e  a n d  d o c t r i n a l  t h e o l o g y . ,  A n d
j - n  l a t e r  w o r k s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  M e t h o d  i n  ' I h e o l o q v ,  h e  w r i t e s

r e p e a t e d l y  o f  r e l i g i o u s  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  b e i n g  c e n r , e : : e d  i n  " a
m y s t e r y  o f  I o v e  a n d  a w e r "  a n d  f i r m l y  s t a t e s  t h a t  a n  ' , o r i e n _

ta t l on  t o  t r anscenden t  mvs te r v p rov i des  t he  p r ima ry

a n d  f u n d a m e n t a l  m e a n i n g  o f  t h e  n a m e ,  G o d . , ' a  T h e  c e n t r a l t t y

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

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

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

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

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

o f  t h e  b r e v i t y  a n d  c o m p a c t n e s s  o f  t h e  r e l e v a n t  p a s s a g e s  t n
I n s i q h t ,  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  t h a t  L o n e r g a n  p l a c e s  o n  t h e  r e c o g n i _

t i o n  t h a t  h u m a n  r e a l i t y  m o v e s  w i t h i n  a  p e r m a n e n t  m y s t e r y

h a s  o f t e n  b e e n  o v e r l o o k e d .  I  s u g g e s t  t h a t  i t  i s  p r e c i s e l y

t o  I n s i q h t ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  w e  s h o u l d  l o o k  f o r  c f a r i f i c a t r o n
^ f  r  ^ - ^ - ^ -u r  L o r l e r g a n  s  p o s r t i o n ,  b e c a u s e  i t  t s  L h e r e  t h a t  h e  e x p l a : n s

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

t e r m s  o r r  i f  y o u  w i l 1 ,  i n  t e r m s  o f  h u m a n  o n t o l o g y .  I n
l a t e r  w o r k s ,  d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  m y s t e r y  a l m o s t  a l w a y s  o c c u r  i n

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

r e l i g i o u s  s e l f - u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  a n d  s o  t e n d  t o  f o c u s  o n  t h e
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emergence  i n t o  a  human  be ing t s  a r t i cu l a te  consc iousness  o f

his permanent or ientat ion toward t ranscendent mystery '  The

ana l ys i s  i n  I ns i qh t  i s  r no re  gene ra l ,  f ocus ing  on  t he  human

s i t ua t i on  as  such .  And  wh i l e  t he  l a t e r  passages  abou t  mys te r y t

espec ia l l y  i n  Me thod  i n  Theo loqv '  a re  ve ry  d i f f e ren t  f r on

those  i n  I ns j _qh t ,  i n  t he i r  po in ted  emphas i s  on  t he  a f f ec t i ve

and  re l i g i ous  d lmens ions  o f  t he  expe r i ence  o f  mys te r y ,  t hey

a re  no t  mean t  t o  be  a  r ev i s i on  o f  t he  ea r l i e r ,  mo re  gene ra l

d i scuss ion  i n  I ns i qh t ,  bu t  r a the r  a re  cons ide red  by  Lone rgan

to  f l esh  ou t  t he  ea r l i e r  accoun t . s  I t  w i l - I  be  wo r thwh i . l e '

t hen ,  t o  ske t ch  t he  f undamen ta l  componen ts  o f  h i s  d i scuss ion

o f  mys te r y  i n  I ns i qh t ,  i n  o rde r  t o  sho r ' r  t ha t  i t s  f ew  t e r se

pages  con ta i n  a  mo re  r i ch  a f f i rma t i on  o f  t he  p l ace  o f  mys te r y

i n  human  se l f - i n t e rp re ta t i on  t han  m igh t  be  supposed .

Lone rgan t s  no t i on  o f  mys te r y ,  as  p resen ted  and  exp la i ned

in  Chap te r  XV I I ,  i s  g rounded  i n  wha t  he  ca l l s  " t he  pa radox i ca l

c a t e g o r y  o f  t h e  ' k n o w n  u n k n o w n . r ! r 5  A s  i n t e l l i g e n t  c r e a t u r e s ,

vre are impel led by the pure desire to kno\ , t ,  by the recurrent

ac t i v i t y  o f  ques t i on i . ng  t ha t  heads  t owa rd  i n t e l l i gen t ,  r eason -

ab le  and  respons ib l e  answers .  "Bu t ,  i n  f ac t ,  ou r  ques t i ons

outnumber our ans$rers,  so that  we know of  an unknown through

ou r  unanswered  ques t i ons . "T  one  i s  a lways  headed  t owa rd  f u r -

ther knowfedge, and so is  a lways or ientated toward the unknown

tha t  i s  known  t o  be  unknown  i n  one ' s  app rehens ion  o f  t he

goa l  o f  as  ye t  unanswered  ques t i ons .  And  one ' s  ques t i on l ng

j . s  i n  p r i nc i p l e  un res t r i c t ed :  i t  a ims  a t  know ledge  o f  t he

to ta l i t y  o f  wha t  i s ,  o f  a l l -  be i ng .  Lone rgan  has  i ndeed  ca re -

f u l l y  de f i ned  "be ing "  heu r i s t i ca l J - y ,  as  t he  ob jec t i ve  o f

the pure desire to know.8 Therefore the category of  the "known

unknosrn" can reach out  to embrace al l  real i ty  beyond what

i s ,  a l r eady  known ,  and ,  ca tego r i ca l l y ,  i s  no t  r es t r i c t ed  i n

scope  by  any  conc re te  i nd i v i dua l  ques t i one r ' s  conc re te  ho r i zon

o f  app rehens ion ,  imag ina t . i on  o r  consc ious  i n t en t i on .

As  i s  eas i J - y  seen ,  t he  ca tego ry  o f  t he  t t known  unknown"

i s  va r i abLe :  i t  can  be  cons t r i c t ed  t o  r e fe r  t o  t he  symbo l

r r x r r  i n  a  s imp le  a l geb ra i c  equa t i on ,  i t  can  be  expanded  t o

re fe r  t o  God  i n  God ' s  essence .  He re ,  i n  t hese  two  examp les ,

the phrase "known unknown" s imply denotes the terms intended

in  t $ ro  unanswered  gues t i ons .  Bu t  su re l y  t he re  i s  an  impo r tan t

d i s t i nc t i on  t o  be  made  be tween  t he  t ypes  o f  gues t i ons  be ing

asked: one aims at  a t 'known unknown" that  can be known
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( g i v e n  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  c o n d i t i o n s )  i n  t h i s  l i f e ;  t h e  o t h e r

i s  a  " known  unknown"  t ha t  canno t .  To  use  Marce l ' s  capab fe

d i c f  i  n a f  i  a n  i  q  m e r e l  v  a  n r o l r ' l  e -  h r r f  t h a  n t h a r  i S  ar l v r  v r f

t r ue ,  pe rmanen t  because  i nexhaus t i b l e ,  mys te r y  f o r  t he  human

g u e s t i o n e r .

Human  be ings ,  acco rd i ng  t o  Lone rgan ,  a re  pe rmanen t l y

o r i en ta ted  t owa rd  t he  " known  unknown . "  Bu t  t h i s  " pe rmanence r l

he  speaks  o f  may  be  unde rs tood  i n  two  ways .  The re  i s  t he

gene ra l  pe rmanence  t ha t  1s  an  a t t r i bu te  pe r t a i n i ng  t o  t he

p resence  o f  a  r ange  o f  " known  unknown"  i n  human  l i v i ng .  And

t h e r e  i s  t h e  s p e c i f i c  p e r m a n e n c e  t h a t  i s  a n  a t t r i b u t e  p e r t a i n -

i n g  t o  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  t r u e  m y s t e r i e s  - L n  M a r c e l ' s  s e n s e .

The  f o rmer ,  gene ra l  pe rmanence  has  i t s  bas i s  i n  t he re  be ing

a lways  some  fu r t he r  ques t i on  t o  ask ,  answerab fe  o r  no t .  The

I  - r r 6 r  c n a a  i  € i  a  n e r m a n e n c e  h a s  i t s  b a s i - s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a tts

some  fundamen ta l  human  ques t i ons  a re  d i r ec ted  t owa rd  wha t

c a n n o t  b e  a n s w e r e d  u n d e r  h u m a n  c o n d r t i o n s .  ( E . 9 . :  W h y  i s

t h e r e  s o m e t h i n g ,  a n d  n o t  n o t h i n g ? ) .  N o w ,  L o n e r g a n  d i s c u s s e s

mys te r y  i n  I ns i qh t  compac t l y  i n  t e rms  o f  t he  " known  unknown , "

no t  d raw ing  a  c l ea r  d i s t i nc t i on  be tween  "p rob lem"  and  "mys -

t e r y "  i n  M a r c e I ' s  s e n s e s ,  w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  i n  s o m e  p l a c e s

he  speaks  o f  mys te r y  s imu l t aneous l y  as  t he  range  o f  t he  " known

unknown"  t ha t  can  be  d im in i shed  t h rough  answers  t o  ques t i ons

and  as  t he  u l t e r i o r  r ange  t ha t  canno t  eve r  be  abo l i shed  i n

t h i s  l i f e .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  b o t h  o f  t h e s e  s e n s e s  a r e  o p e r a t i v e

i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e n t e n c e :  " T h o u g h  t h e  f i e l d  o f  m y s t e r y  i s

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

a ted  f r om human  l - i v i ng . " s  C lea r l y ,  Lone rgan  i s  no t  r ese rv l - ng

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

mean ing fuJ , ,  bu t  i n  p r i nc i p l e  unanswerab . I e ,  ques t i ons .

B e c a u s e  h e  u s e s  " m y s t e r y "  c o m p a c t l y  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e

ob jec t i ves  o f  human l y  answerab le  bu t  no t  ye t  answered  ques -

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

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

"known  unknown"  i t  i s  poss ib l e  t o  cons t rue  Lone rgan  t n
T h -  i  ^ h f  f r ^ -  |  i  - ^  r . ' h - +  I  ^ h -  I  I  ^ -  I  I  

" l  
+  i  - - f ^r r r r r v r r L  L ! E a L r l r g  w r r d L  I  s r l d r !  u d r r  u I L I I t d L e  I I l y S L e f ,  I e 5

a s  m e r e  p r o b l e m s .  S u c h  a  c o n s t r u a l -  i s  m i s t a k e n ,  a n d  i t  i s

impo r tan t  t o  show  tha t  a  f a r r  r ead ing  o f  t he  t ex t  con f i rms

t h i s ,  a n d  a l s o  t o  e x a m i n e  t h e  r e a s o n s  t h a t  L o n e r g a n  p u t s

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

i n  h u m a n  e x i s t e n c e .
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To begin, there is a pedagogical explanation for the

compactness of Lonergants use of the tern t 'mysterytt  and ttknown

unknown" where they appear i .n Chapter XVfI.  Insiqht, we are

adv ised in  i t s  In t roduc t ion ,  i s  wr i t ten  f rom a  "mov ing  v iew-

poi.nt." Now the book as far as Chapter XVII -- which continues

Lonergan 's  account ,  begun in  Chapter  x IV ,  o f  an  exp l i c i t

metaphys ics  in  the  fo rm o f  an  " in tegra l  heur is t i c  s t ruc tu re

of proport ionate bei-ng" -- has not yet moved on to guestions

concerning transcendent being. That is, Lonergan is not yet

address ing  those ques t ions  we may ra ise  tha t  spec i f i ca l l y

aim beyond the scope of being that 1s proport ionate to human

being and knowing. Such questions are broached in the book's

f inal Chapters XIX and XX. Prom the moving viewpoint of Chap-

te r  XVI I ,  then,  the  ana lys is  o f  " the  sense o f  the  unknown"

as a permanent feature of human consciousness prescinds from

any dist inct ion between the unknown as proport ionate to human

being and knowing, and the unknown as transcending human

be ing  and knowing.  Th is  i s  no t  to  suggest  tha t  there  is ,

for Lonergan, no knowledge whatsoever of transcendent real i : !1t.

Rather  he  a f f i rms the  poss ib i l i t y  o f  bo th  "genera l "  and "spe-

c ia1"  t ranscendent  knowledge.  But  u l t imate  mystery  - -  mys tery

in  Marce l ' s  sense has  i t s  bas is  in  what  de  fac to  t rans-

cends human capacit ies of knowing, though not human capacit ies

o f  inqu i ry ;  and thus ,  whether  an  ind iv idua l  rea l i zes  i - t  o r

not, the mystery one experiences at the core of one's being

is rooted in what may be phj-1osophica11y label led "transcen-

dence. "  Indeed,  th is  i s  jus t  the  po in t  tha t  Lonergan is  mak ing :

$/e are orientated into mystery, and experience themselves

as such, long before questions that specify transcendence

are  ra ised.  In  Chapter  XVI I ,  such ques t ions  are  care fu l l y

and exp l i c i t t y  se t  as ide  fo r  la te r  cons idera t ionr l0  wh i le

numerous sentences for example, the reference to Rudolf

Ottors ldea of the Holv -- indicate that Lonergan is concerned

not  to  exc lude re l ig ious  exper ience,  o r  o r ien ta t ion  to  t rans-

cendent  mystery ,  f rom h is  ana l -ys is  o f  our  dynamic  o r ien ta t ion

in to  what  he  descr ibes ,  a t  th is  po in t ,  gu i te  genera l l y  as

"the sphere of the ulterior unknown, of the unexplored and

strange, of the undefined surplus of signif icance and momen-

t o u s n e s s . t ' l r

Lonergan 's  no t ion  o f  mys tery ,  then,  i s  no t  res t r i c ted

to ,  bu t  i .nc ludes ,  u l t ina te  mystery .  Because o f  th i .s  inc lus ion ,

Lonergan can make the unegulvocal claim: "Man by nature is
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or i en ta ted  i n t o  mys te r y ,  and  na tu ram expe l l as  f u r ca ,  t amen

usque  recu r re t  I expe1  na tu re  w i t h  a  p i t ch fo r k ,  neve r t he fess

i t  a l w a y s  c o m e s  b a c k l . " l , w h e n  a  p h i l o s o p h e r  i n  t h e  A r i - s t o _
te l i an  and  Thom is t  t r ad i t j _on  uses  t he  exp ress ion  ' , by  na tu re , t ,
he  does  no t  do  so  l i gh t J_y .  Mys te r y  i s  o f  ou r  hunan  essence .

Wha t  spec i f i ca l l y  i s  i t  abou t  ou r  ve r y  s t r uc tu re  t ha t ,
f o r  Lone rgan ,  i nsu res  ou r  pe rnanen t  o r i en ta t i on  i n t o  mys te r y?

H i s  a n s w e r  t o  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  I i e s  i n  C h a p t e r  X V I I ' s  s u b s e c t i o n

"The  No t i on  o f  Mys te r y "  and  i n  h j - s  ea r l i e r  d i scuss i - on  o f
human  deve lopmen t ,  pa r t  o f  Chap te r  XV ,s  expos i t i on  o f  gene t i c

me thod . l 3  I n  t hese  re l a ted  passages ,  Lone rgan  g rounds  t he
permanence of  our exper ience of  mystery in our nature bej-ng

a  " u n i o n  o f  s e n s i t i v e  a n d  i . n t e l l e c t u a I  a c t i v i t i e s . , , r q  L e t
us  exam ine  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  such  a  un ion .

Human  I i v i ng  i n  t h i s  v i ew  i s  a  un ion  o f  oppos i t e  ac_
t i - v i t i e s .  sens i t i ve  ac t i v i t i e s  a re  r oo ted  i n ,  and  d raw  the i r
r e fe rence  f r om,  t he  phys i ca l ,  t he  pa lpab le ,  t he  se l f  as  a
spa t i o - t empo ra l  cen te r  I oca t i ng  i t s  f ee l i ng  and  pe rce i v i ng ,

en joy i ng  and  su f f e r i ng ,  t aJ - k i ng  and  do ing .  I n t e l l - ec tua l  ac_
t i v i t i e s ,  on  t he  o the r  hand ,  a re  p rope l l ed  and  cond i t i oned
by  t he  de tached  and  d i s i n te res ted  des i r e  t o  know .  These  ac_
t i v i t i e s  a re  success fu l  when  t hey  d raw  the  se l - f  i n t o  "a  qu i t e

d i f f e ren t  mode  o f  ope ra t j - on "  t han  sens i t i ve  f unc t i on i - ng ,
i n  wh i ch  t he  se l f  as  cen te r  i s  t r anscended  t h rough  p rope r l y
human knowing,  and through whi-ch the sel f  enters a universe
o f  be ing  ( t he  un i ve r se  o f  r , r ha t  i s  i n t e l l i gen t l y  g rasped  and
reasonab l y  a f f i rmed )  i n  wh i ch  i t  i t se l f  i s  an  i n f i . n i t es ima l -
componen t  subo rd ina ted  t o  some  (u l t ima te l y  mys te r i ous )  des_
t i n y - r s  s e n s i t i v e  a n d  i - n t e r r e c t u a l  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  o p p o s i t e s
because  t hey  ho ld  t he  one ,  i den t i ca r  se r - f  i n  i ne ruc tab re
oppos i t i on  w i t h i n  i t se l f  as  bo th  an  expe r i enced  cen te r  o f
be ing  and  an  expe r i - enced  no t - cen te r  o f  be ing ,  as  sensJ .ng
an i rna r  and  seL f - t r anscenden t  pa r t i c i pan t  i n  t he  un i ve r se
o f  b e i n g . r 6  T h i s  o p p o s i t i o n  i s  p e r m a n e n t ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  s e f f
i s  b o t h  i t s  s e n s i t i v e  p s y c h e  a n d  i t s  i n t e l l e c t :  , ' B o t h  

a r e
I  and  ne i t he r  i s  me re l y  I t .  f f  my  i n t e l l i gence  i s  m ine ,  so
r s  my  sexua l i t y .  I f  my  reasonab leness  i s  m ine ,  so  a re  my
d r e a m s . " l 7 N o w  a  u n i o n  o f  o p p o s i t e s  i s  a  u n i t y  t h a t  i s  s u s _
ta i ned  i n  t ens ion ,  as  an  i n t e r re l a ted  and  i n t e rdependen t
" u n i t y  o f  o p p o s i t e s  i n  t e n s i o n . " r s  A n d  i t  i s  e x a c t l y  t h i s
t ens ion  t ha t  i s  t he  home  o f  human  mys te r y .  The  t ens ion  i s
c o n s t i t u t e d  b y  i t s  p o 1 e s .  E l i m i n a t e  t h e  p o r e  o f  i n t e r r e c t ,
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and  mys te r y  d i sappea rs  a l ong  w i t h  ques t i on i ng ;  e l im ina te

the  po le  o f  cen te redness  i n  p l ace  and  t ime  - -  t ha t  i s r  expand

in te l l ec t  t o  un res t r i c t ed  ac tua l i t y  - -  and  t he  human  i s  no

J-onger human, but  God, for  Whom myster ies are not .

The two poles const i tut ing the tension are expressed

in  b r i e f es t  f o rm  by  Lone rgan  as  " se l f - cen t  e redness t t  and  "de -

t achmen t r "  and  t he  essen t i a l  oppos i t i on  be tween  t hem as  neve r

t o  be  t r anscended  i n  human  deve lopmen t . l s  The re  i s  pe rhaps

a danger in Lonergan '  s  use of  the tern "se I  f  -centerednes s r l

he re ,  s i nce  j - t  ca r r i es  i nescapab le  ove r t ones  o f  t t se l f i shness . "  I

don ' t  t h i nk  Lone rgan  i s  dea f  t o  t h i s  r esonance i  and  s i nce

he  i s  engaged  i n  an  ana l ys i s  o f  t he  ve ry  s t r uc tu re  o f  human

be ing ,  and  se l f  as  cen te r  i s  a  f undamen ta l  componen t  i n  t ha t

s t r uc tu re ,  i t  i s  un fo r t una te  t ha t  t he  phys i ca l '  sens i t i ve

ground of  human bei .ng should be encapsulated in a term that ,

t aken  i n  i t s  no rma f  usage ,  sugges t s  some th ing  mora l l y  impe r -

fect  or  in need of  correct ion.  The term conveysr however

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

ca l l y  no t  t he  g l o r y  t ha t  t he  I nca rna t i on  revea l s  i t  t o  be .

The  f u l Lcon tex t  o f  Lone rgan ' s  a rgumen t  makes  i t  abundan tJ . y

c l ea r ,  howeve r ,  t ha t  no  such  d i shono r  i s  i n t ended .  On  t he

con t ra r y ,  Lone rgan  emphas i zes  t he  f ac t  t ha t  den ig ra t i on  o f

t he  po le  o f  sens i t i ve  ac t i v i t l e s ,  o r  exc l us i ve  va lua t i on

o f  t he  poJ -e  o f  i n t e l l ec tua l  ac t i v i t i e s ,  can  on l y  l ead  t o

d j , sas te r .  The  t ask  o f  be ing  human  i s  hu rnan  I i v i ng i  and  t he

home of  human I iv ing is  most  obviously the concrete wor ld

o f  " t he  f ee l i ngs  and  emo t i , ons ,  t he  t a l k i ng  and  t he  do ing

that  form the palpable part  of  our I iv ing b/ i th persons and

ou r  dea l i ng  w i t h  t h i ngs . "20  rn te l l ec tua l  ac t i v i t i e s  d raw  us

into the universe of  being,  as \ . re come to knowledge through

an t i c i pa ted  o r  ach ieved  exp lana t i on .  "Bu t  exp lana t i on  does

no t  g i ve  man  a  home . "2 r  ou r  home  i s ,  t r u l y ,  t he  p l ace  o f  t en -

s ion between the two poles:  our home is nei ther merely the

sens ib l e ,  pa lpab le  env i r onmen t  o f  t he .b ru te  an ima l ,  no r  me reJ , y

the realm of  concepts in which we encounter " the bloodless

ba t l e t  o f  me taphys i ca l  ca tego r i es r "  bu t  bo th  a t  once  and

thus  i n -be tween  bo th .  The  t ens ion  o f  human  ex i s t ence  d i scove rs

i t se l f  as  t he  i n -be tween  o f  pa r t i cu l a r  and  un i ve r sa l ,  o f

concrete and abstract ,  of  body and what t ranscends the bodi lyrof

centeredness and not-centeredness and of  ignorance and

know ledge .  Human  be ings  know ,  bu t  a re  a l so  f i n i t e ,  I i .m i t ed ;

thus do not  know aI1;  thus know of  an unknown. Heretofore

1 1



1 2 METHOD

we have  spoken  o f  Lone rgan ' s  " known  unknown"  j - n  t e rms  o f

i n t e l Lec tua l  ac t i v i t y .  Bu t  because ,  as  we  have  seen ,  a  human

be ing  i s  a  t ens ion  be tween  sens i t i ve  and  i n t e f f ec tua l  ac t i v -

i t i e s ,  h i s  o r  he r  o r i en ta t i - on  i - n t o  t he  known  unknown  mus t

b e  b o t h  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a n d  s e n s i t i v e .  T h a t  i s ,  i n  a d d i - t l o n

to  some  i n te l f ec tua l  app rehens j - on  o f  mys te r y ,  a  pe rson ,  t o

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

towa rd  mys te r y  a t  t he  l eve f  o f  t he  sens i t i ve  f l ow  o f  p resen ta -

t i ons  and  t he  imag ina t j - ve  f l ow  o f  r ep resen ta t j - ons ,  a t  t he

Ieve l -  o f  conc re te  images ,  and  t he  f ee l i ngs ,  emo t rons  and

sen t lmen ts  t ha t  acc rue  t o  t hem.  And  on  t h i s  I as t  po in t  Lone r -

gan  i s  p ro found l y  a r t i cu l a te  i n  h i s  d i scuss ion  o f  mys te r y

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

tha t  embody  ou r  o r i en ta t i on  i n t o  t he  known  unknown  and  so

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

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

t unemen t  t o  t he  t r u th  o f  ou r  be ing .

L e t  u s  r e i t e r a t e  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  B e c a u s e  a  h u m a n  b e i n g

i s  a  un ion  o f  oppos i t es  i n  t ens ion ,  eve ry  pe rson  i s  by  na tu re

o r i e n t a t e d  i n t o  m y s t e r y ;  i n  o r d e r  t o  l j - v e  t h e  t r u t h  o f  o n e , s

be ing ,  t hen ,  bo th  t ypes  o f  ac t i v i t y  cons t i t u t i ng  t he  po les

o f  t he  oppos i t i on  mus t  r e f l ec t ,  exh ib i t ,  embody  t he  t h rus t

o f  t ha t  o r i en ta t i on .  The  rema inde r  o f  t h i s  pape r  w i l l  f ocus

on  Lone rgan ' s  d i scuss ion  o f  t he  sens i t i ve  componen t  i n  t h i s

c o m p l e x ,  1 . e . ,  m y s t e r y  a p p r e h e n d e d  i n  ( a n d  a s )  d y n a m i c  i m a g e .

A  success fu f  I j , f e  does  no t  immed ia te l y  f o I I ow  f r om accu r_

a t e  i n s i g h t s .  I n t e l - l e c t u a ]  c o n t e n t s ,  w h i c h  h a v e  t h e i r  o r l g r _ n

i n  i m a g e s  a t  t h e  s e n s i b l e  l e v e l ,  m u s t  s t i I I  b e  i n t e g r a t e d

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

on l y  t akes  p l ace  t h rough  t he  coope ra t j . on  o f  images  as  ca r -

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

and  momen tum to  t he  p ro j ec t  o f  t he  sea rch  f o r  mean ing .22

" I M ] a n ' s  e x p l a n a t o r y  s e l f - k n o w l e d g e ,  "  L o n e r g a n  w r i t e s ,  " c a n
become  e f f ec t i ve  i n  h i s  conc re te  l i v j - ng  on t y  i f  t he  con ten t

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

nam ism o f  dec i s i ons  can  be  embod ied  i n  images  t ha t  r e l - ease

fee l i ng  and  emo t i on  and  f f ow  spon taneous l y  i n t o  deeds  no

I e s s  t h a n  \ , r o r d s . " 2 3  A p p l y i n g  t h i s  t o  o u r  s p e c i f i c  t o p r c ,  b l e

conc l - ude  t ha t  f o r  us  t o  l i ve  t he  t r u th  o f  ou r  na tu ra . I  o r i en_

ta t i on  i n t o  mys te r y ,  t ha t  o r i en ta t i on  mus t  be  embod ied  i n

a f f e c t - l a d e n  i m a g e s  a t  t h e  I e v e I  o f  t h e  s e n s i t i v e  p s y c h e .
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Now, wi th regard to such images in the context  of  h is

d i scuss ion  o f  mys te r y ,  Lone rgan  f i nds  i t  necessa ry  t o  d i f f e r -

en t i a t e  t h ree  f unc t i ons  o f  t he  sens ib l e  image .  F i r s t r  t he re

i s  t he  i nage  as  " image r "  wh i ch  1s  t he  sens ib l e  con ten t  as

i t  f unc t i ons  on  t he  1eve l  o f  sens i t i ve  ac t i v i t y ,  "w i t h i n

the  psych i c  synd rome  o f  assoc ia t i ons ,  a f f ec t s '  exc l ama t i ons '

and  a r t i cu l a ted  speech  and  ac t i on . "2q  second l y ,  t he re  i s  t he

image  as  " s i gn r t t  whe re  t he  image  i s  connec ted  w i t h  some  i n te r -

p re ta t i on  o f  i t .  And  t h i r d l y ,  t he re  i . s  t he  image  as  " symbo l r "

wh i ch  i s  t he  image  as  " l i n ked  s imp l y  \ , r i t h  t he  pa radox i ca l

t known  unknown . t r r 2sBu t  no  image  rema ins  a  symbo l  apa r t  f r om

sj .gn;  for  as symbol ,  evocat ive of  the pure "known unknownrt t

i t  i n v i t es  and  rece i ves  i n t e rp re ta t i on  i n  as  many  $ rays  as

human  i ngenu i t y  can  d i scove r  when  i t  w i shes  t o  exp la i n  o r

e x p r e s s  u l t i m a t e  t h i n g s .

Thus al1 dynamic images that  or ientate humans into the

known unknown operate as both symbol  and s ign,  and such images,

res i d i ng  a t  t he  co re  o f  a l l  human  conce rn ,  gu id i ng  f o r  each

pe rson  t he  t endenc ies  o f  h i s  o r  he r  dec i s i ons  on  how .  and

fo r  wha t  pu rpose ,  t o  1 i ve ,  p l ay  a  power fu l  r o l e  j . n  t he  I i f e

o f  an  i nd i v i dua l .  And  an  i nev i t ab le  r o l e ;  f o r  a  human  rema ins

a sensi t ive creature no matter  how much he or  she comes to

know .  Shou ld  one  come  to  know  a l l  t ha t  i s  human l y  poss ib l e

to  know ,  i t  wou ld  no t  a l t e r  t he  s t r uc tu re  o f  one ' s  be ing ,

and  so  no t  a l t e r  one ' s  o r i en ta t i on  j . n t o  mys te r y .  t ' The  ach ieve -

men t ,  t hen ,  o f  f u I I  unde rs tand ing  and  t he  a t t a i nmen t  even

o f  t he  t o ta l i t y  o f  co r rec t  j udgmen ts  wou ld  no t  f r ee  man  f r om

the necessi ty of  dynamic images that  part ly  are symbols and

p a r t l y  a r e  s i g n s . " 2 6

The need for  dynamic images does not  vary.  What does

va ry ,  howeve r ,  i s  t he  app rop r i a teness  o f  t he  pa r t i cu l a r  dy -

nam ic  images  t ha t  ope ra te  pa r t l - y  as  symbo l s ,  pa r t J . y  as  s i gns

fo r  i nd i v i dua l s  and ,  mo re  gene ra l I y ,  i n  cu l t u res .  App rop r i a te

images ,  i n  t h i s  con tex t ,  a re  t hose  t ha t  i nv i t e  t he  p rope r

un fo l d i ng  o f  one ' s  de tached  and  d i s i n te res ted  des i r e  t o  know ;

appropr iate images are in harmony wi th what normat ive objec-

t i v i t y  d i scove rs  abou t  t he  un i ve r se  o f  be ing ,  and  so  a i d

one  bo th  t o  r each  a  deepe r  comprehens ion  o f  one ' s  p l ace  i n

t he  cosmos  and  t o  o r i en ta te  onese l f  a f f ec t i ve l y  w i t h i n  t he

ho r i zon  t hus  revea led .  And  i napp rop r i a te  images?  They  a re

images  t ha t  a re  i nadequa te  f o r ,  o r  obs t ruc t ,  ou r  dynam ic

or ientat ion i ,nto the knosrn unknown of  the surplus meaninq
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of  r ea l i t y .  How  i s  one  t hen  t o  d i s t i ngu i sh  app rop r i a te  f r om

inapp rop r i a te  images?  One  t ouchs tone  rema ins  t he  f ac t  o f

m y s t e r y  i t s e l f :  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  i m a g e  i s  a s  i n e x h a u s t i b l e

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

i ng  m ind  and  t he  l ong ing  hea r t  t o  t he  rea l i t y  o f  mys te r y

no  . l , ess  t han  t o  t he  mys te r y  o f  r ea l i t y .  App rop r i a te  rmages

w i t h  r espec t  t o  u l t ima te  t h i ngs  a re ,  i n  pa r t ,  conc re te  sym-

bo l s  t ha t  o r i en ta te  us  t owa rd  ou r  ov rn  be ing  as  a  t ens ion

b e t w e e n  s e n s i t i v e  a n d  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a  u n i o n  o f

oppos i t es ,  and  so  o r i en ta te  us  t owa rd  t he  genu ine  mys te r y

t h a t  w e  a r e  a n d  i n  w h i c h  w e  h a v e  o u r  b e i n g . 2 7  A g a i n ,  i n a p -

p rop r i a te  images  w i t h  r espec t  t o  u l _ t ima te  t h i ngs  a re  t hose

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

as  i t  i s  known  and  f oved  i n  t he  p rope r  un fo l d i ng  o f  human

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

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

lmage  as  one  p romp t i ng  o r  se r v i ng  t he  a t t emp t  t o  exp la i n

once  and  f o r  a f l ,  wha t  can  neve r  be  f u l l y  exp la i ned .

I n  I ns l qh t  Lone rgan  names  such  i napp rop r i a te  l -mages

" m y t h s . " 2 8  M y t h s  a r e  e f f o r t s  t o  g r a s p  a n d  f o r m u f a t e  t h e  u l t i -

ma te  na tu re  o f  t h j - ngs ,  t he  t r u th  o f  r ea l i t y ,  bu t  wh i ch ,  bound

w i t h i n  an  ho r i - zon  o f  i nadequa te  se l f - knowJ ,edge ,  d i s t o r t  t ha t

n a t u r e  a n d  t h a t  t r u t h  t o  a  g r e a t e r  o r  f e s s e r  e x t e n t ,  T h i s

i s  no t  t he  p l ace  t o  exam ine  Lone rgan ' s  v j - ew  o f  my th i c  con -

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

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

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

adegua te  se l f - know ledge  depends  upon  co r rec t  unde rs tand ing

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

and  c r i t e r i a  o f  se l f - know ledge ,  and  o f  t he  s t r uc tu re  and

c r i t e r i a  o f  o b j e c t i v i t y .  T h e  c o r r e c t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e s e

and  a t t i t udes  and  conc lus i ons  co r re l - a t i ve  t o  such  unde rs tand_

i n g  L o n e r g a n  r e f e r s  t o  a s  " p o s i t i o n s " ;  a n d  t h e i r  c o r r e s p o n d i n g ,

m i s t a k e n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  h e  n a m e s  " c o u n t e r p o s i t i o n s .  "  
2 s  S i n c e

f h a  n n c i f i n n c  c o n s o n a n t  w i t h  t h e  n r n n e r  r r n f n l d i n c  a fu r r r u t u f r r Y  u r

t he  de tached  and  d i s i n te res ted  des i r e  t o  know ,  symbo l r c  ex_
p r e s s i o n s  s o l j - d a r y  w i t h  t h e n  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  i m a g e s .  M y t h s ,

o n  t h e  c o n l r a r y ,  a r e  s o l i d a r y  w i t h  t h e  c o u n t e r p o s i t i o n s . l 0

S ince  adequa te  se l f - know ledge  r s  no t  a  pe rmanen t  t r ophy  won

i n  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  a  I i n e a r  m a r c h  o f  p r o g r e s s  L h r o u g h  h i s c o r y ,

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

enem ies ,  my ths  - -  whe the r  t hey  owe  t he i r  p resence  t o  i gno rance
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or to less innocent or iq ins --  remain a feature of  the human

wor Id .

Appropr iate images,  or  symbol i .c  expressJ.ons in harmony

w i t h  t he  pos i t i ons ,  Lone rgan  ca l l s  "mys te r i es . "3 r  They ,  and

not myths,  inv i te one into the t ruth of  real i ty  in such a

way that  inteLlectual  and sensi t ive act iv i t ies cooperate

as correct  judgnents and decis ions are reached; they prove

to  be  end less l y  f e r t i l e  so i l  f o r  t he  se l f - t r anscenden t  d i s -

cover ies of  the t rue order of  being,  af fect- laden images

in which,  among other th ings,  human existence becomes luminous

for  i ts  own mystery,  and thus j -nages enabl i .ng one to embrace

in genui-neness and love the t ruth of  one's own nature and

des t i ny .

Lonergan fur ther ment ions that  nyths,  because they are

based on counterposi t ions ,  become discredi ted on occasions

when a profounder sel f -understanding is  reached; and every

such occasion is  an opportuni ty to replace less appropr iate

wi th more appropr iate images,  a provocat ion toward "a more

consc ious  use  o f  mys te r y  pu r i f i ed  o f  my th . "32  An  examp le  o f

such a ref j -nement of  images regarding ul t j -mate th ings can

be  .  seen  i n  P la to ' s  ca re fu l  and  eLabo ra te  cons t ruc t i on  o f

phi losophers '  myths in the major  Dialogues,  which is  accom-

panied by the cr i t i .que or  denunciat ion (Cf.  Republ j .c)  of

Iarge port ions of  the Greek mythological  inher i tance.  Plators

ph i l osophe rs r  my ths  a re  Lone rgan ' s  "mys te r i es t ' :  t hey  a re

symbo l i c  exp ress ions  i n  wh i ch  t he  ph i l osophe r ' s  i ns i gh t s

into the t rue order of  being "blossom out  into assuaging

expressionr ' r  as Er j .c  Voegel i .n has i t ,  to guide and or ientate

us into the nyster ious and inexhaust ib le depths of  being.33

But myster ies can also be re jected for  myths.  And modern-

i t y ,  acco rd i ng  t o  Lone rgan ,  i s  gu i l t y  o f  j u s t  such  a  r e j ec -

t ion on a massive cul tural  and histor ical  scale.  The advances

made possib le by scient i f ic  d iscovery and technologj .cal  inven-

t ion have fueled human hopes for  permanent progress,  and

so have Led to the systemat ic re ject ion of  whatever might

humble us before the very power over real i ty  ! {e have vron

for  oursel-ves.  And so the modern indiv idual  has tended to

reject  the fact  of  mystery i tsel f ,  the humbl ing acknowledge-

ment of  an ul t imately t ranscendent mystery beyond human know-

i r g ,  w i t h i n  wh i ch  human  know ing  i s  i t se l f  a  g i f t  - -  and  so

has repeatedly chosen new, more sophist icated myths to expla in

the nature of  th ings,  for  "myth is  the permanent aLternat ive

to  mys te r y  and  mys te r y  i s  wha t  h i s  hyb r i s  r e j ec ted . "3a
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I f  Lone rgan  does  no t  dwe l l  on  mys te r y  i n  I ns i qh t '  s t i l - I

h i s  ana l ys j . s  i s  mos t  acu te .  I t s  cu lm ina t i on  i n  t he  pa rag raphs

on  "mys te r i es t '  as  app rop r i a te  dynam ic  j -mages  t ha t  o r i en ta te

us  i n t o  t he  known  unknown  o f  r ea l i t y  i s  a  mas te rp i ece  o f

concen t ra ted  unde rs ta temen t .  H i s  acknow ledgemen t  t ha t  t he

re j ec t i on  o f  t he  f ac t  o f  mys te r y  i t se l f  i s  a t  t he  cen te r

o f  m o d e r n i t y ' s  r e j e c t i o n  o f  " m y s t e r i e s "  i s ,  i f  n o t  s p e l l e d

ou t  a t  l eng th ,  s t i l l  obv i ous .  And  i n  h i s  i ns i s t ence  t ha t

i t  i . s  by  way  o f  t he  re j ec t . i on  o f  r nys te r y  t ha t  we  "a re  b rough t

t o  t he  p ro found  d i s i l l u s i onmen t  o f  mode rn  man  and  t o  t he

foca l  po in t  o f  h i s  ho r ro r r "  we  recogn i ze  t ha t  Lone rgan  i s

among  t hose  t h i nke rs  f o r  whom an  i n t eq ra ted  expe r l enc ing

o f  t he  f undamen ta l  mys te r y  o f  be ing  i s  a t  t he  hea r t  o f  hea l -

i n g  i n  h i s t o r y . 3 5

NOTES

t  
"Rahne r  emphas i zes  mys te r y  a  l o t .  r  have  a  f ew  c l - ea r

t h i ngs  t o  say . "  F rom "An  I n te r v i ew  w i t h  F r .  Be rna rd  Lone rgan ,

S . J . ; "  i n  B e r n a r d  J .  F .  L o n e r g a n '  S . J . ,  A  S e c o n d  C o l l - e c t i o n
( P h i I a d e l p h i a :  T h e  W e s t m i n s t e r  P r e s s ,  1 9 ' 7 4 1 ,  p .  2 2 9 .

i n  L o n e r g a n  '  s  I n s i q h t :  A
Y o r k :  H a r p e r  &  R o w '  1 9 7 8 1 ,

7 2 3 - 2 4 .  C f .  G a b r i e l  M a r c e I ,
t r .  c .  S .  F r a s e r  ( C h i c a g o :

1 9 6 0 ) ;  K a r l  R a h n e r ,  F o u n d a -
W i l f i a m  V .  D y c h  ( N e w  Y o r k :

2 z  " M a n  i n  t h e  P r e s e n c e  o f

3 I n s i q h t ,  p .  7 3 6 .  O n  t h e  m y s t i c a l  p a t t e r n  o f  e x p e r i e n c e '

s e e  a l s o  p p .  3 8 5 ,  4 0 7 ,  4 7 0 ,  5 8 0 '  6 8 0 ,  7 4 2 .

*  Lone rgan ,  Me thod  i n  Theo loqv  (New  Yo rk :  He rde r  and

H e r d e r ,  1 9 7 3 1 ,  p a .  1 1 3 ,  3 4 1 .  o n  t h e  t o p i c  o f  n y s t e r y '  s e e

a l s o  e s p e c i a l l y  p p .  1 0 6 ,  1 0 9 - 1 0 ,  1 1 4 ,  1 1 9 ,  3 2 1 - 2 3 '  3 4 4 - 4 7 '

5  
" I n s i . g h t  R e v i s i t e d , "  i n  A  S e c o n d  C o l l e c t i o n '  p .  2 1 5 .

6  I n s i q h t ,  p .  5 3 1 .  C h .  X V I I '  S  1  ,  " M e t a p h y s i c s '  M y s t e r y '

and myTtt l r -  p io.r iaes the context  for  the discussion of  "The
N o t i o n  o f  M y s t e r y , "  S  1 . 6  ( p p .  5 4 6 - 4 9 1 .

7 r b i d . ,  p .  5 3 2 .  8 r b i d .  p p .  3 4 8  f f .  t r ! i d r - ,  p .  5 4 6 .

t o & f g = ,  p .  5 3 4 .  t t & f g - ,  p .  5 3 2 -  t ' : ! i g -  p .  5 4 6 .

t 3 r b i d . ,  p p .  5 4 6 - 4 9 ;  4 6 9 - 7 9 .  
t u l l i g - ,  p .  5 4 8 .

t s r b i d . ,  p p .  5 4 7 - 4 8 ,  4 7 3 - 7 4 .  t u J ! j A - ,  p p .  4 7 3 - 1 4 .

t t & i g - ,  p .  4 7 4 .  t u & f d = ,  p .  5 4 8 .  t t r l r d - ,  p . 4 7 5 .

t o & j q = ,  p .  5 4 7 .  " I ! i g -
2 2 c f  .  M e t h o d  i n  T h e o I o q v ,  p p .  3 1 - 3 1 :  " S u c h  f e e l i n g  g i v e s

i n t e n t i o n a l  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i t s  m a s s ,  m o m e n t u m '  d r i v e ,  p o v t e r .

w i t hou t  t hese  f ee l i ngs  ou r  know ing  and  dec id i nq  wou ld  be
p a p e r  t h j - n .  B e c a u s e  o f  o u r  f e e l i n g s '  o u r  d e s i r e s  a n d  o u r

f ea rs ,  ou r  hope  o r  despa i r ,  ou r  j oys  and  so r rov t s ,  ou r  en thus i -
a s m  a n d  j - n d i g n a t i o n r  o u r  e s t e e m  a n d  c o n t e m p t '  o u r  t r u s t  a n d

2 on  the  sub jec t  o f  mYsterY
Studv  o f  Human Unders tand inq  (  New
s e e  p p .  5 3 1 - 4 9 '  5 6 1 - 6 2 '  6 8 9 ,  6 9 2 ,
The  Mvs te r v  o f  Be inq ,  2  vo l s .  ,
H e n r y  R e g n e r y  C o . ,  G a t e w a y  E d . '
t i o n s  o f  C h r i s t i a n  F a i t h ,  t r .
t n e  S e a l u r y  P r e s s ,  1 9 7 8 1 ,  C h .
A b s o l u t e  M y s t e r Y , "  P P .  4 4 - 8 9 .
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d is t rus t ,  our  love  and ha t red ,  our  tenderness  and wra th '

our  admi ra t ionr  venera t ionr  reverencer  our  d read,  hor ro r '

terror '  we are or:.ented massively and dynamical ly in a world

med ia ted  by  mean ing . "
23rns iqh t ,  p .  547.  ' !b iq - r - ,  p -  533.  t lp ia -=  

" r ! j ( != - ,  P '  54 '7 '

2 7 c f .  M e t h o d  i n  T h e o l o q v '  p .  3 4 1 :  " . " r l o  s y s t e m  w e  c a n

construct w@plumb or master the mystery by

which  we are  he1d.  t '

"Egig!!,  pp. 542-49. As Lonergan later remarked in

" rnsighE--F6i-Git;d , " such emproyment bf the word "myth" is

"ou t  t f  l i ne  w i th  cur ren t  usager "  and is  mis lead ing  ou ts ide
the  contex t  o f  Ins iqh t ;  A  Second Co l lec t ion  '  p '  275 '

"J!Efg!q' PP' 387-89'
3 o r b i d . ,  p .  5 4 8 ;  A  s e c o n d  c o l l e c t i o n ,  p -  2 7 5 .

3 r r n s i g h t ,  p .  5 4 7 .  3 2 r b i d . ,  P .  5 4 8 -
33Er ic  voege l i .n ,  p la to  (Baton  Rouge:  Lou is iana s ta te  un iver -

s i - t y  P r e s s ,  1 9 6 6 1 ,  p .  1 8 5 ;  c f .  p p .  1 8 3 - 1 9 2 .

"Irgigl!, P' 549' 3 5 r b i d .



L INDBECKIS  APPROPRIAT ION OF  LONERGAN

D e n n i s  M .  D o y l e

Un i ve rs i t y  o f  Day ton

In  The  Na tu re  o f  Doc t r i ne  Geo rge  L i ndbeck  engages  i n

se r j . ous  d i a l ogue  w l t h  t he  wo rk  o f  Be rna rd  Lone rgan . l  f n  t he

words  o f  Dav j . d  T racy ,  L i ndbeck  has  w r i t t en  "an  impo r tan t

and  wha t  p rom ises  t o  be  an  i n f l uen t i a l -  book . , ' 2  He  i s  t o  be

commended  f o r  t he  t hough t -p rovok ing  and  ecumen i ca l  na tu re

o f  h i s  wo rk .  As  a  P ro tes tan t  who  i s  w i J - l l ng  t o  engage  se r i -

ous l y  t he  wo rk  o f  Lone rgan ,  L i ndbeck  i s  t o  be  we l , comed  w i t h

open  a rms .

L i ndbeck ' s  app rop r i a t i on  o f  Lone rgan ,  howeve r ,  s t ands

in  need  o f  some  c r i t i ca l  ad jus tmen ts .  I n  a  r ecen t  r ev l - ew

o f  The  Na tu re  o f  Doc t r i ne  Cha r l es  C .  He f l i ng  s ta tes  t ha t

L i ndbeck ' s  t r ea tmen t  o f  Lone rgan  " i s  some th ing  l ess  t han

a n  a c c u r a t e  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  L o n e r g a n ' s  v i e w s . "  3  H e f l i n g  p i n -

po j - n t s  t he  roo t  o f  t he  p rob lem as  L i ndbeck ' s  " hav ing  t r ea ted

as  t he  who le  o f  IMe thod  i n  Theo loqy rs ]  t heo ry  o f  r e l i g i on

w h a t  i s  r e a 1 l - y  o n l y  a  p a r t . " u  I  t h i n k  H e f l i n g  i s  o n  t h e  m a r k ,

and  I  w i sh  t o  deve lop  h i s  po in t  f u r t he r .

A  s tudy  o f  t he  use  L i ndbeck  makes  o f  Lone rgan  w i l l  he tp

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

m isunde rs ta  nd ings  o f  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  on  re l . i g i on  and

d o c t r i n e  t h a t  m i g h t  r e s u l t  f r o m  L l n d b e c k ' s  b o o k .  F i r s t ,  s o m e

s j -m i l a r i t i e s  be tween  Lone rgan ' s  t heo ry  o f  r e l i g i on  and  doc -

t r i ne  and  t he  t heo ry  p roposed  by  L i ndbeck  w i l l -  be  po in ted

ou t .  Second ,  some  o f  t he  advances  t ha t  L i ndbeck  c l a ims  f o r

h i s  o l vn  pos i t j . on  t ha t  can  be  f ound  a l r eady  i n  Lone rgan  w i l l -

be  no ted .  F i na l , l - y ,  t he  rea f  d i f f e rences  be tween  Lone rgan

and  L i ndbeck  conce rn ing  re l i g i on  and  doc t r i ne  w i f r  be  d i scussed .

1 .  L o n e r q a n  a n d  t h e  C u l t u r a l - L i n g u i s t i c  V i e w

T h e  u n d e r l y i n g  d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  L j n d b e c k ' s  a p p r o p r i a t i o n

o f  Lone rgan  L i es  i n  h i s  i nab i l i t y  t o  ca tego r i ze  Lone rgan
cJ .ea r l y  j . n  an  a rgumen t  t ha t  r e f i es  subs tan t i a l l y  on  c l ea r
ca tego r i za t i on .  L i ndbeck  makes  many  o f  h i s  c l a j _ms  aga ins t
t he  concep tua l  backg round  o f  a  f ew  c l ea r  app roaches  t o  doc_
t r i n e :  h e  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  t h e  c o g n i t r v e - p r o p o s i t  j - o n  a I  a p p r o a c h ,

t he  expe r i en t i a l - exp ress i ve  app roach ,  and  t he  cu l t u raL_ l - i n_
gu i s t i c  app roach .  The  cogn i t i ve -p ropos i t i on  a l  i s  t he  app roach

-  |  d -
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of a narrolv or thodoxy that  naively ins ists upon c la ims to

the t ruth of  statements.  The exper ient ia l -expressive is .  the

approach of  a vacuous l iberal ism for  which al1 t ruth is

s t r i c t l y  r e l a t i ve  t o  a  cu l t u ra l  con tex t .  The  cu l t u ra l - I i ngu i s -

t i c  app roach ,  wh i ch  u t i l i zes  a  soc ia l  s c i en t i f i c  t heo ry  o f

re l ig ion,  is  the one that  L indbeck proposes as his own'

Llndbeck t r ies val iant ly  to descr ibe Lonergan in terns

o f  t he  f i r s t  t l do  ca tego r i es .  I n  t he - i n i t i a l  desc r i p t i on  o f

Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  L i ndbeck  dep i c t s  i t  as  a  va luab le  a t t emp t

to conbine what is  best  in the two approaches.  In a later

desc r i p t i on  L i ndbeck  re fe r s  t o  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  as  a  " two -

d j -mens iona l  expe r i en t i a l  exp ress i v i sm . "  Tha t  i s ,  Lone rgan ' s

pos i t i on  i s  mos t  bas i ca l l y -  an  expe r i en t i a l - exp ress i v i sm ,

but  a h ighly developed one that  incorporates many of  the

advan tages  o f  t he  cogn i t i ve -p ropos i t i on  a l  app roach .  F i na I l y ,

L i ndbeck  desc r i bes  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  as  a  " con tempo ra ry

p ropos i t i on  a1 i sm . "  Bu t  Lone rgan  a lways  manages  t o  l oom l a rqe r

t han  t he  l abe l s .

Al though Lindbeck of ten exempts Lonergan f rom some of

the cr j . t ic isms he di rects toward proposi t ionaf is ts and expres-

s i v j , s t s  i n  gene ra l ,  t he re  a re  many  t ha t  he  l e t s  s t and '  The

c rux  o f  t he  ma jo r i t y  o f  h i s  a rgumen ts  i s  t ha t  t hd  cu l t u ra l -

l i ngu i s t i c  v i ew  i s  f o r  va r i ous  reasons  supe r i o r  t o  t he  p rev i -

ous v iews. what L indbeck does 
'  

not  take '  in to account suf f i -

c i en t l y  i s  t ha t  Lone rgan ' s  own  pos i t i on  i nc l udes  and  r su r -

passes  wha t  L i ndbeck  p resen t s  as  t he  cu l t u ra l - l i ngu i s t i c

v i e w .

Not only does Lonergan incorporate elements of  what

L i ndbeck  ca I I s  t he  cu l t u ra l - l i ngu i s t i c  v i ew  i n to  h i - s  own

method in theology,  but  th is incorporat ion is  one of  Loner-

gan ' s  mos t  impo r tan t  ach ievemen ts .  L i ndbeck  desc r i bes  t he

cu l t u ra l - I j .  ngu i s t i c  app roach  as  one  t ha t  p l aces  emphas i s

"on  t hose  respec t s  i n  wh i ch  re l i g i ons  resemb le  l anquages

toge the r  w i t h  t he i r  co r re l a t i ve  f o rms  o f  I i f e  and  a re  t hus

s im i l a r .  t o  cu l t u res  ( j ' n so fa r  as  t hese  a re  unde rs tood  sem i -

o t i ca l l y  .  as  . - r ea l i t y  . and  va lue  sys t€ms  : -  t ha t  i s ,  as  i d i oms

fo r  t he  cons t ruc t i on  o f  r ea l i t y  and  t he  l i v i ng  o f  l i f e )  "

t 1 7 - 1 8 1 .  T h i s  d e s c r l p t i o n  s o u n d s  a l m o s t  l i k e  a  c o l l a g e  c o n -

s t r uc ted  f r om,  va r i gus  p l aces  i n  Lone rgan ' . 9  wo rk .  Fo r  bo th

Lone rgan  and  L i ndbeck ,  r e l i g i ons ,  a l t hough  t hey  a reno t  . t o

be  con fused  w i t h  cu l t u res ,  s t r ong l y  r esenb le  cu l t u res  i n

t ha t  t hey  a re ,  i n  t he  t e rns  Lone rgan  uses  t o  de f i ne  " cu l t u re  , "
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se ts  o f  mean ings  and  va lues  t ha t  i n f o rm  \ t r ays  o f  l i f e .  s

Lindbeck speaks as i f  Lonergan holds that  the human dj .mension

o f  r e l i g i ous  doc t r i nes  can  be  exhaus t i ve l y  unde rs tood  as

exp ress j - ons  o f  expe r i ence .  On  t he  con t ra r y ,  f o r  Lone rgan

re l i g i ous  be l i e f s  a re  cons t i t u t i ve  o f  r ea l i t y ,  t hey  i n f o rm

a  way  o f  1 i f e ,  and  t hey  e f f ec t  t he  goa l s  and  v i s i ons  o f  a

community.  This is  what Lonergan means when he says that

be l i e f s  a re  no t  on l y  cogn i t i ve  bu t  a l - so  commun i ca t i ve ,  con -

s t i t u t l ve ,  and  e f f ec t i ve  tM  76 -79 ' J .  Lone rgan  ho lds  t ha t  r e -

I i g j . ons  ex i s t  w i t h i n  t he  wo r l d  "med ia ted  by  mean ing  and  mo t i -

va ted  by  va lue . "  I t  i s  t h i s  wo r td  t ha t  L i ndbeck  re fe r s  t o

i n  h i s  sec t i on  on  t he  "psychosoc ia l  con tex t " ;  i t  i s  t h i s  wo r l d

tha t  i s  s t ud ied  by  t he  soc ia f  s c i en t i s t s .

L i ndbeck  a t  one  po in t  desc r i bes  t he  cu l t u ra l - l i ngu i s t i c

v i ew  o f  r e l i g i on  as  "a  sys tem o f  d i scu rs i ve  and  non -d i scu r -

s i ve  symbo l s  l i n k i ng  mo t i va t i on  and  ac t i on  and  p rov i d i ng

an  u l t ima te  I eg i t ima t i on  f o r  bas i c  pa t t e rns  o f  t hough t ,  f ee l -

i ng ,  and  behav j . o r  un ique l y  cha rac te r i s t i c  o f  a  g i ven  commun-

i t y  o r  soc i e t y  and  j - t s  members "  IND  62 ) .  As  ea r l y  as  1957

in  I ns i qh t  Lone rgan  w ro te  o f  a  mys te r y  ' r t ha t  i s  a t  once  sym-

bol  of  the uncornprehended and s ign of  what is  grasped and

psych i c  f o r ce  t ha t  s r , r eeps  l i v i ng  human  bod ies ,  l i n ked  i n

cha r i t y ,  t o  t he  j oy fu l ,  cou rageous ,  who lehea r ted ,  ye t  i n t e l -

l i gen t l y  con t ro l l ed  pe r f o rmance  o f  t he  t asks  se t  by  a  wo r l d

o rde r  j - n  wh i ch  t he  p rob lem o f  ev i l  i s  no t  supp ressed  bu t

t r anscended . "6  r n  Me thod  i n  Theo l Lone rgan  speaks  o f  t he

he ld  t oge the r  by  t heChurch as a communi- ty in that  i t  j -s

sha red  mean ing  i n  Ch r i s t ' s  message :

The  message  announces  wha t  Ch r i s t i ans  a re  t o  be l i eve ,
wha t  t hey  a re  t o  become ,  and  wha t  t hey  a re  t o  do .  I t s
mean ing ,  t hen ,  i s  a t  once  cogn i t i ve ,  cons t i t u t i ve ,  e f f ec -
t i ve .  I t  i s  cogn i t i ve  i nasmuch  as  t he  message  t e l l s
wha t  i s  t o  be  be l i eved .  I t  i s  cons t i t u t i ve  i . nasmuch
a s  i t  c r y s t a J - I i z e s  t h e  h i d d e n  i n n e r  g i f t  o f  I o v e  i n t o
ove r t  Ch r i s t i an  f e l l owsh ip .  I t  i s  e f f ec t i ve  j - nasmuch
as  i t  d i r ec t s  Ch r i s t i an  se rv i ce  t o  human  soc ie t v  t o
b r i ng  abou t  t he  k i ngdom o f  God .  tM  3621

In  t he  wo rk  o f  Lone rgan ,  t he re fo re ,  r e l i g i on  i s  no t  s j -mp l y

the  p ropos i t i ona l  exp ress ion  o f  expe r i ence ,  no r  i s  i t  f u l I y

exp la i ned  even  when  i t  i s  a l so  unde rs tood  as  a  commun i ca t j - on

f rom God .  Fo r  Lone rgan ,  r e l i g i on  mus t  be  f u r t he r  unde rs tood

as  hav ing  a  g round ing  i n  a  commun i t y  conce i ved  as  a  soc ia l l y -

cons t i t u t ed  en t i t y .  I t  canno t  be  ove remphas i zed  t ha t  f o r

Lone rgan  re l i g i ons  a re  cons t i t u t i ve  o f  r ea l i t y ,  t ha t  t hey

in fo rm  ways  o f  l i v i ng ,  t ha t  t hey  e f f ec t  t he  goa l s  and  v i s i on

o f  commun l t i es .
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why is L i .ndbeck,  who uses Lonergan as hls maj-n conver-

sa t i on  pa r t ne r  i n  a  book  on  re l i g i on  and  doc t r l ne '  so  unaware

o f  t h i s  impo r tan t  d imens ion  o f  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  on  re l i g i on?

The re  a re  a t  l eas t  a  coup le  o f  r easons .  As  He fJ - j - ng  po in t s

ou t  i n  h l s  r ev i ew ,  some  o f  L i ndbeck rs  mos t  s i gn i f i can t  ea r l y

encounters wi th the work of  Lonergan were wj ' thout  the bene-

f i - t  of  the "background chapters"  of  Method in Theoloqv.T

Unde r  such  c i r cums tances  one  cou ld  ge t  t he  m ls taken  i np res -

s i on  t ha t  f o r  Lone rgan  re l i g i on  can  be  unde rs tood  a fmos t

exc lus i ve l y  as  an  exp ress ion  o f  human  expe r i ence  w i t h  j us t

a  b r i e f  men t j . on  o f  God  and  w i t hou t  b r j - ng ing  i n  i t s  soc i a f

d imens ion .  A  re l a ted  reason  why  L i ndbeck  j - s  unaware  o f  such

an  impo r tan t  d imens ion  o f  Lone rgan ' s  wo rk  i . s  t ha t  i t  i s  on l y

f r om the  pe rspec t r ve  o f  a  h i gh t y  i n t eg ra ted  v i ew  o f  va r i ous

aspec t s  o f  Lone rgan ' s  t hough t  t ha t  one  can  come  to  g rasp

the  impo r tance  o f  t he  soc ia l  na tu re  o f  r e l i g i on  f o r  Lone rgan -

Lone rgan  h imse l f ,  howeve r ,  does  he lp  t he  reade r  t o  make

the  necessa ry  connec t i ons .  He  emphas i zed  t he  soc ia l  na tu re

o f  b e l - i e f  i n  I n s i q h t . s  F o r  h i m ,  b e l i e f  i s  i n h e r e n t l y  a  s o c i a l

p rocess  i n  t ha t  i t  t akes  p l ace  w i t h i n  t he  con tex t  o f  " t he

co l l abo ra t i on  o f  mank ind  i n  t he  advancemen t  and  d i ssem ina t i on

o f  know ledge "  t r  7031 .  Be l i e f s  make  up  a  l a rge  pe rcen tage

of the common fund of  human knowledge that  const i tutes the

ve ry  wo r l d  i n  wh j - ch  human  be ings  l i ve .  Lone rgan  expJ .a i ned :

N ine t y -e i gh t  pe rcen i  o f  wha t  a  gen ius  knows ,  he  be l l eves , .
r t  i sn ' t  pe r sona l l y  i ndependen t l y  acqu i r ed  know ledge .
Human  know ledge  i s  an  acqu i s i t i on  t ha t  goes  on  ove r
cen tu r i es  and  cen tu r i es ,  and  1 f  we  wan t  t o  accep t  no -
t h i ng ,  t ha t  r r r e  don ' t  f i nd  ou t  f o r  ou rse l ves ,  we  reve r t
t o  t he  pa leozo i c  age .  A t  t ha t  pe r i od  t hey  f ound  ou t
f o r  t hemse l ves  eve ry th i ng  t hey  knew .  s

In Method in Theol-oqy Lonergan moved f rom the socia l

na tu re  o f  be l i e f  i - n  gene ra l  t o  t he  soc ia l  na tu re  o f  r e l i g i on

and  doc t r i ne .  He  f l r s t  es tab l i shed  a  soc ia l  s c i ence  pe rspec -

t i ve  w i t h  h i s  chap te r s  on  t he  Human  Good  and  Mean ing .  I t

i s  i . n  t hese  chap te r s  t ha t  Lone rgan  se t  up  a  g round ing  f o r

re l i g i on  and  doc t r i ne  i n  t he  wo r l d  med ia ted  by  mean ing  and

in  wha t  t oday  i s  common l y  ca l l ed  "p rax i s . " t 0  Lone rgan  made  t he

connec t i on  h imse l f :  "Be fo re  ! . / e  can  speak  abou t  r e l i g i on ,

vre f i rs t  must  say something about the human good and about

human  mean ing "  tM  251 .  I n  h i s  chapLe r  on  Doc t r i nes ,  Lone rgan

c lea r l y  r oo ted  h i s  t heo ry  o f  doc t r i nes  i n  t he  g roundwork

o f  t he  ea r l i e r  chap te r s :

2 1
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In  t he  t h i r d  chap te r  on  mean ing  r t r e  d i s t i ngu i shed  t he
c o m m u n i c a t i v e ,  t h e  e f f e c t i v e ,  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i v e ,  a n d
the  cogn i t i ve  f unc t i ons  o f  mean ing .  Nex t ,  i n  t he  f ou r t h
chap te r  on  reJ - i g i on  we  spoke  bo th  o f  an  i nne r  g race
and  o f  t he  ou te r  wo rd  t ha t  comes  t o  us  f r om Ch r i s t  Jesus .
B e c a u s e  o f  i t s  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s o u r c e ,  t h a t  w o r d  i s  d o c -
t r i n e .  B e c a u s e  t h a t  s o u r c e  i s  o n e ,  t h a t  d o c t r i n e  w i l f
be  a  common  doc t r i ne .  F i na l l y ,  such  common  doc t r i ne
w i l l  f u l f i l l  t h e  c o m m u n i c a t i v e ,  e f f e c t i v e ,  c o n s t i t u t i v e ,
and  cogn i t i ve  f unc t i ons  p rope r  t o  mean ing .

I t  i s  e f f e c t i v e  i n a s m u c h  a s  i t  c o u n s e l s  a n d  d i s s u a d e s .
c o m m a n d s  a n d  p r o h i b l t s .  I t  i s  c o g n i t i v e  i n a s m u c h  a s
i t  t e l l s  whence  we  come ,  wh i t he r  we  go ,  how  we  ge t  t he re .
I t  i s  cons t i t u t i ve  o f  t he  i nd i v i dua l  i nasmuch  as  t he
doc t r i ne  i s  a  se t  o f  mean ings  and  va lues  t ha t  i n f o rm
h i s  I r v i n g ,  h i s  k n o w i n g ,  h i s  d o i n g .  I t  i s  c o n s t i t u t i v e
o f  t he  commun i t y ,  f o r  commun i - t y  ex i s t s  i nasmuch  as  t he re
i s  a  common l y  accep ted  se t  o f  mean rngs  and  va l - ues  sha red
b y  p e o p l e  i n  c o n t a c t  w i t h  o n e  a n o t h e r .  F i n a I I y ,  i L  i s
c o m m u n i c a t i v e  f o r  i t  h a s  p a s s e d  f r o m  C h r i s t  t o  t h e  a p o s -
t l es  and  f r om the  apos t l es  t o  t he i r  successo rs  and  f r om
these  i n  each  age  t o  t he  f l ocks  o f  wh i ch  t hey  we re  t he
p a s t o r s .  t M  2 9 8 1

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

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

d a t i o n .  W h a t  j . s  c l e a r  f r o m  t h e  p a s s a g e  a b o v e ,  h o w e v e r ,  i s

t ha t  Lone rgan ' s  t heo ry  o f  doc t r i ne  i s  based  as  much  on  wha t

m i g h t  b e  c a I I e d  h i s  " c u l t u r a l -  I i n g u i s t i c  "  p e r s p e c t i v e  a s

o n  h i s  e x p e r i . e n t i a l  v i e w  o f  r e l i g i o n .

2 .  L i ndbeck  Be ond Loner

Seve ra l  advances  t ha t  L i ndbeck  c l a ims  f o r  h i s  own  pos i -

t i o n  c a n  a l r e a d y  b e  f o u n d  i n  L o n e r g a n .  F i r s t ,  L i n d b e c k  p u t s

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

ab le  t o  b r i dge  t he  qap  be tween  t he  non - t heo log i ca l  and  t he

theoJ -og i ca l  s t udy  o f  r e l i g i on  because  o f

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

j - t s  compa t i b i l i t y

a c a d e m i c  c i r c l e s

I N D  2 5 1 .  O n e  o f  t h e  m a j o r  s t r e n g t h s ,  h o w e v e r ,  o f  t h e  t h e o l o g i -

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

9 a p .  T h e  e n t i r e  f i r s t  f o u r  o f  t h e  e i g h t  f u n c t i o n a l  s p e c i -

a l t i e s  o f  L o n e r g a n ' s  m e t h o d  d e a l  p r e c i s e l y  w i t h  t h e  s t u r l y
^ E  - ^ 1  I  -  i  ^ -  3 - ^ -  j ' h e  I  i  n o r r  i  s i '  i  c - h i  q f ^ r ' i  . ^  I  - c n n i  r  I  . n c r r n h i n -r r r r y u r o L r u -  . v _ r  _ . . - ,

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

s e r v e r .  T h a t  r s ,  o n e  o f  L o n e r g a n ' s  g r e a t  a c h i e v e n r e n L s  h a s

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

s c i e n c e  p e r s p e c t i v e "  i n t o  t h e  t h e o l o g i c a l  e n t e r p r i s e .  L o n e r -

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

t h e  u n i - f i c a t i o n  o f  a l 1  s c i e n c e s . l r

L i ndbeck  exp resses  ano the r  o f t he  advances  o f  h i s  own

a p p r o a c h  o v e r  t h e  a p p r o a c h  h e  a t t r i b u t e s  t o  L o n e r g a n  a s  b e i n g
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that  " the former reverses the re lat lon of  the inner and the

ou te r .  I ns tead  o f  de r i v i ng  t he  ex te rna l  f ea tu res  o f  a  r e l i -

g i on  f r om i nne r  expe r i ence ,  i t  i s  t he  i nne r  expe r i ences  wh i ch

a re  v i ewed  as  de r i va t i . ve "  IND  34 ] .  Th i s  po in t '  t hough '  i s

deba tab fe ,  As  L j - ndbeck  h imse l f  men t i ons ,  Lone rgan  ho lds  t ha t

a t  l eas t  i n  t he  case  o f  Juda i sm and  Ch r i s t i an i t y ,  " no t  on l y

t he  i nne r  wo rd  t ha t  i s  God rs  g i f t  o f  h i s  l ove  bu t  a l so  t he

ou te r  wo rd  o f  t he  re l i g i ous  t r ad i t i on  come  f r om God"  [M  118 ] .

Fo r  Lone rgan ,  r e l i g i ous  be l i e f s  p roposed  by  a  r e l i g i on  t ha t

j - nvo l ves  God ' s  pe rsona l  en t rance  l n t o  h l s t o r y  do  no t  s imp l y

ob jec t i f y  r e l i g i ous  expe r i ence  bu t  s imu l t aneous l y  conce rn

the  wo rd  o f  God  i n  i t se l f .  Such  be f i e f s  emerge  no t  s i npJ -y

from wi th in the col laborat ion of  human beings among them-

se l ves ,  bu t  f r om  w i t h i n  a  h i ghe r  co l l abo ra t i on  o f  human  be ings

w i t h  G o d  t I  6 9 8 - 7 0 3 i  7 1 9 - 2 3 1 .  C e r t a i n  e v e n t s  t a k e  p l a c e  i n

h i s t o r y  i n  wh i ch  t he re  can  be  d i sce rned  a  pe rsona l  en t rance

of God that  marks the advent of  God's word into the wor ld

o f  r e l i g i ous  exp ress ion .  Lone rgan  ma j -n ta i ns  t ha t  " f a i t h  i s

no t  j . n  man ' s  wo rd  bu t  i n  God .  r t  i s  adm i t t i ng  t he  poss ib i l i t y

and acknowledging the fact  that  God could and did enter  into

the  d i v i . s i on  o f  l abo r  by  wh i ch  men  come  to  know ,  t ha t  h i s

contr ibut ion rras one that  could not  be replaced by human

e f f o r t ,  t ha t  i n  accep t i ng  t he  t r u ths  o f  f a i t h  we  a re  be l i ev -

i n g  n o t  j u s t  m a n  b u t  u l t i m a t e l y  G o d "  t s c  9 6 - 7 1 .  T h u s  i t  c a n

be seen that  Lonergan does not  neglect  the external  d imen-

s i ons  o f  r e l i . g i on  i n  f avo r  o f  t he  i n t e rna l ,  bu t  r a the r  s t r i kes

a  f i ne  ba lance  be tween  human  expe r i ence  and  t he  soc ia l  med ia -

t i on  o f  t he  commun i ca t i on  o f  God .

Ye t  ano the r  advance  t ha t  L i ndbeck  a t t r i bu tes  t o  h i s

own approach can al ready be found in Lonergan. L indbeck con-

t ends  t ha t  " r e l i g i ous  change  o r  i nnova t i on  mus t  be  unde rs tood

no t  as  p roceed ing  f r om new  expe r i ences ,  bu t  as  r esu l t i ng

f r om the  i n t e rac t i ons  o f  a  cu l t u ra l , - l i ngu i s t i c  sys tem w i t h

chang ing  s i t ua t i ons "  INo  39 ] .  r n  t he  con tex t  o f  t he  chap te r

i n  wh i ch  t h i s  s t a temen t  appea rs ,  i t  i s  c l ea r  t ha t  L i ndbeck

a t t r i bu tes  t o  Lone rgan  t he  v i ew  t ha t  r eJ . i g i ous  change  comes

mos t  bas i ca l l y  f r om  new  expe r i ences .  On  t he  con t ra r y r  a l t hough

Lonergan would be s low to deny the ro le of  new exper iences

in  r e l i g i ous  change ,  he  none the less  a rgues  t ha t  t he  mos t

bas i c  impe tus  f o r  change  i n  t he  con tempo ra ry  wo r l d  i s  t he

emergence  o f  cu l t u ra l  p l u ra l j - sm .  I n  Lone rgan ' s  v j - ew ,  t heo logy

f i nds  i t se l f  i n  a  new  con tex t  as  t ha t  wh i ch  "med ia tes  be tween

2 3



METHOD

a cu l t u ra l  ma t r i x  and  t he  s i gn i f i cance  and  ro r , e  o f  a  r e r i g i on
in  t ha t  ma t r i x "  [M  x i j .  Theo logy  mus t  be  done  i n  a  new  con_
tex t  i n  wh i ch  one  cu l t u re  t ha t  used  t o  be  cons ide red  no rma-
t i ve  i s  now  conce i ved  as  one  among  many  cu f t u res ,  and  i n
\ , i h i ch  cu l t u res  a re  conce i - ved  as  h i s t o r i ca l ,  deve lop ing  pheno_

mena . t 2  Lone rgan  ca l " l - s  t h i s  t he  emp i r i ca l  no t i on  o f  cu r t u re
and  a rgues  t ha t  t heo logy  i n  t h i s  new  con tex t  shou fd  be  con_
c e i v e d  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  o f  a n  e m p i r i c a l  s c i e n c e  t S C  5 g _ 9 1 .
Th i - s  i s  ha rd l y ,  t o  bo r row  L indbeck ' s  t e rms , t he  t heo log i ca l
p rog ram o f  a  two -d imens iona l  expe r i en t  j - a  I _exp ress i v i s t  and
con tempora ry  p ropos i t i ona l i s t  who  does  no t  su f f i c i en t l y  em_
p h a s i z e  a  c u l t u r a l - I i n g u i s t i c  p e r s p e c c r v e .

A  f i na l  advance  t ha t  L i ndbeck  c r -a ims  f o r  h i s  own  app roach
i s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :

Re l i g i on  canno t  be  p l c t u red  j - n  t he  cogn i t i . v i s t  ( and
v o l u n t a r i s t )  m a n n e r  a s  p r i m a r i l y  a  m a t t e - r  o f  d e l i b e r _
a te l y  choos ing  t o  be l i eve  o r  f o l l - ow  exp l i c i t l y  known
p ropos i t i ons  o r  d i r ec t i ves .  Ra the r ,  t o  become  .e l i g i ous

no  I ess  t han  t o  become  cu l t u ra l l y  o r  l i ngu i s t i ca l l y
c o m p e c . e n t  _ -  r s  t o  i n t e r i o r i z e  a  s e t  o f  s k i l l s  b y  p r a c _
t i c e  a n d  t r a i n i n g .  O n e  I e a r n s  h o w  t o  f e e l ,  a c t ,  a n d
th i nk  i n  con fo rm i - t y  w i t h  a  r e l i g i ous  t r ad i t i on  t ha t
i s ,  i n  i t s  i nne r  s t r uc tu re ,  f a r  r i che r  and  more  sub t l e
t h a n  c a n  b e  e x p l i c j - t 1 y  a r t i c u l - a t e d .  t N D  3 5 1

L indbeck  imp l i es  t ha t  Lone rgan ' s  emphas i s  on  t he  i n t e rna l
does  no t  a l Low  h im  a  f u r r .  r ange  o f  r e fe rence  f o r  desc r i b i - ng
t h e  r o r e  o f  e x t e r n a l  t r a d i t i o n  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  r e l i g i o u s
c o n v e r s i o n .  B u t ,  o n  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  L o n e r g a n  s t r e s s e s  t h a t
t he  changes  i n  f ee l i ng ,  ac t i ng ,  and  t h i - nk i ng  t ha t  co r respond
rough l y  w i t h  r eJ , i g i ous ,  mo ra l ,  and  i n t e l f ec tua l  conve rs ron
invo ] - ve  t he  a t t a i nmen t  o f  a  ne r ^ r  ho r . i zon .  Lone rgan  does  no t
p i c t u re  t he  re r i g i ous  be l i - eve r  as  one  who  w res t res  w i t h  t he
ques t l on  o f  t he  t r u th  o f  va r i ous  p ropos i t i ons  s imp l y  on  a
one  by  one  bas i s .  I t  j - s  t r ue  t ha t  f o r  Lone rgan  t he re  i s  a
s u b j e c t i v e  d i m e n s i o n  t o  t h e  e x j - s t e n t i a l  p r o c e s s  o f  v e r i f y i n g
o n e ' s  r e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s .  W h a t  i s  b e i n g  v e r i f i e d ,  h o w e v e r ,
i s  n o t  p r i m a r i l y  t h e  b e r i e f s  t h e m s e r v e s  b u t  r a t h e r  t h e  h o r i -
z o n  t h a t  t h e y  i n  p a r t  c o n s t i t u t e .  W h a t  i s  b e i n g  e v a l u a t i v e l y
re f l - ec ted  upon  i n  r e l i g rous  be l l e f  a re  t he  mean ings  p roposed ,
t h e  w a y  o f  I i f e  t h e y  i n f o r m ,  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h e y  s u p p o r t ,
t he  v i s i ons  t hey  i nsp i r e ,  t he  good  t hey  b r i ng  abou t ,  t he
human  re l - a t i onsh ips  t hey  engende r ,  and  t he  wo r rd  t ha t  t hey
c o n s t j - t u t e . 1 3  I n  L o n e r g a n ' s  v i e w ,  w h e n  t h e o l o g i a n s  s t . a t e
doc t r i nes  and  exp lo re  t he i r  mean ings  t hey  a re  app rop r i a t i ng
the  t r u th  o f  wha t  has  a l r eady  i n  p r i nc i p l e  been  accep ted
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as t rue wi th the acceptance of  the wor ldview that  they in

pa r t  cons t i t u t e .

3 .  Subs tan t i a l  D i f f e rences

Even though much of  L indbeck's approach can al ready

be found in Lonergan, he does di f fer  f rom Lonergan on t l r ro

subs tan t i a l  po i n t s .

F i r s t ,  L i - ndbeck  c r i t i c  j - zes  Lone rgan '  s  t r anscenden  t a l i s t

assump t i ons  rega rd i ng  i n t e r re l i g i ous  d i a l ogue '  I s  t he re  a

commonal i ty  in re l ig ious exper ience that  can ground inter-

r e l j , g i ous  d i a l ogue?  Lone rgan  assumed  t ha t  t he re  i s ;  a l t hough '

as Lindbeck points out ,  Lonergan was wel l  aware that  he as-

sumed  t h j - s  tND  371 .  L i ndbeck  a rgues  t ha t  such  an  assump t i on

i s  h i gh1y  deba tab le ,  and  i n  t h i s  he  i s  co r rec t '  L i ndbeck rs

c r i t i c i sm  on  t h i s  po in t ,  howeve r ,  s t ands  i n  need  o f  two  gua l i -

f i c a t l o n s .

I t  i s  no t  c l ea r ,  f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  t ha t  Lone rgan ' s  mean ing

of  the word "exper ience" is  the one Lindbeck at t r ibutes to

i t . 14  L i ndbeck  seems  t o  sugges t  t ha t  by  "expe r i ence "  Lone rgan

means  , ' an  expe r i ence "  such  as  a  s i gn i f i can t  occu r rence  t ha t

t akes  p l ace  i n  someone ' s  l j - f e .  L i ndbeck  bu i l ds  much  o f  wha t

he  says  abou t  Lone rgan ' s  t heo ry  o f  r e l i g i on  on  h i s  ana l ys i s

that  for  Lonergan there can be found at  the basis of  d i f fer-

en t  r e l i g i ons  "a  common  co re  expe r i ence "  IND  31 ] '  A l t houqh

Lonergan may at  t imes use the tern ambiguously,  he v i r tual ly

neve r  uses  "expe r i ence "  t o  mean  t t an  expe r i ence . "  As  Ph i - I l i p

J .  Mue l l e r  exp resses  i t ,  f o r  Lone rgan  "expe r i ence  . . '  u sua l l y

des igna tes  t he  emp i r i ca l  f eve l  o f  i n t en t i ona f  consc iousness .  .  . -

Expe r i ence  can  a l so  mean  consc iousness ,  as  i n  ' e xpe r i enc ing

one ' s  expe r i enc ing  ,  unde rs tand ing ,  j udg ing ,  and  dec id i ng  . ' " 15

Mue l l - e r  goes  on  t o  say  t ha t  " r e l i g i ous  expe r i ence  i s  no t

an  unexpec ted  and  momen ta ry  occu r rence . . . .  Re I i g i ous  expe r i -

ence  cons t i t u t es  a  ne$ ,  p r i nc i p l e  o f  I i f e r  a  f r esh  ho r i zon

f o r  l i v i n g . " l 6

I n  t he  second  p l ace ,  L i ndbeck  a rgues  as  i f  Lone rgan ' s

en t i r e  t heo ry  o f  r e l i g i on  and  doc t r i ne  j . s  based  so le l y  upon

h i s  assump t i ons  conce rn ing  un i ve r sa l  r e l i g i ous  expe r i ence .

As  I  have  shown ,  t h i s  i s  no t  t he  case .  Lone rgan  made  h i s

assump t i on  conce rn ing  t he  un i ve r sa l i t y  o f  r e l i g i ous  expe r i -

ence  i n  t he  i n t e res t  o f  i n t e r re l i g i ous  d i a l ogue .  r t  f l ows

na tu ra l l y  f r om  h i s  ana l ys i s  o f  human  i n ten t i ona l i t y  and  h i s

me thod  i n  t heo logy ,  bu t  i t  i s  no t  necessa ry  t o  e i t he r '
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A second  po in t  on  wh i ch  L i ndbeck  ra i ses  a  subs tan t i a l

c r i t i c i sm  o f  Lone rgan  conce rns  t he  on toJ_og j - ca1  re fe rence

o f  chu rch  doc t r i nes .  L i ndbeck  po in t s  ou t  t ha t  f o r  Lone rgan

some  chu rch  doc t r i nes ,  such  as  N i cea , s  doc t r i ne  o f  t he  consub_

s tan t i a l i t y  o f  t he  Son  w i t h  t he  Fa the r ,  \ . r ' e re  i n  t he i r  i n i t i a l
deve lopmen t  r u fes  f o r  t a l k i ng  whose  me taphys j . ca l  impo r t  was

on l y  i nc i p i en t  and  t he  f u I I e r  unde rs tand ing  o f  wh i ch  wou ld

o n l y  c o m e  I a t e r  t N D  9 4 1 . 1 7  f n  c o n t r a s t ,  L i n d b e c k  a r g u e s  t h a t

i n  t he  case  o f  such  doc t r i nes  t he re  i s  no  need  t o  - r ns l s t

o n  a n y  o n t o J - o g i c a l  r e f e r e n c e  w h a t s o e v e r  t N D  1 0 6 1 .

Aga in  a  quaJ - i f i ca t i on  mus t  be  made  conce rn ing  L i ndbeck ' s

c r i t i c i sm .  The  examp le  L i ndbeck  uses  t o  demons t ra te  t he  p rob_

Lem o f  t he  on to l og i ca l  r e fe rence  o f  doc t r i nes  i nvo l ves  con_

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

Lone rgan  and  Rahne r .  L i ndbeck  re fe r s  t o  Lone rgan ' s  app rop r i a_

t i on  o f  t he  med ieva l  psycho log i ca l  ana logy  t o  desc r i be  t r i n i _

t a r i a n  p r o c e s s i o n  a n d  t o  R a h n e r ' s  i n s i s t e n c e  o n  t h e  c o r r e s _
pondence  o f  t he  immanen t  t r i n i t y  and  t he  econom ic  t r i n i t y .

H e  t h e n  a r g u e s  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  o n e  o f  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s  m u s t

be  j udged  imp l i c i t l y  he re t i ca l  because  t hey  canno t  bo th  be

t . r ue .  No th j - ng  cou ld  be  f u r t he r  f r om  the  t r u th ,  howeve r .

R a h n e r ' s  p o s i t l o n  b o i f s  d o w n  t o  t h e  c l - a i m  t h a t  a n  o n t o l o g l c a l

co r respondence  ex j - s t s l  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  i s  a  con te rnpo ra ry

app rop r i a t i on  o f  one  t r ad l t j - ona l  r ^ ray  o f  unde rs tand ing  t ha t

co r responde  nce .  Fo r  bo th  Lone rgan  and  Rahne r  t he  requ r remen t

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

tha t  t r u th  i s  t o  be  unde rs tood ,  a l - l - ows  f o r  a  g rea t  dea l  o f
d i v e r s i t y .  I t  i s  p r e c i s e l y  o n  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  L i n d b e c k  d i s a _
g rees  w i t h  Lone rgan .  L i ndbeck  i ns i s t s  t ha t  once  a  chu rch

doc t r i ne  i s  accep ted  as  a  r u l e ,  t hen  no t  on l y  shou fd  t he

d e g r e e  o f  a f l o w a b l e  d i v e r s i t y  c o n c e r n i n g  i t s  o n t o l o g i c a l

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

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

T h i s  i s  L i n d b e c k r s  r n a j o r  d i f f e r e n c e  f r o m  L o n e r g a n  a n d
pe rhaps  t he  s i ng le  mos t  impo r tan t  c l a im  o f  t he  book .  I t  i s

sad l y  i r on i c  t ha t  t he  po in t  L i ndbeck  pu t s  f o r t - h  as  nav lng

the  g rea tes t  ecu lnen i c  po ten t ra l  r s  a l so  a  po in t  t ha t  t ends

to  d i s t i - ngu i sh  Lone rgan  as  a  Ca tho l i c  and  L j - ndbeck  as  a  p ro_

t e s t a n t .  T h e  q u e s t i o n  a t  r o o t  i s  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  e c c i e s i a s t i _

c a l  m e d i a t r o n  1 s  j - n  s o m e  w a y  i n t i m a t e l y  b o u n d  u p  w i t h  r e v e l a _

t i on .  I f  j . t  i s  no t ,  t hen  chu rch  doc t r i nes  can  be  unde rs tood

a d e q u a t e L y  f r o m  a  c u l t u r a t - l i n g u j , s t i c  p e r s p e c t i v e .  I f  j , t
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is ,  t hen  wh i l e  t he  soc ia l  na tu re  o f  chu rch  doc t r i ne  shou ld

a lways  rece j , ve  p rope r  emphas i s ,  such  doc t r i nes  nus t  a l so

be apprehended s imul taneously f rom an expJ. i .c i t ly  theological

pe rspec t i ve .

The  s i t ua t i on  i s ,  howeve r ,  f a r  f r om  hope less .  L i ndbeck

has  ra i sed  a  po in t  a round  wh i ch  much  ecumen i ca l  d i a l ogue

mus t  cen te r  and  conce rn ing  wh i ch  many  d i s t i nc t i ons  need  t o

be made. Al though many Cathol ics rd i1 l  not  agree wi th L indbeck

that  no ontological  reference whatsoever for  church doctr ine

i s  necessa ry ,  s t i I I  t he  na tu re  o f  such  re fe rence  and  i t s

s ta tus  as  b i nd ing  ca l l  f o r  f u r t he r  r e f l ec t i on .

Lindbeck has v/r i t ten a good book.  He is to be commended

for the depth of  h is thought and for  the ecumenical  nature

o f  h i s  wo rk .  I t  i s  my  w j - sh ,  howeve r ,  t ha t  L i ndbeck  wou ld

no t  have  p resen ted  h i s  pos i t i on  as  a  ca tego r i ca l  advance

ove r  two  ea r l i e r  pos i t i ons  o f  wh i ch  Lone rgan ' s  J - s  a  good

hyb r i d .  Ra the r ,  I  t h i nk  i t  wou ld  have  been  be t t e r  f o r  L i ndbeck

to argue aJ-ong wi th Lonergan for  the need to real ize the

inhe ren t l y  soc j - a l  na tu re  o f  r e l i g j - on  and  doc t r i ne ,  and  t hen

to  d i s t i ngu i sh  h i s  own  pos i t i on  f r om tha t  o f  Lone rgan  conce rn -

i ng  a  t r anscenden ta l  bas i s  f o r  i n t e r re l i g i ous  d i a l ogue  and

the  ques t i on  o f  b i nd ing  on to l og i ca l  r e fe rence  f o r  second -

o rde r  chu rch  doc t r i nes .
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LONERGAN AND THE HUSSERLIAN PROBLEM

OF TRANSCENDENTAL INTERSUBJECTIVITY

Paul  Kidder

Boston CoI lege

Lone rgan ' s  ph i l osophy  i s  a  c r i t i ca l  ph i l osophy .  I t  de r i ves

i t s  c r i t i ca l  po rde rs  f r om a  dec i s i on  t o  ana l yze  me taphys i ca l ,

soc i a l ,  h i s t o r i ca l ,  and  t heo log i . ca l  conv i c t i ons  and  d i spu tes

i n  l i gh t  o f  t he  j - r  cogn i t i ona l - t heo re t i ca l  assump t i ons .  By

v i r t ue  o f  t he  same  dec i s i on ,  Lone rgan ' s  ph i l osophy  i s  a  t r ans -

cenden ta l  ph i l osophy .  I t  i den t i f i e s  a  who le  r ange  and  a  who le

pa t t e rn  o f  i nva r i an t  ope ra t i ons  t ha t  f o rm  bo th  t he  bas i s  f o r

human  expe r i ence  and  t he  bas i s  f o r  a l l  t heo re t i ca l  i n t e rp re ta -

t ion of  human exper ience.  In Method in Theoloqy Lonergan j -den-

t i f i e s  t he  ope ra t i ons  as

s e e i n g ,  h e a r i n g ,  t o u c h i n g ,  s m e l l i n g ,  t a s t i n g ,  i n g u i r i n g ,
imag i . n i ng ,  unde rs tand i - ng ,  conceJ -v i ng ,  f o rmu la t i ng r  r € -
f l ec t i ng ,  ma rshaL l i ng  and  we igh ing  t he  ev l dence ,  j udg ing ,
d e l i b e r a t i n g ,  e v a l u a t i n g ,  d e c i d i n g ,  s p e a k i n g ,  w r i t i n g . r

To  ana l yze  t hese  ope ra t i ons  i n  t he i r  pa t t e rn i ng  and  t he i r

conc re te  cond i t i ons  i s  t o  pe r f o rm  wha t  Lone rgan ,  i n  Me thod ,

ca I I s  ' r i n t en t i ona l i t y  
ana l ys i s . "  To  g to  beyond  anaJ , ys i s  i n

an  e f f o r t  t o  app rop r i a te  t he  pa t t e rns  i n  one ' s  o$ rn  1J - v i ng

and  t h i nk i ng  i s  t o  unde r t ake  t he  cen t ra l  t ask  t o  wh i ch  a1 I

o f  Lone rgan ' s  w r i t i ngs  ch ie f l y  d i r ec t  t he i r  r eade rs .

One may observe that  certa in of  the operat ions named

seem to  have  a  p r i va te  aspec t  t o  t hem.  Wha t  i s  mean t  by  "p r i -

va te "  he re  i s  some th ing  gu i t e  s imp le .  A  mundane  examp le  w i l l

g i ve  a  f i r s t  app rox ima t j - on  t o  i t s  mean ing :  suppose  t ha t  I

arn going out  to d inner $r i th my f r iend Howard.  To 90 out  to

dinner means that  my f r iend and I  intend to spend the evenr.ng

sha r i ng ,  no t  on l - y  a  mea l ,  bu t  memor i es ,  s t o r i es ,  i deas ,  be -

1 i e f s ,  f an tas i es ,  and  so  on ,  wh i ch  wou ld  o the rw i se  have  re -

ma ined  p r i va te .  Were  ou r  memor i es ,  i deas ,  be l i e f s ,  and  so

on  essen t i a l l y  and  comp le te l y  pub l i c  phenomena ,  t he re  wou ld

be l i t t Ie need to spend so much t i -me communicat ing them to

one another.  Furthermore,  in the course of  having di -nner and

v i s i t i ng ,  t he re  a re  su re  t o  be  some  number  o f  t hough t s  and

fee l i ngs  t ha t  my  f r i end  and  I  choose  no t  t o  sha re  w i t h  one

ano the r ,  bu t  r a the r  supp ress  because  t hey  a re  i napp rop r j _a te ,

or  rash,  or  doubtfuL.  We have the power not  only to nrake prb-

I i c ,  bu t  t o  keep  p r i va te  as  we .L l .
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T h e  p r e s e n t  e s s a y  w i f l  a d d r e s s  a  p a r t i c u J , a r  p r o b l e m

tha t  a r i ses  i n  r e l a t j - nq  t he  t r anscenden ta l  r o fe  o f  t - n ren -

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

ope ra t i ons .  The  p rob lem may  i n  f ac t  be  posed  i n  any  one  o f

t h e  t h r e e  f o l l o w i n g  \ , / a y s .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  p I a c e ,  o n e  m a y  a s k ,

how  does  a  cogn i t i ona l  t heo ry  t ha t  makes  t r anscenden ta l  use

o f  p r i v a t e  a c t s  o f  i . n t e l l i g e n c e  e x p l a i n  t h e  p u b l i c  a s p e c t s

o f  human  l i f e?  Can  t he  t heo ry  ach ieve  an  exp lana t i on  o f  t he

pub l i c  aspec t s  o f  l i f e  i n  a  way  t ha t  s t r eng thens  ra the r  t han

weakens  t he  ove ra l l  cogn i t i ona l  t heo ry ,  bu t  does  no t  me re l y

reduce  t he  pub1 l c  t o  t he  p r i va te?  Second l y ,  one  may  deve lop

the  f o rego ing  ques t i ons  i n t o  a  scep t i ca l  cha l l enge  res t i ng

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

tha t  p i vo t s  on  t he  p r i va te  ac t s  o f  my  own  i n te l l i gence  even

accoun t  f o r  t he  ve ry  ex i s t ence  o f  m inds  o the r  t han  my  own?

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

how  do  I  know  tha t  my  d i nne r  compan ion  i s  no t  j us t  an  au toma-

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

ope ra t i ons  o f  h i s  own?  Th i r d I y ,  one  may  ask ,  wha t  j - s  t he

na tu re  o f  t he  commun i t y  o f  sub jec t s  whose  cogn i t i ona l -  ope ra -

t i ons  a re  be ing  sough t  by  t he  g i ven  cogn i t i ona l  t heo ry?  Im-

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

i s  t he  on to l og i ca l -  g round  o f  commun i t y  t o  be  f ound  i n  i nd i v i -

dua l s  o r  i n  t he  reLa t i ons  t ha t  ex i s t  among  i nd i v i dua l s?  Shou ld

the  commun i t y  be  unde rs tood ,  f o r  ph i l osoph i ca l  pu rposes ,

as  a  co l l ec t i on  o f  i nd i v i dua l s ,  o r  shou l - d  each  i nd i v i dua f

be  unde rs tood  as  be ing  f undamen ta l l y  a  pa r t i c i pan t  i n  a

g r e a t e r  s o c i a l  r e a l i t y ?

T h e  w h o l e  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m  t h a t  i s  s u b j e c t  t o  t h i s  t r i -

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

cenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y .  "

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

f o l l o w i n g  p a g e s  w i I I  b e  t o  a n s w e r ,  f o r  L o n e r g a n ' s  p h i l o s o p h y ,

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

L o n e r g a n ' s  c o g n i t i o n a l  t h e o r y  j - n c o r p o r a L e s  t h e  p u b l i c  a s p e c r s

o f  human  I i f e  i n  a  way  t ha t  s t r eng thens  h i s  ove ra l l  t heo ry ;

i t  w 1 1 l  b e  s h o w n  t h a t  t o  r a i s e  a  s o l i p s i s t i c  o b j e c t i , o n  t o

L o n e r g a n ' s  p o s i t i o n  i s  t o  m i s u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  p o s i t i o n ;  a n d

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

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

m a k e s  a n  o n t o J - o g i c a l  c o m m i t m e n t  t o  L h e i r  d y n a m i c  i n t e r r e -

l a t i o n s h i p .



INTERSUBJECTIVITY

The phi . losophy of  Edmund Husser l  wi l l  serve as a back-

ground to th is t reatment of  Lonergan. The problem of  t rans-

cenden ta l  i , n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  as  i t  i s  d i scussed  i n  con tempo ra ry

ph i l osophy  i s  r i gh t f u l l y  ca l l ed  a  Husse r f i an  p rob lem.  f o r

Husse r l ' s  ph i l osophy  makes  use  o f  sub jec t i v i t y  i n  such  a

manner and to such a radical  degree that  a decis ive address

to  t he  p rob lem i s  no t  on l y  ca l l ed  f o r ,  bu t  i s  pu rsued  by

Husse r l  exp l i c i t l y ,  a t  J , eng th ,  and  i n  pa ins tak i ng  de ta i l .

Lone rgan ' s  t r ea tmen t  o f  t he  p rob lem,  on  t he  o the r  hand ,  i s

I a rge t y  imp l i c i t .  Remarks  re l evan t  t o  t he  p rob lem o f  t r ans -

cenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  a re  woven  i n t o  Lone rgan ' s  d i scus -

s i on  o f  o the r  ph i l osoph i ca l  j . s sues .  Tak ing  advan tage ,  t hen ,

o f  a  hos t  o f  gene ra l  s im i l a r i t i e s  t ha t  ex j - s t  be tween  t he

ph i l osoph ies  o f  Husse r l  and  Lone rgan12  one  may  use  Husse r l ' s

wo rk  t o  i nd i ca te  whe re  t he  p rob lem connec t s  w i t h  Lone rgan rs

though t .

The  f o l l ow ing  o rde r  o f  d i scuss ion  sugges t s  i t se l f .  The

wr j . t i ngs ,  bo th  o f  Husse r l  and  Lone rgan ,  con ta i n  sec t i ons

whe re  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  i s  cons ide red  i n  a  non - t r anscenden ta l

( and  t he re fo re  t r anscenden ta l l y  non -p rob lema t i c )  e ray .  These

sec t i ons  w i l - l -  be  dea l t  w i t h  f i r s t ,  so  as  no t  t o  con fuse  t hem

wj - t h  t hose  sec t i ons  t r ea t i ng  spec i f i ca l l y  t r anscenden ta f

i n t e r sub jec  t i v i t y .  Nex t ,  an  expos i t i on  o f  some  o f  t he  ma in

fea tu res  o f  Husse r l ,  '  s  phenomeno log i ca l  ph i l osophy  w i l - 1  be

g i ven ,  I ead ing  i n t o  a  d i scuss ion  o f  h i s  add ress  t o  t he  p rob -

I em o f  t r anscenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y .  A f t e r  cons ide r i ng

some  o f  t he  c r i t i c i sms  t ha t  Husse r l - ' s  t r ea tmen t  o f  t he  p rob lem

has  rece i ved ,  an  i n t e rp re ta t i on  o f  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  on

the  ma t t e r  w i I I  be  deve loped ,  an  i n t e rp re ta t i on  wh i ch  neces -

sa r i J , y  ex t r apo la tes  t o  a  sma11  deg ree  f r om Lone rgan ' s  imp l i -

c i t  s t a t e m e n t s  i n  h i s  w r i t i n g s .

1 .  I n t e r sub iec t i v i t v  i n  t he  Non -T ranscenden ta l  Sense

Bo th  Lone rgan  and  Husse r l  ho l d  t ha t  human  l i f e  i s  i n

some  sense  f undamen ta l l y  i n t e r sub jec  t i ve ,  and  t ha t  t he re

i s  scme  sense  j . n  wh i ch  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  has  au tonomy  and

p r i o r i t y  ove r  t he  i nd i v i dua l i t y  o f  t he  pe rson .  Ye t  i n t e r -

sub jec t i v i t y  has  l im i t a t i ons  as  an  exp lana to r y  p r l nc i p l e .

Acco rd i ng  t o  Lone rgan ,  t he  wo r l - d  i s  a lways  med ia ted ,

and  i n  some  measu re  cons t i t u t ed ,  by  mean ing ;  and  mean ing

" i s  embod ied  o r  ca r r i ed  i n  human  i n te r sub jec t i v i t y .  i n  a r t ,

i n  symbo l s ,  i n  l anguage ,  and  i n  t he  l i ves  and  deeds  o f
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p e r s o n s . r r 3  W h i I e  a r t ,  s y r n b o l ,  I a n g u a g e ,  a n d  d e e d s  a I I  m o v e

th rough  t he  med ium o f  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y ,  t he re  a re  a l so  ways

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

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

emo t i ona l  i den t i f i ca t i on .  These  phenomena  a re  spon taneous

and  a f f ec t i ve :  f ee l i - ng  sp reads  w l t hou t  r e f l ec t i on .  u  The  sou rce

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

t o  t h e  ' w e '  t h a t  r e s u l t s  f r o m  t h e  m u t u a l  l o v e  o f  a n  ' I '  a n d

a  ' t h o u ' ; "  s  i t s  ' r w e r r  
" p r e c e d e s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  s u b j e c t s

and  su rv i , ves  i t s  ob l i v i on .  "  5

I n t e r s u b j e c  t i v i t y  h a s  i t s  o w n  k i n d  o f  m e a n i n g .  I n t e r s u b -

j ec t i ve  mean ing  a r i ses  spon taneous l y  and  i nd i ca tes  f eeJ - i ngs

r a t h e r  t h a n  t h o u g h t s ,  A  s m i I e ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  d o e s  t h i s . T l n t e r -

sub jec t i ve  mean ing  does  no t  r ega rd  ob jec t s l  " r a the r  i t  r evea l s

o r  even  be t rays  t he  sub jec t ,  and  t he  reve la t i on  i s  immed ia te . " s

T h e r e  i s ,  h o w e v e r ,  a  l i m i t a t i o n :  " A  s m i l e  m a y  b e  s i m u -

Ia ted  and  so  i t  may  be  t r ue  as  opposed  t o  mendac ious ,  bu t

i t  c a n n o t  b e  t r u e  a s  o p p o s e d  t o  f a l , s e . " s  P u r e l y  i n t e r s u b j e c -

t i ve  mean ing  does  no t  make  t he  k i nds  o f  t r u t h  c f a ims  t ha t

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

sophy  i n  pa r t i cu l a r ,  cons tan t l y  i nvo l ves  c l - a ims  t o  t he  k i nd

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

be  d i sce rned  w i t hou t  ve r i f i ca t i on  o f  such  cJ -a ims ,  pu re l y  i n t e r -

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

o f  t h e  r e a 1 .  B u t  t o  a c k n o w l e d g e  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  l i n g u i s t i c

mean ing  requ i r es  adve r t ence  t o  ac t s  t ha t  have  a  p r i va te  aspec t

t o  t hem.

H u s s e r l ' s  w r i t i n g s ,  t o o ,  b e a r  w j - t n e s s  t o  a  s p o n t a n e o u s

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

l i f e .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  p a s s a g e s  i n  B o o k  I I  o f  H u s s e r l ' s  I d e a s

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

( d i e  p e r s o n a l i s t i s c h e  E i n s t e f l u n q )  ,  w h e r e l n  h u m a n  s u b j e c t s

have  an  immed ia te  p resence  f o r  one  ano the r . ' 0  When  one  i s  i n

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

no  ma t t e r  how  ma te r i a l  o r  mechan i " ca l  i t  may  o the rw i se  seem,

i s  p e r c e i v e d  a s  a n  i m m e d i a t e  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  a  d i s t i n c t  p e r s o n a l -

i t y ,  o r  s p i r i t  ( G e i s t ) . r r  W h e n  e n j o y i n g  a  d i n n e r  o u t  w i t h  m y

f r i e n d  H o w a r d ,  t h e r e  i s  n o t h i n g  a b o u t  H o w a r d  t h a t  I  p e r c e i v e

a s  a  m e r e  o b j e c t  t h e  w a y  I  p e r c e i v e  t h e  c o a t  r a c k  o r  t h e  s a l t

s h a k e r  a s  m e r e  o b j e c t s .  R a t h e r  I  e n j o y  H o w a r d ' s  p e r s o n  i n

.  c ^ o - f i n  h i , s  hands  and  ha i r  and  c l o th i nq  as  nuch



INTERSUBJECTIVITY

as in h is words and facia l  gestures.  In re lat ing to Howard

personal ly ,  I  f ind his body and spir i t  thoroughly uni ted-12

In these same Ideas I I  passages (as wel l  as in other

texts) ,  Husser l  draws specia l  at tent ion to the intersubject ive

or ig ins of  the mot ivat ions and purposes of  human act lon.  My

act iv i t ies are constant ly  being mot ivated by the prompt ings

of  others,  and my act ions seek to prompt them.13 Even i f  I

am at  home alone,  my house is  fu l l  of  cul tural  objects in

whlch the ideas,  the ski11s,  the purposes of  other people

a re  i ns tan t i a t ed . rq

But nei ther th is intersubjec t iv i ty  of  mot ivat ion nor

the intersubject iv i ty  of  the personal is t ic  at t l tude provides

an  adequa te  f ounda t i on ,  i n  Husse r l ' s  eyes ,  f o r  a  r i go rous

and comprehensive phi losophy,  a phi losophy that  would give

an adequate account of  the whole range of  one's involvements

w i t h  p l an t s ,  an ima l s ,  peop le ,  t oo l s ,  soc i a l  and  cu l t u ra l  i n -

st i tut ions aI I  of  the mundane engagements that  Husser l

i nd i ca tes  w i t h  t he  t e rm  " l i f e -wo r l d . " l 5  A  r i go rous  ph i l osophy

of the whole range of  e lements wi th i .n the l i fe-wor ld would

need to consider a l l  the ways in which the l i fe-wor ld is  nor-

maIIy interpreted.  In fact ,  human exper ience of  the wor ld

is interpreted less commonly in terms of  the personal is t ic

at t i tude than i ,n terms of  what Husser l  cal ls  the "natural

a t t i t ude "  ( d i e  na t i i r l i che  E ins te l l unq )  .  Husse r l  '  s  f ounda t i ona l

ph i l osoph i ca l  i deas ,  wh i ch  he  ca l l s  " phenomeno logy ,  "  a re  de -

veloped, not  through a deeper explorat ion of  the personal is t ic

a t t i t ude ,  bu t  t h rough  an  oppos i t i on  t o  t he  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude .

The  t r anscenden taLph i l osophy  occas ioned  by  t h i s  oppos i t i on

requ i r es  a  t heo ry  o f  l n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  t ha t  d i f f e r s  f r om the

pe rsona l i sm  o f  I deas  I I .

2 .  T ranscenden ta l  I n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  i n  Husse r l ' s  Phenomeno loqv

A .  The  P rog ram o f  Husse r l ' s  Phenomeno logy

The negat ive aim of  phenomenoJ-ogy is  to overcome the

na tu ra l  a t t i t ude .  The  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude  cons i s t s  i n  a  se t  o f

ob jec t i v i s t i c  assump t i ons  occu r r i ng  gu i t e  na tu ra l l y ,  bu t  w i t h

h igh l y  l im i t i ng  e f f ec t ,  i n  common  sense ,  i n  sc i ence ,  and  i n

phi losophy.  In phi losophy,  for  example,  the natural  at t i tude

operates in the development of  object iv is t  epistemologies.

Object iv is t  interpretat ions of  sc ient i f ic  knowing begin where

conc re te  sc i en t i f i c  ac t i v i t y  ends :  sc i ence  es tab l i shes  va r i ous

fac t s  abou t  ex i s t i ng  ob jec t s ;  ob jec t i v i s t  ep i s t emo log ies  ex -

pla in how the scient is ts were able to overcome the barr iers

3 3
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of  t he j - r  own  sub jec t i v i t y  enough  t o  ge t  a t  t he  t r ue  ob iec t s

tha t  $ /e re  t he re  t o  be  go t t en  a t .  I n  so  do ing ,  t hese  ep i s t emo-

l og ies  assume  tha t  t o  ve r i f y  t he  t r ue  ex i s t ence  o f  t h i ngs

i s  t he  same  as  t o  en te r  i n t o  an  o rde red  wo r l d ,  t he  o rde r  o f

wh i ch  i s ,  as  i t  a lways  and  eve r  sha l l  be ,  u t t e r l y  i ndependen t

f r om,  and  i nd i f f e ren t  t o ,  i t s  i n t e r roga t i on  by  human  sub jec t s .16

A s  o b j e c t i v i s m  g u i d e s  a n  e p i s t e m o l o g y ,  s o  i t  c a n  i n f l u -

ence  t he  f o rmu la t i on  o f  p rob lems  and  app roaches  i n  t he  sc i -

ences  t hemse l ves ,  and  t he  common  assump t l ons  ope ra t i ve  i n

common  sense .  Bu t  i n  a I l  va r i a t i ons  on  t he  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude ,

whe the r  comrnon -sens  i caJ - ,  s c i en t i f i c ,  o r  ph i l osoph i ca l '  i t

i s  t he  unques t i oned ,  p resuppos i t i ona l  cha rac te r  o f  t he  bas i c

na tu ra f - a t t i t ude  t ene t s  t ha t  Husse r l  mos t  opposes .  I n  i t s

en thus iasm fo r  t he  i ndependence  o f  f ac t s ,  t he  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude

s imp l y  ove r l ooks  t he  obv ious  t r u th  t ha t  eve ry  f ac t  i s  pa ra -

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

den t  upon  t he  cons t j - t u t i ng  ac t i v l t y  o f  sub jec t i v i t y .

The  f u I I  p rog ram o f  Husse r l ' s  phenomeno logy  i nc l udes

the  seve ra l  t asks  o f  se t t i ng  as i de  t he  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude ,  o f

deve lop ing  an  a l t e rna t i ve  con tex t  f o r  ph i l osoph i caJ -  ana l ys i s

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

gene ra l  p rocedu res  whe reby  j udgmen ts  a re  made  and  t r u ths  a re

es tab l i shed ,  and  o f  r e l , a t i ng  t hese  gene ra l  p rocedu res  t o  t he

spec i f i c  p rob lems  na t i ve  t o  pa r t i cu l a r  sc i ences .  Such  a  vas t

p rog ram res i s t s  b r i e f  summary .  Bu t  some  sense  o f  t he  ove ra l l

pu rposes  and  t ac t i c s  o f  pheno rneno logy  i s  necessa ry  f o r  f o rm ing

a  c l ea r  i dea  o f  how  i t  conce i ves  sub jec t i v i t y  and  i n t e r sub iec -

t i v i t y  t r anscenden ta l l y .

Phenomeno logy  beg ins  w i t h  a  f undamen ta l  chanqe  o f  a t t i t ude .

I nasmuch  as  t ha t  change  abandons  t he  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude ,  Husse r l

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

wa rds  a  genu ine l y  phenomeno log i ca l  a t t i t ude '  Husse r l  ca I l s

i t  " t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  r e d u c t i o n .  "  1 7  T h e  e p o c h d  i s  a c h i e v e d  b y

p u t t i n g  o u t  o f  p I a y ,  s u s p e n d i n g ,  b r a c k e t i n g ,  a I l  a t  o n c e ,

a I l  t h e  v a l i d i t i e s  a s s u m e d  1 n  t h e  n a t u r a l  a t t l t u d e .  O n I y  b y

thus  re fus i ng  t o  t ake  any  f ac t  wha t soeve r  as  s imp l y  g i ven

does  t he  gues t j - on  genu ine l y  and  f u l l y  a r i se  as  t o  t he  manne r

i n  w h i c h  g i v e n n e s s  a s  s u c h  o c c u r s . 1 8  B y  d e n y i n g  i t s  p h i l o s o p h i -

c a I  r e f l e c t i o n  a n y  p r e g i v e n  v a l i d i t i e s ,  e p o c h 6  m a k e s  t h e  p r e -

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

f i m e  1 9  T h a  c n n c h 6 -  f h c n -  i n i f i a f e s  a  t r r e d r r c f i o n - "  i n  t h e  S e n s er r . L  ! y v ! r r !

o f  a  r e t u r n  t o  o r i q i n s . 2 0  T h e  r e d u c t i o n  i s  " t r a n s c e n d e n t a l "
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because the or ig in sought is  the subject ive condi t ion for

t he  poss ib i l i t y  o f  t r u t h .

To prescind f rom the object iv i ty  of  objects and the inde-

pendence of  t ruths is  not  to e l iminate objects as appearances

and t ruths as ideas and proposi t ions.  The bracket ing of  as-

sumed val id i ty  reta ins the sense and the appearance of  that

which is  bracketed:  in epoch6 the wor1d,  "my wor ld,  our worId,

human i t y ' s  wo r l d "  does  no t  d i sappea r ,  bu t  i s  r ecove red  as

"phenomenon . "2 l  Phenomena l  appea rances  a re  t i ed  t o  a  pa r t i cu l a r

sub jec t ;  t he  appea rance  o f  ob jecLs  occu rs  on l y  i n  sequences

o f  p ro f i J -es  r e l a t i - ve  t o  a  pa r t i cu l a r  po in t  o f  v i ew .  I n  t he

na tu ra l  a t t i t ude ,  one  sees  t h i s  r e l a t i v i t y  as  sub jec t i ve  d i s -

t o r t i on  o f  ob jec t i ve  ex i s t ence l  i n  t he  t r anscenden ta l  r educ -

t i on  one  cons ide rs  i t  essen t l a l - . 22  The  phenomeno log i s t  ope ra tes

on the convict ion that  a suf f ic ient ly  r i .gorous and thorough

a r t i cu l - a t i on  o f  t he  conca tena t i on  o f  a l l  p ro f i l e s ,  a l ong  w i t h

the concepts that  guj-de their  coherence,  provides a bet ter

accoun t  o f  how  t r u ths  a re  es tab l i shed  and  ma in ta i ned  t han

the  v j - ew  t ha t  s imp l y  pos i t s ,  by  f i a t ,  i ndependence  f r om the

sub jec t  as  t he  gu id i ng  c r i t e r i on  f o r  t r u t h .

AJ - t hough  t he  t r anscenden ta l  r educ t i on  con f i nes  i t s  con -

s i de ra t j - on  t o  t he  resou rces  o f  t he  t h l nk i - ng  sub jec t ,  i t  i s

ab le  w i t h i n  t ha t  sphe re  t o  de te rm ine  how  ob jec t s  a re  known

to  ex i s t  and  p ropos i t i ons  a re  known  t o  be  t r ue .  Ma te r i a l  ob -

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

Ye t  one  i s  awa re  t ha t  some  p ro f i l e s  o r  se r i es  o f  p ro f i l e s

o f f e r  a  be t t e r  i nd i ca t i on  o f  t he  who le  t han  do  o the rs .23  I t

i s  o f  t he  ve ry  na tu re  o f  consc iousness  a lways  t o  be  i n t end ing

ob jec t s ;  bu t  because  o f  an  imp l i c i t  awa reness  o f  deg rees  o f

gua l i t y  i n  one ' s  access  t o  ob jec t s ,  consc iousness  i n t ends

i t s  ob jec t s  w i t h  co r respond ing  deg rees  o f  po ten t i a l  f o r  t r u t h .

An  i n t en t J -on ,  t he  ob jec t  o f  wh i ch  i s  absen t ,  i s  an  "emp ty "

i n t en t i on ,  and  a  j udgmen t  r ega rd i ng  such  an  ob jec t  demands

tha t  t he  i n t en t i on  be  f i t f ed  by  t he  co l l ec t i ng  o f  ev i dences .2a

I f  ,  f o r  examp le ,  I  r ecommend  t o  my  d i nne r  compan ion  t he  che f ' s

spec ia l  t r u i t e  meun id re ,  I  on l y  emp t i l y  i n t end  a  d i sh  t ha t

has not  yet  even been prepared.  I  take a r isk in recommending

i t .  By  i nv i t i ng  myse l f  i n t o  t he  k i t chen  t o  wa t ch  t he  che f

p repa re  i t ,  o r r  u l - t ima te l y ,  by  t as t i ng  t he  p repa red  d i sh ,

I  would gather the evidences that  would support  or  undermine

my  es t ima t i on  o f  t he  qua l i t y  o f  t he  d i sh .  The re  i s ,  mo reove r ,

an  op t imum po in t  a t  wh i ch  no th i ng  t ha t  pe r t a i ns  t o  t he  g i ven

judgmen t  i s  emp t i l y  i n t ended ,  bu t  r a the r  a l l  o f  t he  pe r t i nen t
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fea tu res  co - i n t ended  w l t h  t he  i n t en t i on  o f  a  g i ven  ob jec t

m a y  b e  s a i d  t o  b e  f i l l e d .  B y  t h i s  s t a t e o f  a f f a i r s  t h e  t h i n k i n g

s u b j e c t  r e c o g n i z e s  a  c e r t a i n t y . 2 s

Thus  f r om a  res t r i c t i on  t o  me re  phenomena  i n  t he  epoch6 ,

Husse r l  has  deve loped  an  exp lana t i on  o f  t he  a f f i rma t i on  o f

a c t u a l l y  e x j . s t i n g  m a t e r i a l  o b ; e c t s .  H o w e v e r ,  r e a l j . t y  i s  m o r e

t h a n  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s .  C o n t i n g e n t  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  m a t e r i a L o b -

j e c t s  e n g e n d e r s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s .  L o o k i n g  a t  m y  d i n n e r  p l a t e l

I  see  t ha t  i t  i s  r ound l  l ook i ng  a t  my  compan ion ' s  p l a te ,  I

no t i ce  t ha t  i t  t oo  i s  r ound .  Thus  I  assoc ia te  t he  two ;  t hey

a re  t he  same  t ype  o f  t h i ng ;  bo th  a re  r ound .  "Roundness "  i n

t h i s  c a s e ,  t h o u g h  g e n e r a l ,  i s  t i e d  t o  c o n c r e t e  i n t u i t i o n s . 2 6

Bu t  t he re  i s  a  sense  i n  wh i ch  t he  poss ib i l i t y  o f  d i scove r i ng

a  common  roundness  i n  ob jec t s  j . s  p rov i ded  by  some th ing  no t

t i ed  t o  conc re te  i n t u i t i ons ,  some th ing  pe r f ec t l y  gene ra l  and

a  p r i o r i :  t h e  c i r c l e ,  o r  c i r c u l a r i t y  i t s e I f . 2 t  S u c h  p u r e  g e n e r a l -

i t i e s ,  o r  " e i d e , "  a r e  f r e g u e n t l y  e m p l o y e d  i n  j u d g m e n t s .  J u d g -

m e n t s  o f  t h i s  s o r t  a s s e r t ,  n o t  c o n t i n g e n t  e x p e r i e n t i a l  f a c t s '

bu t  necessa ry  a  p r i o r i  l im i t s  t o  expe r i ence .  To  ve r i f y  t he

e i d e t i c  c o m p o n e n t  o f  o n e  o f  t h e s e  j u d g m e n t s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  r e -

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

unchangeab i l i t y  and  a  p r i o r i  cons t i t u t i - ve  power  o f  t he  p ro -

posed  e i dos  i n  a l l  r e l evan t  cases  a  t es t  as  t o  whe the r

one ' s  j udgmen t  i nvokes  a  genu ine  e j , dos .28  The  p rocess  by  wh j - ch

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

f r ee  va r i a t i on  o f  examp les .  One  beg lns  w i t h  t he  p roposed  e l dos

and ,  by  r unn ing  t h rough  a  who le  r ange  o f  va r y i ng  imag ined

j - n s t a n t i a t i o n s ,  t h e  g e n u i n e n e s s  o f  t h e  c h o s e n  e i d o s  ( i f  i t

i s  genu ine )  i s  a l l owed  t o  announce  i t se l f  by  t he  pe rs i s t ence

o f  t h e  e j - d o s  t h r o u g h  a l L p o s s i b l e  v a r i a t i o n s . 2 s

The  phenomeno log i ca l  exp lana t i on  o f  t he  ve r i f r ca t i on

o f  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  a n d  e i d e  c o n s t i t u t e s  H u s s e r l ' s  p o s i t i v e

a l t e rna t i ve  t o  t he  na i ve  ob jec t i v i sm  o f  t he  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude ;

bu t  t he  movemen t  f r om epoch6  t o  ve r i f i ca t i on  a l so  es tab l i shes

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

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

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

R v  n r o c n  i  n r i  i  n a  f r n m  f  h o  n l - r i o n f  i  r r i  f r r  a f  n h i  a c l - <
Y - v

s u m e d  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  a t t i t u d e ,  t h e  p h e n o m e n o l o g i c a l  e p o c h 6

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

c a n  h e  e x n e r i e n c e d  " ^ - 1  I  - - e s c i n d s
L ^ y u t  r L r r e s u  d s  d r r  s r r L r  L y  P !

f r n m  ^ c n o - i - e  c r r n l ^  r  ^ . ' - ^ n q  i  . n  n e f r r r :  I  I ' r o h- - - - l  a s  s p a r r a L  e x f e . . - ^ - . . ,  - - . . a v r o r s ,
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pe rsona l i t y ,  and  pe rsona l  r e l a t i onsh ips .30  A1 l  o f  t hese  qua l i -

t i e s ,  some  o f  t he rn  c l ea r l y  i n t e r sub jec t i ve ,  a re '  o f  cou rse '

retr ievable through phenomenological  analysis:  phenomenology

uncovers the process whereby I  const i tute a spat ia l ,  temporal '

i n t e r sub jec t i ve  wo r l d  t o  wh i ch  I  nay  add  myse l f  as  a  member '

Bu t  v t hen  t he  epoch6  f i r s t  t akes  p1ace ,  a l l  o f  t he  emp i r i ca l

and  i n t e r sub jec t i ve  qua l j . t i e s  t ha t  make  a  sub jec t  a  " human

person" are considered mere phenomena displayed before the

s ing le  ego  t ha t  pe r f o rms  t he  epoch6 .  The  ego '  t he  ' r "  t ha t

pe r f o rms  t he  epoch6 ,  t hen ,  i s  no t  i n  t he  wo r l d ,  bu t  i s  r a the r

the extramundane t ranscendental  ground for  the worId,  hence

t ' t he  t r anscenden ta l  ego . "3 r  s i nce  on l y  t he  ego  t ha t  pe r f o rms

the epoch6 pers ists through the epoch6 as something rnore than

mere phenomenon, Lhat  ego is  the unique and ul t imate source

fo r  a l l  mean ing ;  eve ry th j - ng  wo r l d l y  has  an  essen t i a l  depen -

dence  upon  i t .  And  because  t he  o rd i na ry  i n t e r sub jec t i ve  l i f e

o f  hu rnan  be ings  i s  some th ing  wo r l d l y ,  " a  un igue  so r t  o f  ph i l o -

soph i ca l  so l i t ude , "  says  Husse r l ,  cha rac te r i zes  t he  t r anscen -

den ta l  ego :

I  am  no t  an  ego ,  who  s t i I l  has  h i s  vo ] l ,  h - i s - . ! 9 '

h i s  t o t a l  commun i t y  o f  cosub jec t s  i n  na tu ra l  va l i d i t y '

A11  o f  mank ind ,  and  t he  who le  d i s t i nc t i on  and  o rde r i ng

of  personal  pronouns has become a phenomenon wi th my

.po. i t6;  and so has the pr iv i lege of  l - the-man among other

m e n . ' -

w i t h  t hese  asse r t i ons  t he re  emerges  a  con f l i c t  be tween

the t ranscendental  star t ing-point  of  phenomenology and the

mean ing  o f  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y .  The  goa l  o f  phenoneno logy  i s

to expla in how sub j  ect  i -vely-grounded const i tut ion of  the wor ld

can  a l so  be  t r ue .  Howeve r ,  pa r t  o f  wha t  i t  means  t o  be  " t r ue "

i s  t o  be  " t he re  f o r  eve ryone t t  - -  a lways  and  eve r  Lo  pe rs i s t

in the same manner no matter  who does the interrogat ing,  or

when ,  o r  whe re .33  Bu t  a  p rob lem a r i ses  he re ,  f o r  t he  ph rase

" the re  f o r  eve ryone "  su re l y  has  a  ho l f ow  r i ng  i f  by  "eve ryone "

is meant aI I  of  those human persons who are mere phenomena

d i sp layed  be fo re  a  s i n91e ,  un ique  t r anscenden ta f  ego '  Thus

the  pe rsona l i s t  t r ea tmen t  o f  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  i n  I deas  I 1

i s  o f  no  ass i s t ance  he re .  Ho l r , eve r  immed i . a te  one ' s  o rd i ' na r y

re l a t i onsh ips  w j . t h  o the rs  may  be  i n  t he  non - reduced  l i f e -wo r1d '

those re lat ionships cannot but  become mere phenomena in the

epoch6. So in order for  the phrase t t there for  everyone" real ly

to be normat ive,  there must exist  a mul t ip l ic i ty  of  ! rg!E99!:

den ta l  egos .  Hence  t he  p rob lem o f  t r anscenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec -

t i v i t y .
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fn  h i s  "F i f t h  ca r t es i an  Med i t a t i on "  Husse r l  unde r t ook

a  ve ry  d rama t i c  so l u t i on  t o  t he  p rob lem o f  t r anscenden ta l -

i n t e r sub jec  t i v i t y .  The re  he  ra i sed  and  add ressed  an  ob jec t i on

c la im ing  t ha t  t he  abso l - u te  f ounda t i on  f o r  h i s  ph i l osophy

i s  e n t i r e l y  s o l i p s i s t i c .  I n  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  r e p l y i n g  t o  t h i s

ob jec t i on ,  Husse r l  a t t emp ted  a  cons i s t en t l y  phenomeno log i ca l

d i scove ry  and  ve r i f i ca t i on  o f  t he  ex i s t ence  o f  " o the r , '  t r ans_

cenden ta l  egos .

H i s  a rgumen t  r uns  as  f o l l - ows .  Beg inn ing  w i t h  a  bo l , d

move ,  Husse r l -  emphas i zes  t he  un iqueness  o f  t he  one  t r anscen_

dental  ego that  perforrns the phenomenoJ-ogical  epoch6 by de-

mand ing  a  f u r t he r  phenomeno log i ca l  r educ t i on :  t he  ' ! r imo rd ia l "

r educ t i on ,  o r  r educ t i on  t o  t ' o \ " / nness . "  One  exc ludes ,  i n  t h l s

reduc t i on ,  a l l -  sense  t ha t  pheno rnena  have ,  o r  m igh t  have ,

"a l i en "  o r i g i ns  o r  f ounda t i ons :  phenomena  a re  cons ide red

on l y  i nso fa r  as  t hey  a re  f u I l y  p resen t  and  comp .J -e te  w i t h i n

the  t r anscenden ta l -  ego ' s  sphe re  o f  immanence .3u

No$r,  i f  one performs th is reduct ion on the phenomenon

o f  "myse l f  as  a  man r "  one  ob ta i - ns  " ,mv  an ima te  o rqan i sm '

( m e i n e n  L e i b )  a n d  ' m y  p s v c h e '  ( m e i n e  S e e I e ) ,  o r  m y s e l f  a s

a  psycho -phys i ca l  un i t y . " 35  Ho t reve r ,  pe r f o rm ing  t h i s  same

reduc t j - on  on  ano the r  pe rson  y i e l ds  some th ing  qu i t e  d i f f e ren t .

The  o the r  i s ,  i n  my  ownness ,  me re l y  a  body  (K i j r pe r ) ,  a  phys i -

ca I  un i t y .  35

A l t hough  t he  bod ies  o f  ' r I r r  and  "o the r "  a re  t hus  rad i -

ca I I y  d i f f e ren t  w i t h i n  t he  p r imo rd ia l  r educ t i on ,  t hey  neve r_

t h e l e s s  e x h i b i t  i n n u m e r a b l e  p e r c e p t i b l e  s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  w h i c h

s i . r n i l a r i t i e s  impe l  one  spon taneous l y  t o  g roup  t he  two  bod ies

w i t h i n  t he  same  t ype ,  " human  body . "  Th i s  g roup ing ,  i n  t u rn ,
p rov i des  t he  bas i s  f o r  phenomeno log i ca l  d i scove ry  o f  t he

o t h e r  a s  o t h e r  t r a n s c e n d e n t a L e g o .  B e c a u s e  t h e  s i g n i f r c a n c e

o f  my  own  body  i s  a  psycho -phys i ca l  un i t y ,  any  o the r  r eco l l -

n i zab l y  human  body  can  t ake  on  t he  same  s i gn i f i cance  __  bu t
i n  a  r oundabou t  manne r  r equ i r ed  by  t he  reduc t j - on  t o  ownness :

S i n c e ,  i n  t h i s  n a t u r e  a n d  t h i s  w o r I d , _ - m y  a n i m a t e  o r g a n _
i s m  ( m e i n  L e i b )  i s  t h e  o n l y  b o d y  ( K i j r p e r )  t h a t  r s  o r
can  be  cons t i t u t ed  o r i g i - na l J - y  as  an  an ima te  o rgan rsm,

the  body  ove r  t he re ,  wh i ch  i s  neve r t heLess  app re_
hended  as  an  an ina te  o rgan i sm,  mus t  have  de r i ved  t h i s
sense  by  a_n  appe rcgp t i ve  t r ans fe r  f r om  my  an ima te  o rqan_
l_sm,  and  done  so  i n  a  manne r  t na t@
d i rec t ,  and  hence  p r imo rd ia l  show ing  o f  t he  p red i ca tes
b e l o n g i n g  t o  a n  a n i m a t e  o r g a n i s m  o n l y  a  s i m i l a r i t y
c o n n e c t i n g ,  w i t h i n  m y  p r i m o r d i a l  s p h e r e ,  t h a t  b o d y  o v e r
t he re  w i t h  my  body  can  se rve  as  t he  mo t i va t i ona l  bas i s

f " : -  
t he  "a_na loq i? i n -q "  app rehens ion  (ana loq i s i e {S :nde

A u t t a s s u n g )  o f  t h a t  b o d y  a s  a n o t h e r  a n j _ m a t e  o r g a n i s m . 3 T
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Adding to the spontanei ty of  th is "analogiz ing apprehen-

s i on "  i s  i t s  f undamen ta l  connec t i on  w i t h  t he  psycho log l ca l

t endency  t o  "pa i r "  t he  ob jec t s  o f  pe rcep t i on :  i f  t he re  a re

two  \ , r i ne  g l asses  on  t he  t ab1e ,  I  do  no t  see  t hem f i r s t  as

two th ings and then proceed to reason that  they are both

w ine  g l asses ;  I  seem them as  " r r i ne  g l asses "  j us t  as  soon

as  I  see  t hem as  " two . t t  I n  pa i r i ng ,  t hen ,  t he re  i s  an  t t ove r -

l app ing  o f  ob jec t i ve  sense r "  wh i ch  app l i es ,  w j - t h i n  ce r t a i n

l - im i t s ,  t o  t he  pe rcep t i on  o f  my  own  body  and  t ha t  o f  ano the r . 3s

Ana log i z i ng  app rehens ion  and  pa i r i ng  do  no t  r evea l ,

o f  cou rse ,  any  ac tua l  gua l i t i e s  o r  con ten t s  o f  t he  psych i c

l i f e  o f  t he  o the r  ego .  As  j - n  t he  case  o f  ma te r l a l  ob j ec t s ,

one  mus t  g radua l l y  become  fam i l i a r  w i t h  ano the r  pe rson  t h rough

the  va r i ous  p ro f i l e s  t ha t  he  o r  she  o f f e r s  f o r  i nspec t i on

ove r  t ime ,  i . e . ,  t h rough  t he  j - deas  t ha t  a re  u t t e red ,  t he

fee l i . ngs  and  images  t ha t  a re  desc r i bed ,  exp ress ions ,  behav io r s ,

hab i t s  and  t he  l i ke .  Bu t  mo re  impo r tan t l y ,  t he  o the r  i s  con -

s tan t l y  r e -a f f i rmed  as  o the r  eqo  by  an  j - nexhaus t i - b i l i t y  t ha t

no  ma te r i a l  ob j ec t  has .  The  o the r  ego  i s ,  l i ke  my  own  ego ,

a  f undanen ta l  sou rce  f o r  t he  cons tan t ,  dynam ic  c rea t j - on  o f

p ro f i l e s ,  such  t ha t  e f f o r t s  a t  a  de f i n i t i ve  c i r cumsc r i p t i on

o f  ano the r  pe rson ' s  cha rac te r  a re  r epea ted l y  f r us t r a ted  by

new  su rp r i ses .

W i th  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  t hus  phenomeno log i ca l l y  con f i - rmed ,

the path j -s prepared for  phenomenologlcal  conf i rnat ion of

t he  i n t e r sub  j  ec t i ve l y - sha red  wo r l d  :

T h e  i n t r i n s i c a l - 1 y  f i r s t  o t h e r  ( t h e  f i r s t  " n o n - E g o " )
Ego  makes  cons t i t u t i on -

eTTt ldslb-Te a new inf in i te domain of  what is  "other: , '
an  Ob jec t i ve  Na tu re  and  a  who le  ob jec t i ve  wo r l d ,  t o
wh i ch  a l l  o t he r  Egos  and  I  myse l f  be l ong .3s

Thus  ob jec t i v i t y  j - s  r e i n t r oduced ,  bu t  no r r ,  as  phenomeno log i -

ca l l y  d i sce rned  t h rough  t he  t r ea tmen t  o f  t r anscenden ta l  eqo

and  o the r  ego .

C .  D i f f i cu l t i e s  and  Deve lopmen ts

Some  o f  Husse r l ' s  bes t  i n t e rp re te r s  have  exp ressed  s t r ong

rese rva t i ons  rega rd i ng  Husse r l ' s  wo rk i ng -ou t  o f  t r anscen -

den ta l -  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y  and  t he  ro l - e  o f  t r anscenden ta l  i n t e r -

sub jec t i v i t y  i n  phenomeno logy  gene ra l l y .  Many  c r i t i c s  have

exp ressed  susp i c i on  rega rd i ng  t he  poss ib i l i t y  o f  pe r f o rmrng

a l l  o f  t he  phenomeno log i ca l  r educ t i ons  and  s t i 11  be ing  ab le

to  cons t i t u t e  t he  o the r  as  a  t r u l y  a l - i en  t r anscenden ta l  ego .

I n  pa r t i cu l a r ,  A l f r ed  Schu t z  has  a rgued  (am id  h i s  many  de ta i l ed

3 9
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o b j e c t i o n s  t o  H u s s e r l ' s  t h e o r y )  t h a t  i t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o

v e r i f y  t h e  o t h e r  a s  a n y t h i n g  m o r e  t h a n  a  b e h a v i n g  a n i m a l

un fess  one  e i t he r  ove rs teps  t he  res t r i c t i on  t o  ownness  o f

t h e  " F i f t h  C a r t e s i a n  M e d j - t a t i o n "  o r  e l - s e  " s I i p s  i n t o "  t h a t

sphe re  o f  ownness  a  p re -unde rs tood  conv i c t i on  t ha t  wo rds

I i k e  " y o u r "  " h e r r "  a n d  " e v e r y o n e "  r e f e r  t o  g e n u i n e  r e a l i t j - e s .

T h e  l a t t e r  m o v e  i s  w h a t  S c h u t z  c l a i m s  H u s s e r l  i m p l i c i t l y

d o e s  i n  h i s  " F i f t h  C a r t e s i a n  M e d i t a t l o n . " u 0  E u g e n  F i n k  a n d

o t h e r s  h a v e  c o n c u r r e d  i n  t h i s  a s s e s s m e n t . q r  M i c h a e l  T h e u n i s s e n ' s

T h e  O t h e r  i n c l u d e s  t h e  e q u a l l y  a n d  s i m i l a r l y  t h r e a t e n i n g

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

o f  " body "  emp loyed  i n  t he  p r imo rd ia l  r educ t i on ' s  ana log i z i ng

app rehens ion  i nev i t ab l y  r ende rs  t he  t r anscenden ta l  sphe re

dependen t  upon  t he  emp i r i ca l .  Fo r  t he  on l y  way  t ha t  t he  t r ans -

cendence  o f  t he  o the r  ego  i s  con f i - rmed  j " s  t h rough  ana log i z i ng

app rehens ion ,  wh i ch  i s  t o  sdy r  t h rough  t he  med ia t i on  o f  a

body  p resen ted  t o  t he  senses .  The re fo re ,  a l t hough  i n  p r i n -

c i p l e  phenomeno logy  i ns i s t s  upon  t he  dependence  o f  a l - l  emp i r i -

ca I  phenomena  on  t he  t r anscenden ta l  €9o ,  he re  t he  ego  o f

t he  o the r  i s  subo rd ina ted  t o  t he  emp i r i ca l  man i f es ta t i on

o f  h i s  o r  he r  body .u '

I s o  K e r n  t o o  h a s  r e c o g n i z e d  t h e  g r e a t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  H u s -

se r l  encoun te r s  j - n  a t t emp t i ng  t o  ove rcome  the  so l i ps i sm  i n t r o -

duced  i n  Ca r tes i an  Med i t a t i ons ,  bu t  Ke rn  c l a ims  t ha t  such

d i f f i cu l t i e s  a re  pecu l i a r  t o  t he  Ca r tes i an  wav  i n t o  phenomen-

o logy ,  t he  Ca r tes i an  way  o f  deve lop lng  a rgumen ts  i n  f avo r

o f  pe r f o rm ing  t he  epochd  and  t r anscenden ta l  r educ t i on .q3  The

Car tes i an  way  p resupposes  t he  need  f o r  a  ph i l osophy  t ha t

has  an  abso lu te  g round  i n  i ndub i t ab le  ev l dence . ' "  The  na tu ra l

a t t i t ude  canno t  p rov i de  such  a  g round ing  because  i t  me re l y

a s s u m e s  t h e  o b j e c t i v i t y  o f  i t s  o b j e c t s .  O n l y  t h e  c o g i t o ,

t h e  t h i n k i n g  " I " ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  w h o f e  o f  i t s  n a t u r e  u n f o l d s

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

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

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

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

them mere l y  as  appea rances ,  bu t  u l t ima te l y  p rov i d j - ng  a  mo re

compe l l i ng  accoun t  o f  t he  cons t i t u t i on  o f  t he  wo r l d  t han

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

r T . t i n d  f h a  1 ' r . n c ^ e n d e n t a l  r e d u c t i o n  w a s  n o t  u s e d  i n  F o r m a l -

and  T ranscenden ta l  Loq i c ,  and  was  even  a t t acked  by  Husse r l -

h i m s e l f  i n  T h e  C r i s i s . q s  T h e s e  t w o  w o r k s  p u r s u e ,  n o t  a  C a r t e s i a n
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wdy, but  an ontological  $ray."6 The ontological  vray begins

by acknowledging accepted ! {ays of  d iv id ing up and re lat ing

the  va r i ous  aspec t s  o f  t he  s t r uc tu re  o f  r ea l i t y .  Fo rma l  l og i c

rep resen t s  such  a  d i v i s i on .  The  t e rm  r r l l f e -wo r Id "  sugges t s

a  b roade r  on to l ogy ,  one  t ha t  embraces  a l l  o f  t he  spec i f i c

on to l og ies  o f  l og i c ,  common  sense ,  phys i ca l  s c i ence r  and

so  on .  Bu t  none  o f  t hese  on to l og ies  i s  comp le te '  f o r  i n  t he

cou rse  o f  d i f f e ren t i a t i ng  i t s  ob jec t s ,  each  i gno res  t he  sub -

j ec t i ve  o r i g i n  o f  a f l  o f  i t s  d i . f f e ren t i a t i ng  ac t i v i t y .  I n

t h i - s  case ,  t hen ,  a  change  o f  a t t i t ude  f r om the  na tu ra l  a t t i -

t ude  t o  t he  phenoneno log i ca l  neans  w lden inq  one ' s  on to l og i ca l

ana l ys i s  so  as  t o  i nc l . ude  i t s  p rope r  sub jec t i ve  a  p r i o r i

component.  The t ranscendental  reduct ion alone al lows such

an  i nc l us j . on .  Th i s  on to l og i ca l  way  i n t o  phenomeno logy '  c l a ims

Ke rn ,  does  no t  have  t he  p rob lem w i t h  so l i ps i sm  tha t  t he  Ca r -

t e s i a n  w a y  h a s .

Such  a  d i s t i nc t i on  be tween  t he  me thods  o f  t he  ea r l i e r

Husse r l  and  t hose  o f  t he  La te r  Husse r l  i s  no t  un fam i l i a r

t o  Schu t z  and  Theun i ssen .  Bo th  r ead i l y  obse rve  t ha t  The  C r i s i s

projects a new way of  explor ing the problem of  t ranscendentaf

i n t e r sub jec  t i v i t y ,  bu t  t hey  no te  a l so  t ha t  Husse r l  r / as  p re -

ven ted  by  h i s  f i na l  i l l - ness  f r om fu l 1y  unde r tak i ng  t ha t  ex -

p l o ra t i on ,  and  f r om i nd i ca t i ng  i t s  d i r ec t i on  w i t h  any th i - ng

l i ke  t he  exp l i c i t ness  o f  Ca r t es i an  Med i t a t i ons .uT  A t  t he  same

t ime ,  t he  t r anscenden ta l  ego  i n  t he  t ex t  o f  The  C r j - s i s  ( as

has  been  no ted  ea r l i e r )  j - s  cha rac te r i - zed  by  a  " so l i t ude "

t ha t  j . s  no t  s i gn i f i can t J - y  d i f f e ren t  f r om  the  k i nd  o f  so l j - -

t ude  and  un iqueness  a t t r i bu ted  t o  t he  t r anscenden ta l  eqo

in  ea r l - i e r  wo rks .

I t  shou ld  be  c l - ea r  f r om  these  examp les  o f  t he  scho la r l y

deba te  $ rhy  Gadamer  has  ca I l ed  t r anscenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec -

t i v i t y  a  " cons tan t l y  smo lde r i ng "  p rob lem w l t h l n  t he  phenomeno -

l og i ca l  movemen t . ! 8  The  i dea  o f  t r anscenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec -

t i v i t y  l i e s  a t  t he  co re  o f  phenomeno log i ca l  ph i l osophy ,  bu t

i t s  na tu re  j . s  a  con t rove rs i a l  ques t i on  among  t he  au tho r i t i e s .

I t  i s  no t  t he  bus iness  o f  t he  p resen t  i nqu i r y  t o  en te r  f u r -

t he r  i n t o  t h i s  deba te ,  no r  t o  assess  wha t  damage  m igh t  be

done to phenomenology by the existence of  such a debate.

For the purposes of  provid ing a f rame of  reference for  Loner-

gan ' s  r e l a t i on  t o  t he  p rob lem o f  t r anscenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec -

t i v i t y ,  i t  has  been  enough  t o  i den t i f y  t he  t r anscenden ta l

i n t e res t  t ha t  i i e s  beh ind  Husse r l - r s  a t t emp t  t o  dea l  I r i t h
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the  p rob lem,  t o  desc r i be  sone  o f  h i s  s t r a teg ies  f o r  do ing

so r  and  t o  i nd i ca te  t ha t  a  deba te  ove r  t he  p rob fem con t j . nues

even  w i t h i n  t he  phenomeno log i ca l  move rnen t .

3 .  Lone rqan  and  T ranscenden ta l  I n t e r sub iec t i v i - t y

A .  F rom Non -T ranscenden ta l -  I n t e r sub iec t i v i t y
To  t he  I n te l l ec tua l  Pa t t e rn

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

no t  wha t  one  knows ,  bu t  who  one  i s .

To  say  \ ^ / ha t  one  knows  p resupposes  t he  I abo r  o f  com ing
to  know .  Bu t  t o  show  wha t  one  i s ,  i t  i s  enough  t o  be
i t ;  show ing  w i I I  f o l l ow ;  eve ry  movemen t ,  eve ry  wo rd ,
e v e r y  d e e d ,  r e v e a l s  w h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  1 s . a s

T h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  r a i s e d  b y  t h e  s c e p t j - c a 1  p h i l o s o p h e r  a r e  c o m -

mon l y  se t  as i de  \ , / hen  one ' s  pu rpose  i s  t o  make  an  acqua in tance ,

t o  f o rm  a  f r i endsh ip ,  t o  become  i n t ima te .  The  ma in  conce rn

i n  s u c h  c a s e s  i s  n o t  w h a t  o n e  k n o w s ,  o r  h o w  o n e  i n t e r p r e t s

o n e ' s  k n o w i n g ,  b u t  w h o  o n e  i s . s O  I t  i s  i n  t h i s  p e r s o n a l  c o n t e x t

t ha t  t he  ques t i ons  a r i se  as  t o  whe the r  one  i s  do ing  wha t  i s

necessa ry  t o  be  an  au then t i c  and  a  good  human  be ing .

Bu t  i f  t he  ques t i on  rega rd i ng  au then t i c i t y  moves  beyond

ob jec t i ve  know ing  t o  pe rsonaJ -  l i v i ng ,  s t i l - I ,  c l a ims  Lone rgan ,

w i t h o u t  o b j e c t i v e  k n o w i n g  t h e r e  i s  n o  a u t h e n t i c  l i v i n g ;
f o r  one  knows  ob jec t i ve l y  j us t  i n  so  f a r  as  one  i s  ne i t he r
u n p e r c e p t i v e ,  n o r  s t u p i d ,  n o r  s i I J " y ;  a n d  o n e  d o e s  n o t
l i v e  a u t h e n t i c a l l y  i n a s m u c h  a s  o n e  i s  u n p e r c e p t i v e  o r
s t u p i d  o r  s i I I y .  s r

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  a  c o m m u n i t y  c a n n o t  e x c l u d e  o b j e c t i v e  k n o w i n q

w i t hou t  becom ing  an  i nau then t i c  commun i t y ,  f o r  f r i endsh j - ps

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

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

t i ve  commun l t y . t '

Lone rgan ' s  d i s t i ngu j . sh i ng  and  re l a t l ng  o f  t he  ope ra t i ons

i - n  know ing  emphas i zes  d i r ec t  and  re f f ec t i ve  i ns i gh t .  Know ing

obv ious l y  i nvo l ves  sensa t i ons  and  concep t s .  Bu t  i ns i gh t  i s

some th ing  f a r  mo re  sub t l e ,  and  when  i t  i s  no t  i gno red  by  cog -

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

o f  t he  more  obv ious  ope ra t i ons .53  D j - r ec t  i ns i gh t  i s  t he  ac t

whe reby  one  unde rs tands  some th ing  i n  da ta .  The  da ta  may  be

da ta  o f  sense  o r  da ta  o f  consc iousnessy  wha t  one  unde rs tands

m a y  b e  a n  i n t e l l i g i b l e  r e l a t i o n  a m o n g  d a t a  o r  a  u n i t y ,  i d e n -

t i t y ,  w h o l e  i n  d a t a  t h a t  i s  n a m e d  b y  t h e  w o r d  " t h i n g . "  I n s j - g h t

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

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

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

w i t h  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  i n s j . g h L  o n l y  a s  m u c h  o f  t h e  i m a g e

a s  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  o f  t h e  i n s i q h t . s u
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Direct insight responds to the guestion for intel l igence:

"what is i t?" Reflect ive insight responds to the further ques-

t ion :  " Is  tha t  rea11y  so?[  A  person has  many br igh t  ideas ,

bu t  on ly  some o f  them regard  ac tuaLoccur rences  and ex is t ing

th ings .  So the  ques t ion  fo r  re f lec t ion  j . s  d is t inc t  f rom the
question for intel l igence. To ansvrer yes or no to a ref lec-
t i ve  ques t ion  is  to  make a  judgment .ss  A  re f lec t i ve  ques t ion

es tab l i shes  a  ' rcond i t ionedr "  someth ing  tha t  wou ld  indeed be

so i f  i t s  cond i t ions  were  fu1 f i l1ed .  A  judgment  announces

that the condj.t ioned i .s in fact a "virtual ly uncondit ioned":

i t  has  cond i t ions  bu t  the  cond i t ions  are  fu1 f i l1ed .s6  By  what
process  is  i t  de termined tha t  the  cond i t ions  are  fu I f i l l ed?

One can say in general terms that the determination is made
by a process of marshall ing and weighing the evidence. An

anssrer in more specif ic terms cannot be put brief ly, for there

is a great vari .ety in the kinds of condit ions that dif ferent

ref lect ive guestions intend. One guestion may require evidences

in the form of other judgments, another question may reguire

observation with the senses or attention to data of conscious-
. tess . t t  Ye t  one can ind ica te ,  aga in  in  genera l  te rms,  a t  what
point the process of marshall ing and weighing evidence comes
to term. Just as there is a natural exigency by which the
nind is promoted from questions for intel l igence to questions

for  re f lec t ion ,  so  there  is  a  na tura l  ex igency  tha t  u rges
one on through a progressive consideration of condit ions:
the determination of the fulf i l lment of one condit ion Leaves
a person who is  opera t ing  in  the  in te l lec tua l  pa t te rn  spon-
taneous ly  cur ious  regard ing  the  s ta tus  o f  another  cond i t ion ,
and from that guestion one is led to another, and so on, unti l
no further pert i-nent questlons arise to chal lenge the evidences
gathered.  A t  such a  po in t ,  the  cond i t ions  fo r  the  prospec t ive
j u d g m e n t  a r e  f u L f i l l e d . s g

The dynamj.sm present in the process of marshall ing and
weighing evj.dence is natural,  but the process i .s not automatic.
Eagerness  can in te r fe re ,  caus ing  one 's  judgments  to  be  rash ;
one may hab j . tua l l y  re fuse  to  recogn ize  a  fu l f i l lment  o f  cond i -
t ions ,  mak ing  one indec is ive .ss  I f  one cannoE overcome such
l in i ta t ions  en t i re ly ,  s t i l l  one  can improve,  and a  good educa-
t ion  . i sone tha t  deveJ-ops ,  no t  jus t  sharp  w i ts ,  bu t  a lso  good
judgment .

Lonergan 's  cogn i t iona l  theory ,  then,  enphas izes  the  d is -
t inc tness  o f  the  ac t iv i t ies  o f  sens ing ,  imag i .n ing ,  unders tand-
ing, marshall ing and weighi.ng evidence, and judging. And beyond
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j u d g i n g  t h e r e  i s  d e l i b e r a t i n g ,  e v a l u a t i n g ,  d e c i d i n g  - -  o p e r a -

t i ons  whe re in  t he  ope ra to r  i s  impJ - i ca ted  i n  a  pe rsona l  way :

" I s  i t  wo r t hwh i f e? "  "Shou ld  I  do  i t ? "  and  so  on .60  Though  d i s -

t i nc t ,  none  o f  t he  ope ra t i ons  Lone rgan  d i scusses ,  t aken  se -

pa ra te l y ,  cons t i t u t es  know ing .  On Iy  t he  who le  i s  know ing .

The  who le  1s  a  dynam ic  who le  - -  cons tan t l y  deve lop ing ,  con -

s tan t l y  d r i ven  f o rwa rd  by  a  pu re ,  ove ra r ch ing ,  un res t r i c t ed

des i r e  t o  know  t r u th  f o r  i t s  own  sake .

The  reade r  pe rhaps  no t i ces  s im i l a r i t i e s  be tween  Lone rgan rs

cogn i t l ona l  t heo ry  and  Husse r l r s .  D i f f e rences  i n  t e rm ino logy

between the th j .nkers should not  deter  one f rom pursuing such

compar i sons .  Fo r  examp le ,  t hough  t he  t e rms  a re  d i f f e ren t ,

t he re  a re  many  s im iLa r i t j - es  t o  be  d i scove red  be tween  wha t

Lone rgan  caJ . l s  ' r r e f J -ec t i ng ,  ma rsha l l i ng  and  we i . gh ing  t he  ev i -

dence ,  j udg ing "  and  wha t  Husse r l  ca l Ls  "pos i t i ng ,  seek ing

o r j " g i na ry  ev i dences ,  ve r i f y i ng . "  The re  a re ,  o f  cou rse ,  subs tan -

t i ve  d i f f e rences  t o  be  no ted  as  we l I .  Fo r  exp l i c i t  d i s cuss ion

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

t heo ry ,  one  i s  r e fe r red  t o  W j - f l i am  Ryan ' s  wo rk .5 ]  The  p resen t

d i scuss ion  w i l - I  add  t o  t he  p ro j ec t  o f  compar i son  and  con t ras t

on l y  by  sho r r r i ng  ( i n  sec t i on  D  be low)  how  d i f f e rences  i n  t he

ways  t ha t  t he  t r r o  t h i nke rs  t ake  up  cogn i t i ona l  t heo ry  make

fo r  d i f f e rences  i n  t he  ways  t ha t  t hey  conce i ve  t he  p rob lem

o f  t r anscenden ta l  i n t e r sub jec t i v i t y .

B .  The  No t i on  o f  P r i vacy  and  t he  Ques t i on  o f  So l i ps i sm
in  Rega rd  t o  Lone rgan ' s  Cogn j . t i ona l  Theo ry

The  wo rd  "p r i vacy "  can  ca r r y  w i t h  i t  assump t i ons  abou t

the nature of  human knowing.  Lonergan c la ims that  knorr ing

imp l i es  se l f - t r anscendence :  one  t r anscends  t he  wo r fd  o f  d ream

and  f an tasy  t o  en te r  t he  rea l  wo r l d .  Bu t  one  mus t  know  one ' s

know ing  i f  one  i s  t o  know  tha t  one ' s  know ing  ach ieves  seL f -

t r anscendence . t '  I f  one  i gno res  ce r t a i n  o f  t he  ope ra t j - ons  rn -

vo l ved  i n  know ing ,  one  i s  I i ke I y  t o  become  conv inced  t ha t

t hose  ope ra t i ons  do  no t  ex i s t .  I f  one  does  no t  accep t  t he

ex i s t ence  o f  t he  ope ra t i ons  necessa ry  t o  ach ieve  se l f - t r anscen -

dence ,  t hen  t he re  r esu l - t s  an  immanen t i sm .63  Such  an  immanenc rsm

c a n  b e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  o n e ' s  u s e  o f  t h e  w o r d  " p r i v a c y . "

The  p rob lem en te r t a i ned  by  immanen t j . sm  i s  t he  p rob lem

o f  ge t t i ng  f r om " i n  he re "  t o  " ou t  t he re . "  The  d i , f f i cu l t y  o f

so l u t i on  i s  assu red  by  t he  f o rmu la t i on  o f  t he  p rob lem.  Once

one  has  posed  t he  p rob lem i n  t e rms  o f  spa t i a l  r e l a t j - ons  o f

i n t e rna l -  and  ex te rna l ,  one  na tu ra l l y  l ooks  f o r  t he  spa t i a l
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barr ier  between the internal  and the external .  Since one is

concerned wi th human beings,  one focuses on the sensesr for

t he  senses  b r i ng  wha t  i s  ou t s i de  t he  body  i n t o  t he  i ns i de .

Know ing ,  t hen ,  i s  exp la i ned  on  ana logy  w j - t h  sensa t i on ,  and

above  a l - 1  on  ana logy  w i t h  t he  sense  o f  s i gh t .  Bu t  1n  f ac t

see ing ,  hea r i ng ,  t ouch ing ,  sme l l i ng ,  and  t as t i ng  a re  on l y

parts of  knowing.  The other parts,  moreover,  do not  bear an

ana logous  re l a t i onsh ip  t o  sensa t i on ,  bu t  a  comp lemen ta r y

re l a t i - onsh ip .  6a

one  mus t  be  ca re fu l ,  t he re fo re ,  j - n  us i ng  t he  t e rm  "p r i . vacy "

i n  connec t i on  w i t h  Lone rgan ' s  cogn i t i - ona I  t heo ry .  Wh i l e  avo id -

i ng  na i ve - rea f i s t  assump t i ons  abou t  r r p r i vacy r t t  one  mus t  exam ine

how  Lone rgan  h imse l f  uses  t he  t e rm .

One  o f  Lone rgan t s  uses  o f  t he  t e rm  rega rds  expe r i ence .

The re  i s  an  I ' i ne l uc tab le  p r i vacy  o f  each  one ' s  expe rJ -ence . "

To  each  man  h i s  own  des i , r es ,  p rec i se l y  because  t hey  a re
h i s  own ,  possess  an  i ns i s t ence  t ha t  t he  des i r es  o f  o the rs
can  neve r  have  f o r  h im .  To  each  man  h i s  own  l abou rs ,
because  t hey  a re  h i s  own ,  have  a  d imens ion  o f  r ea l i t y
t ha t  i s  l ack i ng  i n  h i s  app rehens ion  o f  t he  l abou rs  o f
others.  To each man his own joys and sorrows have an
expansive or  contract j .ng immediacy that  others can know
only through their  o l rn exper ience of  joy and sorrow.ss

Wha t  Lone rgan  ca l - Ls  " consc iousness "  ex i s t s  a l so  a t  t he  l - eve l

o f  expe r i ence .  Consc iousness  i s  an  awa reness  immanen t  i n  cog -

n i t i ona l  ac t s .  I t  i s  t he  expe r i enc ing  o f  one ' s  expe r i enc ing ,

unde rs tand ing ,  j udg lng  and  dec id i ng . ss  Hence  one  cou ld  say

tha t  Lone rgan  recogn j , zes  a  p r i vacy  i n  consc iousness .

Second l y ,  i deas  have  a  k i nd  o f  p r i vacy .

Mos t  men  ge t  i deas ,  bu t  t he  i deas  res i de  i n  d i f f e ren t
m inds ,  and  t he  d i f f e ren t  m inds  do  no t  qu i t e  ag ree .67

Insj-ghts are not  shared s imply by having them. One must formu-

La te  t he  i ns i gh t  i n  a  way  t ha t  occas ions  i t  i n  o the rs .  The

fo rmu la t i on  i t se l f  r equ i r es  i ns i gh t ,  and  so  t he re  i s  an  a r t

o f  t each ing .

Now,  i f  expe r i ence  a l one ,  o r  i ns i gh t  a fone  v re re  wha t

Lone rgan  mean t  by  "human  sub jec t i v i t y r "  t hen  t he  p r i vacy  o f

t hese  two  m igh t  be  t he  bas j . s  f o r  a  so l i ps i s t j - c  ob jec t i on  t o

h i s  v i ews  on  i - n te r sub jec t i v i t y .  Bu t  each  i s  on l y  pa r t  o f  wha t

he  means .  The  so l i ps i s t i c  ob jec t i on  wou ld  assume  tha t  one

can  know  human  sub jec t i v i t y  on l y  by  hav ing  a  d i r ec t  awa reness

o f  i t ;  bu t  Lone rgan ' s  pos i t i on  i s  t ha t  one  on l y  knows  any th i ng

by  reach ing  a  v i r t ua l - f y  uncond i t i oned .  Such  i s  t he  way  one

mus t  a f f i rm  onese l f  as  an  i n t e l l i gen t  and  ra t i ona l  sub jec t ;

such is  the way one would make that  af f i rmat ion about someone
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eIse .  The  ev i dences  i n  t he  two  cases  o f  a f f i rma t i on  wou ld

d i f f e r  i n  ce r t a i n  r espec t s ,  bu t  t he  u f t ima te  j udgmen t  r ega rd -

i ng  t he  o the r  wou ld  no t  t he reby  be  l ess  ce r t a i n  t han  t he  j udg -

m e n t  r e g a r d i n g  o n e s e l f .

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

who fe  b road  range  o f  consc ious  ope ra t i ons  i s  t o  a f f i rm  t ha t

t he  dynam ism among  t he  ope ra t i ons  i s  a t  wo rk  j - n  h i - s  o r  he r

a c t i v i t y .  I  c a n n o t  s e e  t h r o u g h  t h e  e y e s  o f  m y  f r i e n d  H o w a r d ;

I  c a n n o t  t h i n k  h i s  p r i v a t e  t h o u g h t s .  S o  I  m u s t  I e a r n  t h e  c o n -

t e n t  o f  h i s  g a z e  a n d  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  h i s  m e d i t a t i v e  e x p r e s -

s i on  by  ask i ng  "wha t  do  you  see? "  and  "wha t  do  you  t h i nk? "

Th i s  assumes  t ha t  a  dynam ism i s  p resen t  whe reby  t he  o the r ' s

i n t eJ - l i gen t  - sound ing  speech  commun i ca tes  i n t e l l i gen t  ac t s

l i k e  s e e i n g ,  t a s t i n g ,  i n q u i r i n g ,  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  a n d  s o  o n .

Tha t  such  an  a f f i rma t i on  can  be  made  w i t h  r e l a t i ve  ce r t a i n t y

i - s  p roven  by  t he  absu rd i t y  o f  t he  a l t e rna t i ves .  To  doub t  t he

dynam ism wou ld  be  t o  imp l y  t ha t  t he  o the r ' s  speech ,  wh i ch

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

Now,  t h i s  wou ld  be  t he  case  i f  t he  o the r  we re  no t  r ea l l y  speak -

i n g  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  b u t  o n l y  f a k i n g  i t ,  B u t  t o  d o  a  g o o d  f a k e ,

I e t  a l o n e  a  s e a m l e s s  f a k e ,  w o u l d  r e q u i r e  i n t e l l i g e n c e r  r e a s o n -

ab l - eness ,  de l j - be ra t i on ,  and  so r  t ha t  wh i ch  one  l r as  doub t i ng

wouLd  be  con f i rmed .

One  cou ld  mu l t i p l y  a rgumen ts  demons t ra t i ng  t ha t  t he  so } . i p -

s i s t i c  o b j e c t i o n  m i s u n d e r s t a n d s  L o n e r g a n ' s  b a s i c  p o s i t j , o n .

Wha t  i s  pe rhaps  more  p ress ing ,  howeve r ,  i s  t he  need  t o  cons ide r

how  Lone rgan  ac tua l l y  i n t eg ra tes  t he  p r i va te  and  pub l i c  aspec t s

o f  human  sub jec t i v i t y  t ha t  he  acknow ledges .

C -  S u h i e c t i w i t v  e q  P r r h l  i  c  a n d  P r  i . v a t e

Lone rgan ' s  a r t i cu l , a t i on  o f  t he  pa t t e rn  o f  human  know ing

emp loys  t he  me tapho r  o f  " f eve l s . "  Bu t  Lone rgan  a l - so  i ns i s t s

t ha t  ac tua l  know ing  i s  cumu l -a t i ve  and  p rog ress i ve .  No  j udgmen t

occu rs  i n  a  vacuum.  New j udgmen ts  i nvo l ve  p resuppos i t i ons

es tab f i shed  by  p rev i ous  j udqmen ts ,  and  each  new  j udgmen t  adds '

a s  a  s i n g l e  i n c r e m e n t ,  t o  a  b o d y  o f  h a b i t u a l  k n o w l e d g e .  T h e

whee l  o f  human  know ing  no t  on f y  t u rns ,  bu t  r o l I s  a Iong .68

A c t u a l  k n o w i n g  i s  n o t  a l l  o f  o n e r s  o $ / n  m a k i n g .  o n e ' s

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

a l so  many  t h i ngs  t ha t  one  has  no t  onese l f  ve r i f i ed .  One  accep t s

a  g rea t  dea l  on  t he  wo rd  o f  peop le  one  t r us t s .  And  t hose  peop le

h a v e  b e l i e v e d  o t h e r  p e o p l e .  T h e r e  i s ,  t h e n ,  a  h e r i t a g e  o f



INTERSUBJECTIVITY

common  assump t i ons  t ha t  es tab l i shes  a  ho r i zon  f o r  one ' s  know-

i ng .6s  The  he r i t age  i nc l udes  more  t han  j udgmen ts .  F r c rn  one ' s

f am i l y  and  one ' s  cu l t u re  one  rece i ves  a  who le  s t ock  o f  con -

cep t s ,  no t i ons ,  images ,  symbo l s ,  and  hab i t s .

Fu r t he rmore ,  t he  i n t e l - l i gen t  ac t i v i - t y  o f  humans  no t  on l y

i nhe r i t s  a  wo r l d i  i t  seeks  t o  change  t he  wo r l - d .

The  p rac t i ca l i t y  o f  common  sense  engende rs  and  ma in ta i ns
eno rmous  s t r uc tu res  o f  t echno logy ,  econom ics ,  po l i t i c s
and  cu l t u re ,  t ha t  no t  on l y  sepa ra te  man  f r om na tu re  bu t
a l so  add  a  se r i es  o f  new  l eve l - s  o r  d imens ions  i n  t he
ne t r ^ ro r k  o f  human  re l a t i onsh ips .T0

I f  i n t e l l i gence  engende r i ng  and  ma in ta i n i ng  such  s t r uc tu res

i s  f a i t h f u l  t o  t he  pu re  des i r e  t o  know ,  t he re  i s  t he  poss i -

b i l i t y  o f  cumu la t i ve  p rog ress  i n  a  commun i t y ;  i f  t he  i n t e l l i -

g e n c e  i s  i n a t t e n t i v e ,  u n i n t e J - 1 i g e n t ,  u n r e a s o n a b l e ,  a n d  i r r e -

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

The  va r i ous  f ea tu res  o f  know ing  men t i oned  t hus  f a r  i n

t h i s  sec t i on  may  be  i l l u s t r a ted  w i t h  t he  exampJ -e  o f  a  l anguage .

No rma l l y  one  does  no t  i , nven t  t he  wo rds  one  speaks ;  t he  mean ings

in  a  l anguage  and  i t s  g rammar  a re  t aken  ove r  f r om t r ad i t i on

and  sha red  i n  common .  Bu t  I anguage  i s  no t  pe rpe tua ted  un fess

i nd i v i dua l s  unde rs tand  t he  mean ings  o f  wo rds  t h rough  t he i r

own  pe rsona l  ac t s  o f  l n s l gh t .  A t  t he  same  t ime ,  by  t he i r  use

o f  wo rds ,  i nd i v i dua l s  con t r i bu te  t o  t he  r i chness  o r  t he  pove r t y

^ t  -  1
v !  a  r a r r 9 u a v c ,

The  examp le  i l l u s t r a tes  t he  ongo ing  cyc l e  i n  wh i ch ,  ac -

co rd l ng  t o  t one rgan ,  t he  p r i va te  and  i nd i v i dua l  aspec t s  o f

know ing  comb ine  \ , r i t h  t he  pub l i c  and  communa l  aspec t s .  The

ind i v j - dua l  i s  cons tan t l y  dependen t  upon  a  pub l i c  sphe re  f o r

a  cu l , t u ra l  ho r i zon  and  f o r  an  a rena  f o r  p rac t i ca l  ac t i v i t y ;

t he  commun i t y  i s  cons tan t l y  dependen t  upon  t he  i nd i v i dua l

f o r  t he  i n t e l l j . gence  and  reasonab leness  needed  i n  o rde r  t o

ma in ta l n  i t s  i ns t i t u t i ons .  The  i n t e r re l a t i on  o f  t he  i nd i v i dua l -

and  t he  commun i t y  i s  cyc l i c ,  dynam ic ,  ongo ing ,  deve lop ing .

D .  An  Ob jec t i on  and  Rep l y

Husse r ]  was  we f l  accus tomed  t o  t h i nk i ng  o f  i n t eL lec tua l

I l f e  i n  t e rms  o f  ho r i zons .  Eve ry  dea l i ng  a  pe rson  has  w i t h

o b j e c t s  i n  o r d i n a r y  l i f e ,  s a y s  H u s s e r l -  i n  T h e  C r i s i s ,  i s  s u r -

r ounded  by  a  " v i t a I  ho r i zon "  o f  p re -es tabJ . i shed  va l , i d i t i e s .

Because  o f  t h i s  cons tan t l y  f l ow ing  ho r i zona l  cha rac te r
eve ry  s t r a i gh t f o rwa rd l y  pe r f o rmed  va l - i d i t y  i n  na tu ra l

wo r l d - I i f e  a lways  p resupposes  va l i d j - t i e s  ex tend ing  back ,
i m m e d i a t e l y  o r  m e d i a t e l y ,  i n t o  a  n e c e s s a r y  s u b s o i l  o f
obscure but  occasiona] l -y avai l -able react ivatable val- id i t ies.  72

4 7
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H u s s e r L d e s c r i b e s  h e r e  t h e  s a m e  p r o c e s s  o f  j u d g m e n t s  a d d i n g

to  j udgmen ts  t ha t  Lone rgan  cons ide rs  an  i ne rad i cab le  f ea tu re

o f  k n o w i n g .  B u t  t . o  H u s s e r l ' s  w a y  o f  t h i n k i n g ,  t h e  e p o c h 6  o v e r -

comes  t h i s  ho r i zona l  phenomenon .  I n  t he  epoch6 ,

an  a t t i t ude  i s  a r r i ved  a t  wh i ch  i s  above  t he  p reg i venness
o f  t he  va l i d i t y  o f  t he  wo r l d  ( de r  Ge l t unqsvo rqeqebenhe i - t
de r  We I t )  ,  above  t he  i n f i n i t e  co@
men t ,  t he  wo r l d ' s  va l i d i t i e s  a re  a lways  f ounded  on  o the r
va l i d i t i e s ,  above  t he  who le  r nan i f o l d  bu t  syn the t i ca l l y
un i f i ed  f l ow  i , n  wh i ch  t he  wo r l d  has  and  f o reve r  a t t a i ns
ane r , /  i t s  con ten t  o f  mean ing  and  i t s  on t i c  va l i d i t y .T3

Fo r  Husse r l ,  t o  f a j - 1  t o  ove rcome  re f l ec t j , ve l y  t he  ho r i - zona l

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

t i ons  o f  na i ve l y -accep ted  assump t i ons .  One  canno t  ove rcome

the  na tu ra l  a t t j . t ude ,  acco rd i ng  t o  Husse rJ - ,  w i t hou t  r ecogn i z rng

a  t r anscenden ta f  ego  t ha t  i s  c l ea r l y  d i s t i ngu i shed  f r om tha t

wo r l d l y  j - nd i v i dua l  r r ho  mus t  l ea rn  eve ry th l ng  i n  a  cumu la t i ve

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

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

e m p h a s i s  o n  i n s i g h t  t a k e s  t h e  p l a c e ,  i n  h i s  p h i l o s o p h y ,  o f

a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a L e g o l o g y .  T h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  e g o ,  i n  H u s s e r l ' s

t hough t ,  i s  an  ego  t ha t  i s  beyond  any  mundane  ho r j - zon .  I ns i gh t ,

i n  Lone rgan ' s  t hough t ,  i s  t ha t  ac t  whe reby  a  conc re te ,  mundane

ego  moves  beyond  i t s  ho r i zon :  eve ry  d i r ec t  i ns i gh t  goes  beyond

i t s  ho r i zon  by  con t r i bu t i ng  t he  unde rs tand ing  t ha t  i s  t he

on l y  means  o f  app rop r i a t i ng  t he  ho r i zon  as  ho r i zon ;  r e f l ec t i ve

i ns i gh t  ove rcomes  t he  con t i ngency  o f  mundane  I ea rn i . ng ,  no t

by  e l im ina t i ng  t he  cond i t i ons  d i sce rned  by  re f l ec t i ve  gues -

t i ons ,  no t  by  de te rm in i ng  a  f o rma l l y  uncond i t i oned ,  bu t  by

reach ing  a  v j - r t ua I I y  uncond i t i oned  - -  a  cond i t i oned  t he  con -

d i t i ons  f o r  wh i ch  a re  i n  f ac t  f u f f i - 1 ] - ed .  Hence  i ns tead  o f

t h i nk i ng  j - n  t e rms  o f  Husse r l ' s  ex t r amundane  en t j - t y ,  t he  t r ans -

cenden ta l  ego ,  Lone rgan  i den t i f i e s  an  ex t r amundane ,  t r anscen -

den ta l  momen t  i n  t he  dynam ic  p rocess  o f  know j -ng ,  a  momenc

tha t  i s  d i s t i nc t ,  bu t  no t  sepa ra te  f r om the  p rocess  as  awho le .Tq

Second l y ,  how  does  Lone rgan  ove rcome  the  na tu ra l  a t t i t ude?

Fo r  Lone rgan ,  t he  p rob lem o f  t he  na tu ra f  a t t i t ude  i s  l ess

a  p rob lem o f  ho r i zon  as  such  t han  a  p rob lem o f  a  pa r t i - cu l a r

h o r i z o n :  t h e  o b j e c t i v i s t ,  n a t u r a l i s t  h o r i z o n  b o r n  i n  t h e

e igh teen th  cen tu r y .Ts  A  pe rson  f i rm l y  en t renched  i n  t he  na tu ra l

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

i s  a n  u t t e r l y  s u p e r v e n i n g  e v e n t .  F o r  s u c h  a  p e r s o n ,  i n s i g h t ,

l - i k e  a n y  o t h e r  r n e n t a L a c t ,  i s  a  p u r e l y  n a t u r a l  p h e n o m e n o n .

I n  L o n e r g a n ' s  v i e w ,  t h i s  n a t u r a l i s m  r e s u . l t s  f r o m  a  f a i l u r e
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to recognj .ze that  h igher integrat ions in nature make no sense

j-n the terms of  the lower e lements that  they integrate.  I f

chem ica l  p rocesses '  f o r  examp le ,  a re  ana l yzed  pu re l y  i n  t e rms

o f  phys i ca l  l aws ,  one  has  no  way  o f  exp la i n i ng  ce r t a i n  g i ven

aggregat ions of  datai  the aggregat ion can only be explained

by  l aws  o f  chem ica1  p rocess .  Wha t  f o r  t he  chem is t  i s  co i nc i den -

t a l  may  be  i n t e l l i g i b l e  f o r  t he  bo tan i s t .  And  t he re  a re  h i ghe r

i n teg ra t i ons  a t  t he  l eve l s  o f  an ima l  psyche  and  human  psyche .

The  l owe r - i n t eg  ra t i on  pa r t s  o f  a  h i ghe r - i n t eg ra t i on  t h i ng

are not  autonomous ent i t ies.  To assert  the autonomy of  the

chem ica l  pa r t s  o f  a  p l an t  i s  t o  deny  t ha t  t he  i n t eg ra t i on

a t  t he  vege tab le  l eve I ,  ca I l ed  "p l an t r "  has  ac tua l l y  occu r red .

A  na tu ra l i s t  o r  r educ t i on i s t  concep t i on  o f  human  be inq  con -

s j - de rs  t he  ra t i ona l  o r  ex i s t en t i a l -  aspec t s  o f  human  be ing

to be an appendage to a more real  ent i ty  of  a lower j -ntegra-

t i on ,  such  as  t he  an ima l  o r  vege tab le .  Lone rgan ' s  t heo ry  o f

i n t eg ra t i ons  recogn i zes  ma te r i a l ,  vege tab le ,  and  an ima f  d imen -

sions of  the human psyche, but  shows that  the uni ty of  the

d imens ions  i s  exp l i cab le  on l y  i n  t e rms  o f  a  h i - ghe r  i n t eg ra t i on

tha t  p rec l udes  t r ea t i ng  t hem as  au tonomous ,  1e t  a l one  "mo re

r e a l  ,  "  e n t i t i e s .  7 6

These  rena rks  may  su f f i ce  t o  show  tha t  Lone rgan  does

have fu l ly-developed arguments in opposl t ion to the naivet6

and  na tu ra l - i s rn  wh i ch ,  t he  Husse r l i an  ob jec t i on  sugges t s '  m igh t

t h rea ten  h i s  pos i t i on .  Fu r t he r  r ep l i es  t o  t he  ob jec t i on  wou ld

need  t o  exam ine  i n  r no re  de ta i l  t he  d i f f e rences  be tween  Hus -

se r l ' s  pheno rneno logy  and  Lone rgan ' s  cogn i t i ona l -  t heo ry  t ha t

occas ion  t he  ob jec t i on .

E .  The  Ques t i on  o f  Soc ia l  On to l ogy

I f  i - t  i s  g ran ted  t ha t ,  f unc t i ona l l y ,  know ing  i s  bo th

soc ia l  and  i nd i v i dua l ,  one  may  ye t  be  bo the red  by  t he  ques t i on

as  t o  wh i ch ,  t he  soc ia l  o r  t he  i nd i v i dua l ,  i s  on to l og i ca l l y

p r i o r .  The  answer  i s  t ha t  t he  ques t i on  i s  m i s taken .  The  ques -

t i on  does  no t  en te r t a i n  t he  poss ib i l i t y  t ha t  r ea l j , t y  m igh t

be  t oo  comp lex  t o  adm i t  o f  r eso lu t i on  i n t o  a  s i ng le  se t  o f

p r i o r i t i e s .

The  ques t i on  o f  p r i o r i t y  can  be  ra i sed  i n  r ega rd  t o  t he

ope ra t i ons  i n  t he  i n t e l - I ec tua f  pa t t e rn ,  and  t he re  Lone rgan

answers  t ha t  wh j - l e  " f owe r  l eve l s  o f  ope ra t i on  a re  p r i - o r  as

p resupposed  by  t he  h i ghe r ,  as  p repa r i ng  ma te r i a l s  f o r  t hemr "

i t  i s  a l so  t r ue  t ha t

t he  h i ghe r  1eve1s  have  a  p r i o r i t y  o f  t he i r  o$ rn i  t hey
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subLa te  t he  I owe r ,  p rese rv i ng  t hem i ndeed  i n  t he i r  p rope r
p e r f e c t i o n  a n d  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  b u t  a l s o  u s i n g  t h e m ,  e n d o w i n g
t h e m  w i t h  a  n e w  a n d  f u I I e r  a n d  h i g h e r  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  a n d
so  p romo t i ng  t hem to  ends  beyond  t he i r  p rope r  scope . t t

T h e  o t t e q f  i  o n  a f  n r  i  n r i  f r r  c : n  h o  r :  i  c a d  i  n  r a a r  r d  f ^  - , r h i ^ ^
Y 9 v v 9 l v r l f l l  l  g Y o l q  L U  J U U J  c U -

t i v i t y  a n d  o b j e c t i v i t y ,  a n d  t h e r e  L o n e r g a n  a n s w e r s  t h a t

i n t e n t i o n a l l y  L t h e  o b j e c t i v i t y  o f  t r u t h l  g o e s  c o m p l e t e l y
t l e v o n c l  f h c  s t t h i ^ ^ f  ' ^ &  ;  I  i ^ ^ ^  q o  o n l  r r  h o c e r r q o  ^ n f ^ l ^ d i -v s f  v r r s  L r r s  J u ! J s e L  ,  ] s L  t  L  u e c >  _

c a l l y  t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  c a p a b l e  o f  a n  i n t e n t i o n a l  s e l f - t r a n s -
cendence ,  o f  go j - ng  beyond  wha t  he  f ee1s ,  wha t  he  j - r nag ines ,
w h a t  h e  t h i n k s ,  w h a t  s e e m s  t o  h i m ,  t o  s o m e t h i n g  u t t e r l y
d i f f e r e n t ,  t o  w h a t  i - s  s o . 7 8

I n  t h e s e  a n s w e r s ,  L o n e r g a n  r e f u s e s  t o  s e t t l e  t h e  q t v e n

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

p r i o r  t e r m .  I n s t e a d  h e  c h a J - l e n g e s  h j . s  r e a d e r s  t o  a f f i r m  t h e

rea l i t y  o f  t he  more  comp lex  i n t e r re l , a t i on  o f  t he  two .  Such

w o u l d  b e  h i s  a n s w e r  a s  w e I I  t o  t h e  q u e s t j o n  r e g a r d i n g  t h e

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

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

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

o f  t h a t  f u n c t i o n a l  i n t e r r e l a t i - o n s h i c .

4 .  L i m i t a t j - o n s  o f  t h e  P r e s e n t  I n q u i r y

T h e  p r e s e n t  i n q u i r y  h a s  t r e a t e d  t h e  p r o b l e m  o f  j n t e r s u b -

i  + n f  i  r r  i  l -  r r  i  n  I  n h  ;  I  n c n n h  i  n r  I  f ^ r h -  .  ;  r  h - -  n ^ +  +  r ^ r + ^ ^I  y r . 4 r v - v p r r r u q  I  r  L  t r a s  t l 9 L  L r c d  L e u

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

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

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

d e n t a f  i n t e r s u b j e c t i v i t y  r e l a t e s  t o  L o n e r g a n ' s  w o r k  o n  c h e

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

t emp ted  t o  unde rs tand  Lone rgan ' s  gene ra l  t heo re t i ca l  g rounds

fo r  be l , j - ev i ng  t ha t  s t a temen t  t o  be  t r ue .

T h e  r e l i g l o u s  : . s s u e  i s  m o r e  c o m p l i c a t e d .  H u m a n  r e f a t e d -

ness  t o  God  d i f f e r s  f r om human  re l - a tedness  t o  human  be ings

b e c a u s e  G o d ' s  s u b j e c t i v j - t y  h a s  i m p o r t a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  f r o m
h r r m r h  c ' r h i a a + i ' i ' i + " .  L i m i t a t i o n s  o n  h r : m a n  i n t e r s r r h i a ^ f i \ / i t *

J  J E L I V  I  L }

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

g r e a t e r  d e g r e e  o f  i n t i m a c y .  O n e  d i s c o v e r s  L h j s  i n t i m a c y  - r n

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

a n d  c a r r i e s  I o r w a r d  a . 1 I  o f  o n e ' s  t h i n k i n g  a n d  d o i n g ,  d n d  b y

i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  q r a c e  o f  G o d  a s  t h a t  w h i c h  b r i n g s  a b o u t  o n e ' s

o t h e r w i s e  p r i v a t e  a c t s  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n < ; . 8 !  T ' h r o u g h  s u c h  d i s -

cove ry ,  one  mav  f r . nd  God  t o  be  even  n to re  - i n t ima te  t _o  one  t han

o n e  i s  t o  o n s e l f .
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The ques t ion  o f  d iv ine-human re la t ions ,  in  go ing  beyond

the scope of the Husserl ian problem of transcendental- intersub-

jec t i v i t y ,  ind ica tes  an  impor tan t  I im l ta t ion  o f  th is  essay .

I t  i s  hoped,  however ,  tha t  wh11e pos tpon ing  the  re l ig ious

question, the inqui.ry conducted here could yet serve as one

prelude or overture to that question, to be set among the

other  var ie t i -es  o f  p re ludes  and over tu res  tha t  a l readv  ex is t .
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