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Editor’s Introduction

The theme of the 34th Lonergan Workshop was “... the not too
numerous center,” the renowned phrase from Lonergan’s essay,
“Dimensions of Meaning.” As usual, some of our speakers centered on
that theme, and others were more “eccentric.”

Philip Berryman, former priest and journalist of the liberation
theology movement in Latin America and professional translator,
related Lonergan’s notions concerning the unity/differentation of
knowledge to other current proposals in a way that is mutually
illuminating in that one can see how Lonergan’s thought might be
helpful to these other influential projects summarized here, as well as
how these undertakings could be helpful to those working at similar
tasks out of Lonergan’s methodological framework.

Pat Byrne, Chair of Boston College’s Philosophy Department, uses
Lonergan’s ideas to sort out the complicated issues in science,
philosophy, and theology associated with debates about stem cell
research, sharing work on a project undertaken with Michael Stebbins
of Gonzaga in Spokane. David Coghlan, Trinity College, Dublin, uses
ideas from Lonergan to cast light on results of action research,
discovering ways they might enhance the discovery of styles of
interaction, leadership, and organization in organizations of all kinds.

Boston College Theology Department colleague, M. Shawn
Copeland’s paper raises needed questions regarding unreflected-upon
assumptions that may be inscribed in the ‘center periphery’ metaphor
of our theme from the viewpoint of the reflective discourses of
marginalized people. John Dadosky, who teaches systematics at Regis
College, works out possibly relevant models of church based on images
drawn from the work of Hans Urs von Balthasar as reflected upon
using ideas from Lonergan as he works toward an ecclesiology in terms
of the analogy of friendship.

Marquette University’s new Distinguished Theologian, Robert
Doran, SJ, brings to bear his years of experience as a teacher of
systematics and of reflection upon many of Bernard Lonergan’s
unpublished papers to envisage the tasks of a systematic theology that
will both interpret and guide in the making of history.

i



The lecture of Charles Hefling, of the systematics section of BC’s
Theology Department, balanced off his critical treatment of
Schleiermacher with a positive account of what that great theologian
was doing in his Glaubenslehre. Here he contributes further reflections
on the Christology regarding the (self)-knowledge of Christ. The paper
by Joseph A. Komonchak, emeritus of Catholic University of America,
insists on the concrete historical reality of the church in order to resist
misleading hypostatizations and reifications into which much
traditional and current ecclesiological discourse falls.

Greg Lauzon, for many years audio technician for the Lonergan
Researach Institute in Toronto and now assisting Bob Doran at
Marquette, in a paper on the evolution of percussion technology in
music, gives some idea of his absolutely spell-binding power-point
presentation at the 34th Lonergan Workshop.

For many years, our expert on the thought of Boethius and
patristics scholar, Paul LaChance, has been studying closely different
aspects of Augustine’s Confessions. One emphasis of this paper is the
parallelism between Augustine’s work and Virgil’s Aeneid -with the
former using the myth of the founding of the pagan community of
Rome to illumine the meaning of the community founded on the
humanity of Christ.

The paper of the Director of Seton Hall’s Center for Catholic
Studies and of its Lonergan Center, Richard Liddy, recounts the story
of his and others’ memory of the Startling Strangeness — the title of his
latest book — at the heart of intellectual conversion. As Lonergan said
of that key discovery regarding the two diverse forms of human
knowledge, “one has not made it yet if one has no clear memory of its
startling strangeness.” Michael McCarthy, Emeritus in Philosophy at
Vassar College, narrates how his lifelong engagement with Lonergan’s
thought provides the red thread running through the stages and styles
of his exemplary career as a teacher at one of the nation’s great
colleges.

Canadian scholar of English now at a Baptist college in the
Maritimes, Gregory Maillet, started the 34th Lonergan Workshop with
the most remarkable lecture many had ever heard on T. S. Eliot’s Four
Quartets. Its title compactly conveys the artful interweaving of the
intelligibility-and-truth centered reading of this great poem in the
light of Lonergan’s thought. Fellow teacher in Canada, Hugo Meynell,
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formerly of Religious Studies at Calgary, spoke rather anecdotally and
lovingly about how the church’s handling of the sex abuse crisis is
connected to institutional recurrence schemes in need of further
reflection and reform.

One of the West Coast Methods Institute’s founders and present
organizer now at Loyola/Marymount University in Los Angeles, Mark
D. Morelli, has told me about the gestation of three great research
projects. He gave an early taste of the results of his research on Oxford
don J. A. Stewart at an earlier Lonergan Workshop; and his book on
that subject, At the Threshold of the Halfway House, has just appeared
in our supplementary series. The second great area of research is
about the relationship between Lonergan and Hegel, another figure
who exercised a great, if less remarked upon, influence on the writing
of Insight. Here we get a first taste of the results of that research.

Many years ago, University of Chicago colleague David Tracy
remarked that William Murnion (Philosophy/Works) had done a lot of
work on the great Indian sage, Shankara. This paper pulls off an
amazing and learned comparison of the respective wisdoms of
Shankara and Aquinas. Pastoral theologian and Lonergan Fellow,
Gerard Whelan, SJ, who was making the transition from teaching and
pastoral work in Kenya to his new position at Rome’s Gregorian
University, took his time as a fellow to envisage the tasks of a
contemporary pastoral theology, working from Lonergan’s perspective.

Montessori expert now interested integrating ideas from
Lonergan as well as the recent findings of research on the human
brain, Phyllis Wallbank, closed the 34th Lonergan Workshop by
sharing two sets of ideas on education geared to the development of the
small child into a young adult.

Many thanks to Regina Gilmartin Knox, without whom volumes
of Lonergan Workshop would never appear; and to business manager
and director of Boston College’s Lonergan Center, Kerry Cronin.

Fred Lawrence
Editor
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CONSILIENCE?
EDWARD O. WILSON, LONERGAN,
AND OTHER PROPOSALS
FOR THE UNITY/DIFFERENTIATION
OF KNOWLEDGE

Phillip Berryman
Temple University
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

IN THE INTRODUCTION to Insight, Bernard Lonergan states that the aim of his
endeavor is to end up “not only with a detailed account of understanding but also
with a plan of what there is to be known. The many sciences lose their isolation
from one another; the chasm between science and common sense is bridged....”
Decades before the World Wide Web, Bernard Lonergan felt the problem of the
ever more rapid expansion of human knowledge that “mocks encyclopedias.”

His way of addressing it was not primarily a grand unified scheme into which
every thing would fit — a “universe story,” for example — but a cognitional theory,
one of whose central features is differentiation: differentiation of the components
of knowing, differentiation of the diverse kinds of knowing, and a vision of the
sciences and scholarship as a scheme of collaboration across disciplines. In
carrying out his project over several decades, Lonergan himself exemplified the
restless quest to understand by drawing on not only philosophers and theologians,
but historians, sociologists, psychologists, and particular authors who had
synthesized large areas of work (e.g., Toynbee, Voegelin, Langer, Eliade).

In this paper I assume that we all share something of that same “unrestricted
desire to know” and agree that Lonergan’s work is decisive in enabling us to seek
to understand and to offer our own minor contributions to the collective endeavor.
Those of us who teach intend to communicate not only the results of our own

1Bemard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 3) (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992), 23, 12. (Original publication,
London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1957).
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specialization but to expand the horizons of our students to further worlds of
meaning. But we do so in our own time and circumstances, as Lonergan did in his.

In that sense, I first conceived of this presentation as a straightforward
comparison of Edward O. Wilson’s proposal for the unity of knowledge and that
of Lonergan, but as I worked on it, the paper developed its own “moving
viewpoint” and a larger cast of characters. I start with Wilson’s programmatic
proposal for the unification of knowledge, followed by some observations on
Howard Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences. I then take up three recent
examples of synthesis: Nicolas Wade on the emerging view of early humans,
sociologist Manuel Castells on the “network society,” and William H. and John
McNeill on the “human web” as a key for understanding history. These are
admittedly disparate projects that may give the impression of arbitrary choice. But
Lonergan’s own influences were disparate and wide ranging. In each case, I shall
make connections to Lonergan’s work on the unity/differentiation of knowledge
and seek to indicate the relevance to our own quest.

CONSILIENCE?

Having been impressed by Edward O. Wilson’s writings on the diversity of life
and his autobiography, I had great expectations for Consilience: The Unity of
Knowledge? when it appeared about a decade ago. But about halfway through I
had a visceral reaction to the blatant reductionism and returned it to the library.

In preparation for this conference, I thought it might be useful to reexamine
the book, perhaps simply as a negative contrast to Lonergan. However, as I read it
more closely I found certain things to admire and indeed sensed some qualities
Wilson shares with Bernard Lonergan. Both are generous in spirit and are
concerned about the full breadth of human knowing; they are both concerned
about the relationship between specialization and a grasp of the whole. Both
single out the importance of the Greek achievement. At one point Wilson says,
“The greatest enterprise of the mind has always been and always will be the
attempted linkage of the sciences and the humanities.” Both see reality as a
scheme moving upward from elementary particles through complex structures,
plants, animals, human beings, and complex human societies. Both insist that

2Edward O. Wilson: Consilience: The Unity of Knowledge (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998).
This book builds on Wilson’s earlier forays beyond his field of entomology: Sociobiology: The
New Synthesis (1975) and On Human Nature (1978), both published by Harvard University Press.
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science seeks an understanding of things in themselves; both have little patience
with obscurantism. When Wilson says, “even today people know more about their
automobiles than they do about their own minds,” Lonergan would certainly
agree.’

The word “consilience” was coined in the 1840s by a British polymath named
William Whewell, who used it to refer to a situation in which induction from one
type of facts coincides with induction from a different such class. Wilson has
made it essentially synonymous with his own proposal. After some introductory
chapters, Consilience moves from the natural sciences, to the human mind, the
social sciences, the arts, and finally ethics and religion.

For Wilson, consilience means understanding that crosses various domains.
One illustration comes first from his own work in entomology early in his career.
Ants were known to communicate with other ants in a colony but how they did so
was unknown. Suspecting that it was through chemicals, he enlisted the aid of a
chemist to isolate the relevant chemicals (known as pheromones). He and a
mathematician then modeled how the chemicals could be communicative over a
distance. “We had crossed four levels — superorganism, to organism, to glands and
sense organs, to molecules.”

A second illustration comes from human fear of, and fascination with,
snakes. Pablo Aramango, a shaman and artist in the Peruvian jungle, uses
hallucinogenic drugs and dreams of snakes (which then appear in his paintings).
Wilson notes that fear of snakes is universal among human beings, and is shared
with other primates. In this case he is reaching across domains from human
activity (art), through the neurology of the brain, to chemicals, and thus to
molecules.*

To the charge that he is being reductionistic, Wilson unapologetically replies,
“guilty,” and defends the method of breaking things down to their smallest
component. However, he says that the aim is also to move in the opposite
(admittedly more difficult) direction of “predictive synthesis.”

Wilson proposes to make the “bridge between science and the humanities”
particularly through “gene-culture coevolution,” offering instances of what he
calls “epigenetic rules.” One example is that of words for color in the many
languages of the world. When languages have only two words for color, they are
inevitably black and white; when they have a third word, it is red; languages with

3Ch. 1 of Consilience is “The Ionian Achievement,” “... greatest enterprise ...” Consilience,
8. “... eventoday...”, 97
4“Four levels,” ibid, p. 70; Aramingo, 72 ff.
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only four words add either green or yellow, and so on up to seven. The relevant
point is that there are rules:

...[O]ur genes prescribe that we see different wavelengths of light a certain
way. Our additional propensity to break the world into units and label
them with words causes us to accumulate up to eleven basic color units in
a particular order.””

“The search for human nature can be viewed as the archaeology of the
epigenetic rules. It is destined to be a vital part of future interdisciplinary
research.”®

At various points he sharply criticizes the existing social sciences for their
lack of connection to the natural sciences, and because social scientists speak
different languages, are bound by tribal loyalty and are “still in thrall to the
original grand masters.” The social sciences are still on the level of description
and “have not yet crafted a web of causal explanation that successfully cuts down
through the levels of organization from society to mind and brain. Failing to probe
this far, they lack what can be called a true scientific theory.””

“Consilience” is thus Wilson’s proposal for the unity of knowledge through
the application of science across all realms of reality from elementary particles to
any form of human activity. It clearly does not exist, except in some limited
instances, but it is a program for research.

If one takes it in what could be called a “weak” form, it seems
unobjectionable. That some human behavior is rooted in epigenetic rules seems
clear. Perhaps the content of dreams can be traced toward our pre-human forbears
at one end and at the other yet can be turned into art. But if taken in its “strong”
form — which is that evidently intended by Wilson — consilience is indeed
reductionistic and can hardly offer the key to the unity of knowledge. Indeed,
although the book enjoyed considerable success among the general public, the
notion of “consilience’” has not proved at all persuasive to philosophers.

The following points may indicate in shorthand, some of the basic
shortcomings in the consilience proposal, particularly in the light of Lonergan’s
theory of cognition:

STbid., 163.

6bid, 165. Wilson vigorously rejects the assumption popular in some academic circles that there
is no human nature or that it is arbitrarily constructed and extremely plastic.

TIbid. All ch. 7 “The Social Sciences.” “...in thrall...”, 182; “...have not yet...true scientific
theory”, 189.
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e Most crucially, in making the natural sciences the standard of knowledge,
Wilson makes any other form of knowing deficient. One of Lonergan’s great
strengths is his robust appreciation for practical intelligence while giving full
due to science. By differentiating them he highlights just what it is they do.

e Chapter 3, “The Mind,” is actually on the brain, which Wilson
characterizes as a “helmet-shaped mass of gray and white tissue about the size
of a grapefruit" and “a machine assembled not to understand itself, but to
survive.” This example may serve as an example of the consistent physical
reductionism that he asserts rather than establishes.8

e Insofar as humans are animals, human affairs can be studied using
methods analogous to those in the natural sciences, for example, in
epidemiology. However, insofar as humans create meaning, methods must be
appropriate.® As a building, a library could conceivably be viewed as
analogous to some animal shelters, but there is no animal analogue to the
books it contains, or any individual book, or any paragraph in any book.

¢ I find one point especially revealing. Wilson asks: “When did symbolic
language arise, and exactly how did it ignite the exponentiation of cultural
evolution?” and immediately begins the next paragraph: “Too bad, but this
great puzzle of human paleontology seems insoluble, at least for the time
being.”10 The whole phenomenon of language, which for Lonergan was the
means by which the child moves from the “world of immediacy” to the “world
of meaning,” is shrugged off. From a Lonerganian standpoint, this appears to
be a particularly telling example of an “oversight.”

“MULTIPLE INTELLIGENCES” —
DIFFERENTIATION OF COMMON SENSE

Over twenty years ago Howard Gardner, the Harvard developmental psychologist
who studied with Piaget, Erik Eriksen, and Jerome Bruner, proposed a theory of
multiple intelligences, which I believe constitutes a fruitful differentiation of what
Lonergan calls “common sense.” Gardner’s starting point was his dissatisfaction
with the assumption that intelligence is a single measurable factor, often called

81bid., 97, 96.

9Cf. Bemard Lonergan, “Questionnaire on Philosophy: Response,” in Philosophical and
Theological Papers 1965-1980", in Collected Works, vol. 17, 370-71.

WConsilience, 134
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“g” particularly as embodied in IQ tests. As Gardner points out, such tests rate
linguistic and mathematical ability. He thought it might be possible to isolate
various “intelligences” and to do so he devised a set of criteria for what would
constitute separate intelligence, namely that it be:

o at least partially separable in the brain (e.g., brain-injured people who may

lose one intelligence but retain others)

¢ plausibly the product of evolutionary development

» highly developed in some people (child prodigies)

¢ valued by at least some cultures

With these criteria, Gardner distinguished seven intelligences: 1: linguistic; 2.
logico-mathematical; 3. musical, 4. kinesthetic (as in dancers, athletes); 5. spatial
(as in people who can navigate by starlight); 6. interpersonal (being able to read
other people); 7. intrapersonal (insight into oneself).!! The exact number is open,
and indeed subsequently Gardner has considered the possibility of at least one
further intelligence, the ability to read signs of nature. That skill was highly
developed and prized among our forebears but is largely lost in those of us who
have lived in a world of asphalt and concrete for generations.

Gardner’s theory has greater acceptance among non-psychologists,
particularly educators, than among his fellow psychologists.

I would propose that the theory meshes very well with what Lonergan calls
common sense, or practical intelligence.

There are intelligent farmers and craftsmen, intelligent employers and
workers, intelligent technicians and mechanics, intelligent doctors and
lawyers, intelligent politicians and diplomats. . . . There is intelligence in
the home and in friendship, in conversation and in sport, in the arts and in
entertainment. 12

An intelligent furniture maker, for example, will employ spatial sense in
design and in seeing how the legs will be joined to the seat and the spindles in the
back and will use kinesthetic sense in sanding and finishing. Politicians and
diplomats, and indeed good conversationalists, not only receive and convey
information, but they read their interlocutors.

HThe basic theory is developed in Howard Gardner, Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple
Intelligences (New York: Basic Books, 1983), and discussed further in Howard Gardner, Multiple
Intelligences: The Theory in Practice — A Reader (New York: Basic Books, 1993). In Creating
Minds: An Anatomy of Creativity Seen through the Lives of Freud, Einstein, Picasso, Stravinsky,
Eliot, Graham, and Gandhi (New York: Basic Books, 1993), he explores his theory through
individuals, each of whom embodied a particular intelligence to an extraordinary degree.

2/nsight, 196.
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Gardner’s theory could be dismissed as a relativistic attack on intellectual
standards, for example, as if claiming that the skilled basketball player is as
“intelligent” as the nerd who excels in physics, but that would be to miss what he
is saying, and particularly the significance of his insistence that an “intelligence”
must be shown to be grounded in a region of the brain, that is that it represents a
Darwinian adaptation, and that it has been valued by some cultures. Gardner’s
work provides a richer sense of the matrix of human intelligence and the manifold
ways in which it develops.

In Lonergan’s cognitional theory, mathematics, the natural sciences, the
social sciences, and the humanities are specializations of an initially
undifferentiated practical intelligence that he calls common sense. Gardner’s
theory further specifies and empirically grounds the initial aptitudes and also their
embodiment in the practices of societies. In short, I am suggesting that there is a
good mesh between Lonergan and Gardner: as they solve problems in their
ordinary activities, human beings manifest intelligence.!3

I now turn to three recent works of synthesis. Although they have individual
authors or coauthors, they reflect the cross-disciplinary work of many scholars and
researchers.

EMERGING VIEW OF THE “ANCESTRAL PEOPLE”

In Before the Dawn: Recovering the Lost History of Our Ancestors'* the science
journalist Nicolas Wade has provided a synthesis of the current state of
knowledge and theory on the period starting from the first appearance of
characteristically human behavior first appeared through both the beginning of
history based on written sources and the rise of cities. In doing so he draws on
seven disciplines: paleoanthropology, archaeology, population genetics, historical
linguistics, primatology, social anthropology, and evolutionary psychology.
Insofar as their findings reinforce one another, they mutually reinforce the recently
emerging picture of how humans that are modern in terms of behavior appeared
and spread around the earth.

13They both seem to be at odds with Wilson, who apparently sees common sense as largely the
realm of error, or at least the realm where error and superstition generally prevail.

14Nicolas Wade, Before the Dawn: Recovering the Lost History of Our Ancestors (New York:
Penguin Press, 2006).
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The most impressive new development is the development of population
genetics. Through studying the male Y chromosome and the female mitochondria
of people around the globe today, population geneticists have been able to
reconstruct a family tree of the humans branching off from an original group in
northeast Affica.

Here I use three points to give a sense of Wade’s work: 1. the emergence of
“behaviorally modern humans” approximately 50,000 years ago; 2. their spread
from Africa shortly thereafter; 3. efforts to trace lineages of human languages.

Portrait of the “Ancestral People”

Wade draws our attention to the difference between “anatomically modern
humans,” who existed perhaps 200,000 years ago!> and “behaviorally modern
humans” who developed approximately 50,000 years ago in northeast Africa.
Genetic evidence strongly suggests that the ancestors of all modern humans lived
in a relatively small group, perhaps just a few thousand people.!¢ What made them
“pbehaviorally modem™ is that they had developed characteristically human
behaviors, namely, language, religion, and warfare.

Wade outlines two approaches to consider what these people were like. The
first is to consider the “human universals,” features found in virtually all known
human societies, such as cooking, dancing, divination, and fear of snakes. He
notes the concept of “Universal People,” (proposed by anthropologist Donald
Brown as a counterpart to Noam Chomsky’s “universal grammar”).!” The
reasoning is that if certain behaviors are common to all known peoples they must
have existed in the ancestral people. This is obviously not a watertight argument,
but it is strongly suggestive. Here is a list of some of these universals:

o the family is the basic unit of social groups, where groups are defined by
the territory they claim

o making shelter

e tools: cutting, pounding, string, weapons

e society organized along kinship lines

e sexual relations regulated

e reciprocity — exchange of goods or labor

15Thid., 30 ff. Since I am here distilling some points from Wade, who himself is reporting on
finds from a number of disciplines, every statement in this section has the implicit qualifier:
“insofar as the present state of research allows...”

16For explanation, cf. Before the Dawn, 51 ff.

171bid., 65 ff.
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e sanctions (e.g., ostracism) for offenses such as rape, violence, and murder
e supernatural beliefs; magic; divination; attempts to control the weather

¢ healing of the sick, medicine

e dress and fashion adorning of bodies; standards of sexual attractiveness

e dancing and singing!8

The specific content of these “universals” may vary widely — the point is that
all human societies have them in some form.

The claim here is not that we can deduce directly from existing hunter-
forager societies and those studied by anthropologists over the past century the
shape of the institutions among the ancestral people, but rather some probable
general features. For example, the hunting-foraging way of life imposes limits on
the size of a group that can be sustained in a given territory: when a group grows
larger than around 150 people it tends to divide. Another feature is that their
relations with other groups are typically defensive and hostile. That tendency to
define one group over and against others may help explain why languages have
multiplied so astonishingly. If groups in an area are hostile to one another, and if
language is a marker of differentiation, the result is likely to be linguistic
balkanization, as is indeed the case in Papua New Guinea, where each language is
on average spoken by 3,000 people living in from 10 to 20 villages.!9

The other angle is to consider the contemporary human group which,
according to genetic evidence, is the closest to the ancestral people, namely the
'Kung San people,?? an indigenous people in South Africa, Botswana, Angola and
Namibia. It is intriguing that they are physically similar to some Asians and
Australian aborigines.?! The !Kung San live from foraging (60-70% of their food),
are good trackers, and hunt with arrows with a powerful poison from the pupae of
certain beetles. Between foraging from 12 to 20 hours a week and maintaining
their tools and other goods for a similar period, they can meet their needs. They
live in small groups, traveling, carrying all their possessions, including children;

18For a very extensive list of such universals as compiled by Brown, see appendix in S. Pinker,
The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature (New York: Penguin, 2002), 435 ff.

191bid., 205.

20Sometimes called Khoisan or San. Theirs is a “click language,” the sound of which is indicated
by the !.

21wade notes “The 'Kung San themselves apparently recognize this similarity since they assign
Asians to the category of Real People like themselves, as distinct from !ohm, the category of non-
San Africans and Europeans.” Before the Dawn, 67.
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for example, a !Kung mother carries her child an average of almost 5,000 miles
before it walks by itself.22

The argument is not that our common ancestors lived like the contemporary
'Kung, but rather that the ancestral group may have resembled them and
Australian aborigines in appearance and that their way of life offers clues to that
of the ancestral humans.

Spread of “Behaviorally Modern” Humans

We have become familiar with the idea that bipedal hominids arose in the
African savannah and around 1.8 million years ago left Africa and spread through
Furasia, developing into homo erectus and homo neanderthalus.?> Wade’s
account points to a second “out of Africa”: around 50,000 BCE, a small band,
numbering perhaps as few as 150, who left Africa and crossed the southern part of
the Red Sea into the Arabian peninsula. As already noted, when hunter-forager
bands reach around 150 people they tend to divide, forming new groups. In this
manner, humans spread are believed to have spread along the southem coast of
Eurasia toward the Indian subcontinent.24 These people are assumed to have made
boats and practiced fishing, but any archaeological evidence was perishable or lies
undersea with the raising of sea levels after the Pleistocene ice age. Some
eventually reached the areas of Indonesia, and Australia, New Guinea, and
Tasmania, which were then continents rather than clusters of islands, and
eventually the Far East of Asia, and into the Americas. Another movement took
place from India to Turkey, Central Asia, and Europe. It is assumed that they
overcame the Neanderthals, perhaps in warfare or simply because of their superior
skills (language, hunting techniques, and ability to cooperate).

Languages

What are the relationships among the world’s 6,000 languages and to what
extent can their relationships and history be traced? Wade notes that languages are
not uniformly distributed: some languages are relatively widespread, while in
New Guinea, for example, the pattern is of small groups of people, speaking

22Because of the demands of this itinerant way of life, women examine newborns for signs of
defects and smother them. Such infanticide is not regarded as murder because life begins “when
the baby is taken back to camp, given a name and accepted as a Real Person.” Ibid., 68.

231t js speculated if modem humans had tried to leave African previously they were probably
defeated by Neanderthals surrounding Africa.

24Whatever archaeological evidence there might be has been buried as sea levels rose at the end
of the Pleistocene Ice Age.
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separate languages — what linguists call a “mosaic pattern.” If for tens of
thousands of years humans lived in mutually hostile small bands, language itself
might serve as a differentiation. How are we to account for areas where languages
have overcome the mosaic pattern and spread widely? Climate change could drive
out the existing groups and then be replaced by a single group later. Another
obvious possibility is warfare: a single group would dominate others and impose
its way of life, including language. Another possibility is that as some groups
began to practice agriculture and/or domestication of animals, they could sustain
larger numbers of people and their way of life spread, absorbing others as they did
SO.

We are familiar with the notion that European languages are members of the
Indo-European language group, which includes Sanskrit and many languages
which seem to have no obvious relationship to English. Linguists have generally
tended to say that languages change so quickly that it is impossible to trace them
back further than 5,000 years. However, Joseph Greenberg classified all the
world’s languages into fourteen superfamilies.2S Although many linguists were
skeptical of his approach, his findings mesh rather well with the human family
tree devised by geneticists mentioned earlier. Greenberg divided African
languages into four families, one of which is Afroasiatic, one branch of which is
West Semitic, which includes Hebrew, Aramaic, and Arabic. Thus the ancestor of
those languages of the “religions of the book” may not have arisen in the Middle
East, but in peoples from northern Africa who invaded perhaps 9,000 years ago.26

Let me bring these considerations back to the topic at hand,?? the question of
the unity of knowledge that is closely related to our self-understanding as human
beings. I have been describing three areas of findings about ancestral humans
from a number of disciplines that tend to converge (e.g., genetics and linguistics).
To summarize: around 50,000 years ago a single ancestral group of perhaps 5,000
or fewer people possibly similar in appearance to the contemporary Khoisan
people with a similar way of life had evolved the language and the characteristic
behaviors shared by all human groups since then. A small group departed and its

23Techniques include assembling lists of words (among those more resistant to change) from
different languages, estimating the matches and calculating the degree of relatedness.

26Tbid., 110-11.

27In passing I will note that Wade devotes a chapter to race, which he finds has a genetic basis,
thereby flying in the face of some who would claim that race is “socially constructed.” All humans
can mate and are one species, but different groups have developed genetically in different ways as
a result of their interaction with their environment. The differences are reflected in features such as
skin color, lactose tolerance and intolerance, and susceptibility to some diseases.
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descendents spread along the southern seacoast of the Eurasian continent as far as
the Indian subcontinent, and spread from there in various directions, eventually
populating the globe. The people practiced variations of a foraging and hunting
life, were generally hostile to one another, and their diverging languages reflected
and reinforced their differences. They spread into all the continents until the
beginnings of agriculture, the domestication of animals, and settied life
approximately 15,000 years ago.

The emerging picture of human emergence lends a new level of concreteness
to the sense of the unity of humankind affirmed by our own biblical and
philosophical traditions. It likewise provides details to the differentiations traced
by Lonergan.?8

In recent decades we have become accustomed to conceiving evolution as
occurring not simply in long seamless transitions but also during periods of rapid
change and adaptation. Although Wade does not make the point expressly, his
characterization of the emergence of behaviorally modemn humans seems to be an
instance of “punctuated equilibrium,” which means that humans apparently
developed language and many of the other features of “human nature” outlined
above in a short time, perhaps just a few thousand years, and this was
accompanied by genetic developments in brain capacity.

To pursue one line of speculation, let us suppose that human language
emerged in a primitive form (pointing, single-sound “nouns” or uninflected
“verbs” indicating actions) for tens of thousands of years. Then let us suppose that
it then developed rapidly from the ability to form sentences, tell stories, ask
questions, talk about things absent, propose chains of reasoning — in Lonergan’s
terms, not only to refer to data present to the senses but to grasp insights, make
judgments, and raise further questions. Somehow it seems more fitting that if
characteristically human behavior is indeed of a different nature from that of
animals, it should be the result of an evolutionary breakthrough and not an
imperceptible accretion of adaptive changes.?

281 onergan only occasionally reflected on the emergence of humans and only in passing. Cf.
“differentiations of consciousness,” in “The World Mediated by Meaning,” Philosophical and
Theological Papers — 1965-1980, 112, ff. See also Method in Theology (New York: Seabury
Press, 1972), 72.

29This is a matter of degree of course and even a few thousand years spans many generations.
There is also the interesting question of how “human” our anatomically human forbears were
before their behavior was undeniably human, i.e., approximately 50,000 BCE.



Consilience? Wilson, Lonergan, and Other Proposals 13

THE “NETWORK SOCIETY”

Around 1984, the Spanish-born U.C. Berkeley sociologist Manuel Castells turned
his attention to nearby Silicon Valley, on a hunch that what was happening there
was significant not simply for the worlds of technology or business. With
colleagues he did studies of similar “technopoles” around the world, and he
considered the impact of these developments on cities.3? Meanwhile he was doing
individual studies on five continents and devouring thousands of reports and
studies.

In the mid-1990s fearing that his cancer left him little time to live, he
produced The Rise_of the Network Society (1996), which laid out his basic theory,
and also, in the following two years, two other volumes of a trilogy.3! Early in the
first volume, he uses Benetton clothing to illustrate a crucial insight: what is
essential is not the factories or stores that the company might or might not own,
but rather it is the network of relationships between suppliers from around the
world to the stores, all monitored from headquarters in northern Italy. His key
point is that it is not simply business or economies that are taking on network
features but society itself. The technology of the information age has made this
possible. Castells started his quest, it should be noted, more than a decade before
most people had heard of e-mail, and his trilogy was written before the Internet
became a mass-phenomenon in the mid-1990s.

When I picked up The Network Society in a bookstore in 1996, I was
immediately struck by its ambition. Its overarching title (“The Information Age:
Economy, Society, and Culture”) echoes Max Weber; and the three volumes
suggest Marx’s Capital. Castells is emphatic, however, that he is not writing a
theory for the ages but for our particular moment. His work is highly empirical:
the approximately 2,000 works in the bibliography of the trilogy are often
technical studies and reports. He illustrates his general ideas by very concrete
examples, for example, a twenty-page discussion of East Asian business
networks, contrasting Japanese, Korean, and Chinese models.32

30Cf. Manuel Castells, The Informational City: Information Technology, Economic
Restructuring and the Urban-Regional Process (Oxford: Blackwell, 1989), and (with Peter Hall),
Technopoles of the Worl: The Making of 21" Century Industrial Complexes (London and New
York: Routledge, 1994).

31Manuel Castells, The Rise of the Network Society (1996); The Power of Identity (1997); End
of Millennium (1998) (all Oxford, UK, Blackwells).

32Network Society, 172-90.
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Volume two explores identities with a number of detailed studies, for
example, of nationalism in Catalufia and of the Zapatista movement in Mexico. In
the latter case, a dozen pages written in 1996 highlight many of the novel features
of its relationship to the rest of Mexico, but he also shrewdly perceives the
dilemmas of the movement. Castells argues that the nation state is losing much of
its legitimacy, undermined by transnational forces.

Volume three is comprised of five case studies of network theory, the first of
which is the collapse of the Soviet Union, which he co-wrote with his Russian
wife, drawing on their earlier work in Russia. The root of the collapse was the
“inability of statism to manage the transition to the Information Age.” Along the
way he explores a number of issues, including the power structure of the Soviet
state and society. Certainly Castells will not have the last word, but his work is
worth examining, particularly when many seem satisfied with a “great man”
explanation of the collapse of communism, attributing it to Ronald Reagan or
John Paul II.

Castells’s connection to Lonergan might not be immediately obvious,
especially since he himself is secular in orientation and mentions religion in
passing only in connection with identities. First, I think his work is a remarkable
example of inquiry. He mentions that volume three concludes “12 years of
research effort to elaborate an empirically grounded, cross-cultural, sociological
theory of the Information Age.” Particular insights led to further questions and
higher viewpoints. Although he is the primary author of the trilogy, his work there
and elsewhere has really been a collaboration with a network of researchers and
institutions on five continents.33 In short, I am suggesting that Castells exemplifies
the kind of collaboration across disciplines that Lonergan envisioned.

To illustrate the possible fruitfulness of what Castells is saying, consider its
possible application to the churches today. The mainstream churches have tended
to look down on Pentecostals for their simplistic theology, their lack of developed
doctrine, their apparent rigidity, and to classify them as “fundamentalists.” If
Castells is right, however, Pentecostal churches might be an excellent example of
network organizations: little hierarchy, flexibility, organization around function,
focus on “customer satisfaction,” even the use of media (TV, but also
technological devices in worship services). From the standpoint of the “network

331In the acknowledgements to vol. 3 he thanks besides his own institution universities and think
tanks in Madrid, Moscow, Tokyo, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Beijing, Cochabamba (Bolivia), and
Geneva.
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society” might Pentecostal churches be better adapted to the twenty-first century
than are mainline denominations, including Roman Catholicism?34

INTENSIFICATION OF HUMAN WEBS

William H. McNeill and John McNeill conceived of The Human Web: A Bird’s
Eye View of Human History®® independently of Castells, but it has an obvious
overlap. The McNeills, father and son, have devoted their careers to larger
movements in history. Their aim, they say, is to help people, including
themselves, make sense of the overall movement of history. Unlike Castells, they
were writing fully aware of the World Wide Web.

A web — a set of connections that link people to one another — may take many
forms, “Chance encounters, kinship, friendship, common worship, rivalry, enmity,
economic exchange, ecological exchange, political cooperation, even military
competition.” The web dates back at least to the “development of human speech.”
The spread of bows and arrows throughout most of the world (except Australia) is
evidence of a “first worldwide web.” Agriculture and sedentarization were a first
intensification of such webs, and the first cities, storing “information, goods, and
infections™ led to the formation of metropolitan webs, that is, empires starting
with Sumer. An “Old World Web” comprising mostly of Eurasia and North
Africa was formed around 2,000 years ago. The world was finally knit into a
single web starting 500 years ago, and speedier communications starting with the
telegraph 160 years ago have led to the present global web.

The foregoing set of headings drawn from the work of the McNeills and
others, such as Castells, may indicate the use of networks or webs as a powerful
tool of explanation.36

34Cf. Phillip Berryman, “Churches as Winners and Losers in the Network Society,” in Journal
of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs (vol. 41, number 4, winter 1999, Special Issue
“Religion in America: Churches, Globalization, and Democratization,” Manuel Vasquez, guest
editor).

35, R. McNeill & William McNeill, The Human Web: A Bird’s Eye View of World History
(New York: W. W. Norton, 2003).

36The virtue of the McNeill’s book is its simplicity and succinctness in its the exploration of
webs as an explanatory key. A grander approach is that of David Christian, Maps of Time: An
Introduction to Big History (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004), which is a conscious
attempt at a “creation myth.” Christian, who has been instrumental in making “big history” a
recognized field, spends 2 hundred pages from the Big Bang to human emergence, and more than
another hundred before getting to what is normally understood as human history, which he
proceeds to treat in very broad strokes. William H. McNeill provides a laudatory foreword.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

Bernard Lonergan died in 1984 around the time that many of us were getting our
first personal computers. That was also the time when Manuel Castells set out on
the inquiry that ultimately issued in his trilogy. That coincidence may suggest why
in an essay on the unity/differentiation of human knowledge and the work of
Lonergan, I have devoted considerable attention to these three recent works of
synthesis.

We are familiar with the works of synthesis to which Lonergan was attracted:
Toynbee, Langer, Voegelin, Eliade, Piaget, and numerous others. They aided his
articulation foundational methodology as well as his proposals for collaborative
work in theology and across scientific and scholarly disciplines. In that spirit we
should be looking for similar works that can help our own personal and collective
endeavors. I suggest that Castells offers a very fruitful analysis and set of
categories for attempting to name and understand our own age, and that works
such as the McNeills’ offer ways of unifying our view of human history. Wade’s
work of synthesis suggests that the ancestors of the today’s six billion human
beings were, albeit not a primordial couple, a single small human community.

Precisely because human beings create meaning and do so endlessly, there is
not, and cannot be, a single overarching scheme for understanding human reality,
as is perhaps possible for the rest of nature, certainly through the simpler forms of
life. The unity of human knowledge is not to be found in any homogenizing
scheme (e.g. “consilience”) but in the human mind — or better, the human subject
— and that unity itself is enabled by differentiations of human awareness.
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PART I: HUMAN EMBRYONIC DEVELOPMENT
AND STEM CELL ETHICS

A. Background

MICHAEL STEBBINS AND I have coauthored an article entitled “The Ethics of
Embryonic Stem Cell Research.” While we are explicit in that article about our
reliance on Lonergan’s work, it is aimed at a wide audience that would not
necessarily be familiar with his work. As a result, there are several unstated and
unargued assumptions that underpin the positions we adopt in that paper. The
present article is intended to make explicit the ways in which Lonergan’s work
provides the foundations for our joint article. !

ISee Patrick H. Byrne and J. Michael Stebbins, “The Ethics of Embryonic Stem Cell Research,”
forthcoming. In a sense, our joint article is something like an exercise in the functional specialty,
Dialectics. The present article is perhaps not so much an exercise in Foundations as it is one of
Systematics. Although I draw attention to the Foundations we relied upon but did not make
explicit, still the present article makes no pretense at introducing any new foundational categories
over and above those Lonergan already worked out. Nor Stebbins or I propose any radically new
doctrines, unless our two major hypotheses be such. The main doctrines — such as the Dignity
Priniciple and the affirmation that human personhood begins at conception - are already in
circulation and affirmed by significant numbers of individuals and communities. Still those
doctrines are articulated in a variety of ways with certain difficulties. What I suppose this article
attempts is to draw upon Lonergan’s foundational work in order to refine and offer a coherent
understanding the relationships among some of the doctrines relevant to the ethics of human
embryonic stem cell research and therapies.

17



18 Byrne

Briefly, our joint article argues against the destruction of human embryos
either for purposes of scientific research or for clinical treatment. There are
several reasons why this issue has attracted such animated public discussion. The
first is that embryonic stem cells are of great interest to research scientists because
they are either totipotent or pluripotent — that is to say, they are capable of
developing into every type of cell in the human body. It is widely accepted within
the medical scientific community (though with some notable dissent) that these
cells could eventually be modified and inserted into human bodies to repair or
replace defective cells responsible for such devastating diseases as Parkinson’s
disease, diabetes, osteoporosis, spinal cord injuries, Alzheimer’s disease,
leukaemia, and multiple sclerosis.2 There are also nonembryonic stem cells (called
somatic or adult stem cells), which though multipotent are neither totipotent nor
pluripotent, and for this reason are considered by many to be less promising for
many lines of research.> Much of the controversy arises from the fact that
embryonic stem cells, unlike somatic stem cells, are procured by “harvesting”
them from, and thereby causing the death of, living human embryos. As in the
debate over abortion, a key point of contention involves the question of how to
determine the identity, and thereby the moral status, of the embryo in the course of
its development.

In addition to the potential therapeutic benefits themselves, proponents of
embryonic stem cell research also point to another fact in support of their position.
In vitro fertilization clinics routinely fertilize considerably more of a woman’s
oocytes than they plan to implant at that time. This is because the success rates of
implantation are relatively low, and the costs are very high for repeated
procedures. The excess fertilized embryos are preserved through cryogenic
(freezing) technologies. Although estimates vary widely, it appears that
somewhere between 200,000 to 500,000 human embryos are currently being

2See for example comment by British Health Minister Yvette Cooper, The Times, December 16,
2000; my appreciation to Prof. Neil Scolding for this reference.

3The distinction between totipotent, pluripotent, and multipotent is somewhat fluid in the
literature. [ am following the set of definitions adopted by the U.S. President’s Bioethics Council,
whereby: “totipotent” refers to stem cells of human embryos during about the first four days, when
the cells can differentiate into any cell type in the body plus the placenta; “pluripotent” refers to
the stem cells of the “inner cell mass” formed after about four days, which can differentiate into
any cell type, except for totipotent stem cells and the cells of the trophoblast (which differentiate
into the placenta, etc.); and “multipotent” refers to stem cells (usually in developed adults) that
lack the full range of pluripotency but can produce two or more different types of differentiated
cells. See http://www.stemcellresearchfoundation.org/About/FAQ.htm#1 and http:/www.
bioethics. gov/reports/cloningreport/glossary.htm.
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cryogenically preserved. The vast majority of these will never be implanted in the
oocyte donor or brought to birth. Proponents of human embryonic stem cell
research argue that these embryos will be wasted, unless put to other uses that will
greatly benefit humanity.

Almost no one would argue that anything would make it morally acceptable to
“harvest” cells from a human adult or child if this would result in their deaths.4
Those who argue that it is morally acceptable to destroy human embryos in order
to obtain their stem cells do so because they hold that embryos are not yet full
human persons. Rather, they hold that human embryos are at most only potentially
human persons. Therefore the values of scientific knowledge and potential cure of
debilitating diseases outweigh the dubious worth of “mere tissue” that is merely a
potential human being. On the opposite side, many opponents of human
embryonic stem cell research argue that because embryos are potential human
persons, for that very reason the embryos cannot be dismembered for research or
clinical uses. Proponents respond saying that by this line or argumentation is
absurd because it would also mean that special elevated status would have to be
accorded to an acorn or a pile of lumber or even an unfertilized oocyte, which are
potential oak trees, houses, and human persons respectively. The ethical issue in
this debate, therefore, soon becomes a metaphysical issue about potentiality and
actuality, and about when the developing embryo becomes a full human person
and therefore enjoys the moral status and protections appropriate to a human
person.

In the approach that Stebbins and I adopted, we do not rely upon arguments
regarding potential human persons. Instead, we claim that embryos are actual
human beings because embryos are actively developing, and that human
developing is the being of a human being. In order to do support this claim, we
explicitly drew upon two aspects of Lonergan’s work in Jnsight: (1) his technical
distinction between explanation and description, and (2) his explanatory account
of human development. We argued that each instance of human development is a
concrete, unified, intelligible whole — an intelligible wholeness that unifies all of
its data, processes, and stages beginning with fertilization. We further relied upon
what we refer to as (3) “a version of Kant’s Dignity Principle,” namely, that

41 say “almost no one” because I was recently on a panel where a bioethicist said that “parental
attachment” is the only reason that it is not morally acceptable to kill newborn babies, if their
tissues would lead to saving other human lives. He went on to say that “if somehow this attachment
were no longer the social norm” then such use of newborns would be acceptable.
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persons are always to be treated as ends in themselves, never only as means.>
Since killing embryos as means to obtaining their stem cells for research or
therapeutic purposes is a violation of the Dignity Principle, we therefore argue
that this would be ethically unacceptable.

B. Unstated Assumptions

There are several key points underpinning our argument, none of which we
were able to explicate fully in our joint article. In our article, we assumed rather
than explicated:

(1) that the concrete, intelligible, unity-identity whole of a human self (human
“thing”) is identical with its concrete, intelligible, human development.

(2) that the human self is a human person.

(3) that “a version” of the Dignity Principle can be formulated that is
appropriate for a developmental notion of human personhood that is so
dramatically different from Kant’s account of personhood.

(4) We also relied upon an intellectually converted reader, since this is
indispensable to properly recognizing the full significance of the
explanation/description distinction in general, and the explanatory accounts of
development and thinghood in particular.

(5) Finally, in tacitly relying upon intellectual conversion, we also tacitly
relied upon moral and religious conversion that is committed to a radically open
heuristic anticipation of the good.

In the later sections of this article I will attempt to make explicit the
foundations of our assumptions, and to indicate why they are important for an
adequate ethics of human embryonic stem cell research. First, however, I offer a
brief summary of some of the salient features of human embryonic development
that have been resulted from over a century of biological research.

C. Early Human Embryological Development: Description versus Explanation

Much the debate regarding the ethics of embryonic stem cell research suffers
from the limitations of what Lonergan calls “description” in contrast what he calls
“explanation.” Description regards things in their relations to our senses, needs,
concerns or interests, whereas explanation seeks to understand things in their
relations not only to us but also in the relations to all other things without

Simmanuel Kant, Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. James W. Ellington
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Co., 1981), 36.
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restriction.® Whereas the meaning of commonsense descriptions “is expressed, at
least in the last analysis, by appealing to the content of some human experience”
(102), the meaning of explanatory knowledge uses implicit definitions in order to
express only the intelligibility that has been understood, prescinding from any
experiences not ‘“necessary for the occurrence of the insight” (55). Hence
commonsense descriptive knowledge specializes in knowing what things look
like, sound like, feel like, seem like, can be used like, and so on, whereas
explanatory knowledge aims at situating descriptive relations within the larger
realm of all intelligible relations.

Most of those who advocate using stem cells for research and therapy do
so without regard to whether this entails the destruction of human embryos. Most
of their arguments rely upon bases that are descriptive at root. As representative of
this sort of position, consider the following remarks by journalist Michael
Kinsley:

An embryo used in stem-cell research (and fertility treatments) is three to
five days past conception. It consists of a few dozen cells that together are
too small to be seen without a microscope. It has no consciousness, no
self-awareness, no ability to feel love or pain. The smallest insect is far
more human in every respect but potential. Is destroying that microscopic
dot the exact moral equivalent of driving a knife through the heart of an
innocent 6-year-old girl??

Kinsey uses the visual appearances of postnatal humans as the standard for human
identity and dismisses early stage embryos solely on the basis of their descriptive
dissimilarities. Using a more measured tone, Peter Singer describes the earliest
stages of human development in similarly descriptive terms:

If we take the fertilised egg immediately after conception, it is hard to get
upset about its death. The fertilised egg is a single cell. After several days,
it is still only a cluster of cells without a single anatomical feature of the
being it will later become. The cells that will eventually become the
embryo proper are at this stage indistinguishable from the cells that will
become the placenta and amniotic sac...At 14 days, the first anatomical
feature, the so-called primitive streak, appears in the position in which the

6Bernard Lonergan Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 3, ed. by Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1992), 528; hereafter, page references to Insight appear in parentheses in the main text.

"Michael Kinsey, “The False Controversy of Stem Cells,” Time, vol. 162, issue 22 (May 31,
2004), 88.
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backbone will later develop. At this point the embryo could not possibly
be conscious or feel pain.®

Several other authors also approach the human embryo in similar fashions,
describing it as a “cluster of cells,” “just a clump of cells,” or “mere tissue.”
These descriptive characterizations are contrasted with the descriptive features
associated with more mature human stages of development: early stages do not
look like mature stages. Descriptive resemblance to later-stage features becomes
both the ontologically and morally decisive criterion for personhood. On this
descriptive basis alone, human personhood is denied to early stage embryos, thus
exempting them from the protection of the Dignity Principle.

These descriptive characterizations fall far short of the requirements of
explanatory scientific biological knowledge. Historian, William Coleman traces
the emergence of biology as a distinct science at the very beginning of the
nineteenth century. He observes:

General descriptive activity constituted the essence of natural history [of
the eighteenth century] and its practitioners may fairly be called
Naturalists... [But] Those who coined the term biology were hoping to
reorient the interests and investigations of all who studied life.!0

Coleman shows how this reorientation was away from “external appearances” and
toward functional and explanatory relationships among the parts of organisms. He
documents the central role played by the investigation of embryological
phenomena, in the quest to understand the relations among the successively
differentiating tissues and organs during embryological development.

In the two centuries since, embryology (now more commonly referred to
as “developmental biology”) has made massive advances in explanatory
understanding, at the same time making clear the vast amount that remains to be
understood. Nevertheless, a few key findings call into serious question the key
descriptive claims of proponents of human embryonic stem cell research.

(1) First and foremost, the attempts to characterize early stage embryos of any
species as mere tissue or as completely homogeneous “mere clumps of
indistinguishable cells” cannot be sustained in light of these researches. Even
before fertilization, the molecules of the oocyte’s cytoplasm are distributed in a

8peter Singer, Practical Ethics, op. cit., 136-37.

9See Byrne and Sebbins, op. cit., for details.

10William Coleman, Biology in the Nineteenth Century: Problems of Form, Function, and
Transformation, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1971), 2.
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genetic method is guided by a basic heuristic notion - the “notion of
development.” Genetic method is therefore organized to discover and verify the
intelligibility proper to development.

According to Lonergan,

a development may be defined as flexible, linked sequence of dynamic and
increasingly differentiated higher integrations that meet the tension of
successively transformed underlying manifolds through successive
applications of the principles of correspondence and emergence (479).

This definition of development is daunting, which Lonergan himself
acknowledged. It may prove helpful, therefore, to clarify each of the key terms in
the definition “lest this prove a mere jumble of words” (479) as Lonergan put it.

First, then, the term higher integration means an interconnected set of
schemes of recurrence. Each single cell comprises, not merely one single scheme
of recurrence, but rather thousands of interlocking recurring schemes of
biochemical reactions. These include schemes of energy (ATP) extraction and
utilization; protein synthesis and repair; transportation of molecules across cell
membranes, and so on. Some schemes involve interactions with the “expressed”
sites of the DNA, while others take place solely among chemical constituents in
the cytoplasm. Moreover, these numerous schemes interact with and mutually
condition one another. The “higher integration” of a single cell, then, comprises
these interacting, mutually interdependent sets of schemes of recurrence. At the
higher level of multicellular complexity, the *“higher integration” comprises the
mutually conditioning schemes of interactions among cells and organ systems
(each of which, in turn, also comprises a multitude of biochemical schemes). Each
instance of development is a concrete whole, and it is made up of a temporal
sequence of components that Lonergan calls “higher integrations.” These higher
integrations are, so to speak, the units or parts of a whole development.

Second, in a development the higher integrations are not static, but rather
are dynamic. At each stage, a developing organism’s mutually interacting schemes
of recurrence function in such ways as to both infegrate its constituent
biochemical reactions, and also to modify these underlying biochemical structures
and processes.!7 As this series of self-modifications mount up, there comes a point
where the minimum conditions for the recurrence of the current integration have
been eliminated, and the cellular environment becomes inhospitable to that stage’s

17See §III. For more detailed illustrations, see also Byme and Stebbins, “The Ethics of
Embryonic Stem Cell Research,” 6-14.
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proper mode of functioning. What is remarkable in developing organisms is that
they do not perish as a result of these modifications that undermine the conditions
of integration (as do organisms suffering autoimmune diseases). Rather, the now
transformed biochemistry sets conditions for the emergence of new, more
differentiated schemes of recurrence — for new higher integrations. The marvelous
thing about development is that new higher integration emerges, Phoenix-like,
from by-products that are toxic for the old higher integration. The intelligible
unity of development is this remarkable connection among the successive higher
integrations — that each one prepares the way for the emergence of the next as it
simultaneously brings about its own demise. This is what Lonergan means by
referring to the higher integrations as dynamic.

A bit later Lonergan uses slightly more precise terminology, replacing
“higher integration” with “higher system” as “integrator” and as “operator” (489-
92). The term “higher system” is used to refer to the interacting and mutually
conditioning set of schemes of recurrence that constitute the organism. As
“integrator,” the higher system is an organized multitude of chemical reactions
that form recurrent, coherent, somewhat systematic, mutually conditioning
patterns. But because one and the same higher system is simultaneously an
“operator,” its functioning is only somewhat systematic.!8 As operator, this same
higher system is also functioning so as to bring about “the replacement of the
prior integration by a more developed successor” (i.e., a more differentiated
successor, 491). In the definition of development, therefore, the term dynamic
draws attention to this self-modifying, self-transforming function of the stages in a
development.

Third, this dynamic series of replacements occurs “through successive
applications of the principles of correspondence and emergence.” Lonergan
spelled out in great detail what he meant by the principle of emergence in his
discussion of emergent probability. In Lonergan’s analysis, the basic unit of
emergence is a scheme of recurrence. Schemes of recurrence are marvelous and
fascinating combinations of classical, intelligible connections among events that
happen to cycle back around. Still, schemes of recurrence are never completely
self-conditioning; rather, they are conditioned. Events in such schemes are linked
by classical correlations (“laws”) discovered and verified by the procedures of
classical heuristic methods (60-64). But since all classical correlations are
“abstract” in the sense that they hold only “other things being equal,” then the

18For Lonergan’s definition of purely systematic processes, see Insight, 71. For this reason,
Lonergan’s use of the term “higher system,” in combination with his sense of “dynamic” in the
context of development, is slightly problematic.
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connection of one event to its successor requires the prior fulfillment of other
conditions (131). Not only concrete instances of classical correlations, but also
concrete combinations of such correlations into schemes of recurrence also begin
to operate (“emerge”) only when requisite conditions are fulfilled (143-44). If the
whole scheme is to not only occur but also to recur with spontaneity, then more is
required than just the occurrences of any or all of its component events. In
addition to the events of the scheme, the conditioning events external to the
scheme must also be assembled. Once that assembly has come to pass, then the
occurrence of any one of the constituent events in the scheme will serve to
inaugurate the whole scheme’s occurrence and indeed its indefinite recurrences.

In Lonergan’s discussion of emergent probability in the early chapters of
Insight, the prior conditions for the emergence of new schemes occur randomly
and nonsystematically. It is a matter of statistical method to determine the
frequencies with which prior conditions are likely to be assembled (143-44). But
in his later account of development and genetic method, Lonergan adverts to the
fact that conditions for the emergence of a new higher system are not being
assembled just randomly or nonsystematically. Rather, the prior-stage higher
system itself is assembling the conditions for the emergence of the next stage. It
accomplishes this assembly by transforming its “underlying manifolds” through
its dynamic, somewhat systematic, self-modifying mode as “operator.”

Again, the emergence of the new higher system as integrator is in accord
with the principle of correspondence. The principle of correspondence is a
principle of limitation: one cannot make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear. This
principle means that the possibilities for the new higher integrations are limited by
whatever materials the previous system as operator bequeathed to it. The new
higher system is limited to various ways that it can pull together the materials in
inherits from the previous stage. The higher systems as integrators that do emerge
have to be in correspondence with the “lower manifolds,” the molecular processes
needed in order for those higher schemes to occur and recur. For example, the
placental cells rely upon the prior functioning of lower schemes producing
specific types of proteins that emerge from the cells of the trophoblast. Without
those lower schemes, the placental system cannot function. There is therefore a
correspondence between the system of the placenta and those protein-producing
schemes. On the other hand, the liver system cannot emerge from the trophoblast
cells. The functionings of liver cells correspond to lower biochemical schemes of
recurrence that will not emerge from trophoblast cells.
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Fourth, development is not just one interesting higher system after another.
The successive higher integrations in a developmental sequence are ever more
differentiated. Differentiation means that a simple scheme of recurrence is
replaced by the emergence of two or more interrelated schemes of recurrence,
each of which can do something slightly different from what the original
undifferentiated scheme could accomplish alone. This process is repeated over
and over. The slight differences of self-modification accumulate and amplify.

This means of course that each successive higher integration can perform
both more numerous and more differentiated operations than its predecessors. One
clear sign of increased differentiation is the increasing range of environmental
conditions under which the developing organism can function. (Compare, for
example, the protective environments for larval or fetal stages with those of adult
stages). Cellular division and multiplication is the basic and most obvious
illustration of how organic development achieves increasing differentiation.
Where a single cell could perform only its own operations, two cells can perform
two slightly different sets of operations in coordination with each other. This
differentiation grows exponentially with the successive cellular divisions,
especially as the additional cells modify themselves into increasing diverging
modes of functioning. In embryogenesis, the embryoblast cells of a mammalian
organism differentiate into ectodermic, mesodermic, and endodermic cellular
layers, which in turn further differentiate into multifaceted tissues and systems,
especially those of the schemes of recurrence in the developing nervous system.

Fifth and most importantly, development as such is not merely this or that
higher system, either as integrator or as operator, no matter how differentiated
they may be. Rather, development is the entire /inked sequence of dynamic higher
systems. As Lonergan puts it, “the principle object of genetic method is to master
the sequence itself, to understand the development” (486, emphasis added), for the
“operators form a flexible series” (491, emphasis added). It is the whole of the
interconnected sequence of operators that constitutes the intelligibility of a
development as such. The prior operator is intrinsically and inextricably
connected to the next operator. The prior operator is operating in such a way that,
under given conditions, what emerges is the higher system as operator in the next
stage. Likewise, the operator in the next stage is concretely and intelligibly
constituted as what it is by having been brought about by the prior stage operator.
Each higher system as operator is constituted to be what it is as a part, as a stage,
within the whole, intelligible sequence which is, for Lonergan, the explanatory
meaning of “development.”
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Thus the entire course of an organism’s development has a unified
intelligibility. One can be misled into thinking that one or another higher
integration alone constitutes a complete, unified intelligibility. This however
would be an incomplete view, for it would regard a particular stage of higher
integration in abstraction from its own concrete wholeness. Explanatory
investigation seeks insights that answer the questions, “What is this organism
doing?” and “Why is this organism operating in these ways?” If one’s answers
were framed solely in terms of some particular stage of the concrete, intelligible
integrations of the underlying biochemical reactions, these would only partially
answer the questions for explanation. Answers in terms of the specific form of
integration at a given stage do not even explain all of the data on the organism at
that stage, let alone the data on the whole development. The search for complete
explanatory understanding of all the data of a stage impels scientists to study each
given stage as an operator as well as an integrator. When Lonergan identifies the
central task of genetic method as “specify the operator” (491), he has in mind the
task of identifying how presently functioning schemes of recurrence are gradually
transforming the underlying biochemical materials and processes so as to bring
about an entire sequence of successive operators. In order to understand any
particular stage in a fully explanatory way, the investigator must also understand
how the transforming activities of the operator are related to the subsequent stages
of integrator-operator functioning. Thus the concrete and explanatory answer to
the question “What is the organism doing?” is “It is exercising its higher system
as operator, which concretely is but the present manifestation of its entire
developmental sequence.” In other words, concretely the answer is, “The
organism is enacting its entire development, which is manifesting itself at this
stage as this particular higher system as operator.” Developmental biologist
Maureen Condic captures the intelligible unity of the developing embryo.

Embryonic development is one of the most fascinating of all biological
processes. A newly fertilized egg faces the daunting task of not only
generating all of the tissues of the mature animal but organizing them into
a functionally integrated whole...

If a developing embryo is not to end up a mass of disorganized tissues, it
must do more than generate adult cell types. Embryos must orchestrate and
choreograph an elaborate stage production that gives rise to a functional
organism. They must direct intricate cell movements that bring together
populations of cells only to separate them again, mold and shape organs
through the birth of some cells and the death of others, and build ever
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more elaborate interacting systems while destroying others that serve only
transient, embryonic functions. Throughout the ceaseless building,
moving, and remodeling of embryonic development, new cells with unique
characteristics are constantly being generated and integrated into the
overall structure of the developing embryo.!9

Finally, concrete developments are conditioned. Lonergan only hints at
this contingency of development in his definition (i.e., when he speaks of the
sequence of higher integrations as “flexible™). Nevertheless, the conditionality of
development becomes quite clear in his expanded discussions (487). Just as every
scheme of recurrence is conditioned by events outside of its own functioning, so
also each and every concrete instance of development is also conditioned by
factors not of its own making. This dimension of development is revealed
especially in Lonergan’s discussions of “minor and major flexibility.” He refers to
the experiments of Hans Driesch who subjected early stage sea urchin embryos to
a variety of abnormal, stressful conditions.2® While some of the most extreme of
these conditions proved fatal, the embryos revealed a remarkable ability to adapt
to less extreme conditions by embarking upon one of the alternatives from a
flexible repertoire its characteristic developmental pathways. Developmental
biologists have cataloged numerous other such instances of “minor flexibility” in
a wide range of species including humans. Minor flexibility can arise in response
to either external environmental (e.g., toxic) conditions, or from internal genetic
or other mutations. The most commonly appearing pathways are called “normal”
by a merely descriptive mentality, while the relatively rare pathways are given the
descriptive appellation “abnormal.” (Such descriptive terminology is invoked
especially for those pathways yielding serious organic and neurological
impairments). Yet from an explanatory perspective, a vast range of so-called
abnormal developmental pathways are evidence of the flexibility of genuine
human development. They are still instances of the minor flexibility that
maintains our species’ developmental intelligibility under a variety of conditions.

On the other hand conditions can vary so greatly as to substantially alter
the intelligibility of the linked sequence itself. The clearest instance would be a
genetic mutation that brings about a new, explanatorily distinct species. Such
genetic mutations may be caused by cosmic rays or environmental toxins or
simply by unusual coincidences during genetic replication. When conditions so
dramatically alter the developmental pathway as to issue in a new species,

19Maureen L. Condic, “The Basics About Stem Cells,” First Things 119 (January 2002): 30-34,

at 30.
20/nsight, 475. For more complete details, see Gilbert, Developmental Biology, 58-61.
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Lonergan calls this “major flexibility.” Both minor and major flexibility attest to
the fact that development is not to be understood by looking to some rigid, fixed,
predestined final stage outcome. Rather development is to be understood as a
flexible linked sequence that can manifest its own form of intelligibility under a
wide, but not unlimited, variety of conditions.

Explanatory understanding of development therefore intends the
intelligible, flexible, connected wholeness of the entire sequence of higher
integrators-operators. It is this intelligible wholeness of the entire sequence that is
the explanatory meaning of development.

It should be clear how Lonergan’s generic, heuristic account of
development dovetails with the facts of early human embryology. First and
foremost, the early stages form a unified intelligible sequence, as Maureen Condic
makes clear. Moreover, the stages are both higher systems integrating biochemical
and intercellular schemes, as well as self-modifying operators that set the
conditions for the emergence of the next stage. Each cell in each early stage
participates in the characteristically human modes of dynamic self-modification.
Moreover, these modifications produce increasingly differentiated cells and
biochemical schemes of recurrence which are nonetheless remarkably integrated.
This is already manifest in the newly fertilized zygote, where the underlying
epigenetic and cytoplasm molecules are already being transformed in a
characteristically human fashion. It is already manifest in the second stage of
cleavage, where rotational cleavage distinguishes human development from all of
the alternative, nonmammalian modes of second stage cleavage. The entire linked
sequence of human development continues to manifest itself in each of its
successive stages of self-modification up to and including that of the
preimplantation human blastocyst.

Hence it is a serious departure from the goal of explanatory understanding
to characterize the earliest stages of human embryonic development in ways that
abstract from their concrete wholeness. Human embryonic stems cells, whether
totipotent or pluripotent, are parts in dynamic higher integrations. These dynamic
higher integrations themselves, in turn, are stages in a linked series that constitutes
a whole development. The concrete whole of human embryonic development is
the whole linked sequence of increasingly differentiated higher systems.

Still it is important to repeat that explanatory understanding of human
development is not formulated in terms of some fixed, inevitable, uniform
outcome. Rather, explanatory understanding formulates development in terms of
its conditioned, characteristically flexible, linked series of operators-integrators.
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Each and every stage manifests itself precisely as a member of that flexible linked
sequence. Each stage bears a conditional intelligible connection to future stages,
even if those stages fail to actualize because conditions prove inhospitable. Hence,
the intelligible, linked series of integrators-operators is the identifying feature of
human development, not one or few late emerging stages. From the objective of
reaching explanatory understanding, therefore, it is incorrect to say that a humanly
developing embryo is not genuinely human because some violent intervention
prevented the emergence of later stages of sensitivity or memory or rationality.
The flexible, conditional intelligibility of the stages, not their ultimate outcome, is
the defining notion of human development. The manner of developing remains
intelligibly and characteristically human throughout its series of higher
integrations, no matter how far they are permitted to continue,

Of course the intelligibility unity of human development extends beyond
the stage of implantation to include the further higher stages of integrators-
operators through fetal development, birth, infancy, childhood, adolescence,
adulthood and advanced aging, to which we will return in Part 1.

E. The Unity of Things and Developmental Unity

It is one thing to comprehend early human embryonic development as part
of a unified developmental intelligibility. It is another to argue that this
developmental unity enjoys the status and deserves the protection of a human
person. It is to that task that I now turn.

The first step is the hypothesis that the concrete, intelligible sequence that
constitutes the development of a developing thing is the concrete, intelligible
unity-identity-whole of that thing. Or more briefly, my hypothesis is that the
thinghood of a developing thing is identical with its development. This is perhaps
the most radical of the positions Stebbins and I assume in our joint paper. It is a
position about which I admit a certain tentativeness. Up to the present, I have not
been able to think of what might be incorrect about equating human development
with human selfhood (“thinghood™).2! Still, since I cannot claim for myself the
absence of all further pertinent questions (which is the ultimate criterion for
unconditional affirmation of an insight), I can only advance this only as a probably
true hypothesis.

I have come to this hypothesis through reflection upon Lonergan’s account
of development in light of his definition of a thing:

21 Actually there is at least one major difficulty - having to do with the dialectic of the individual
human being — to which I will return in § V.
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By a thing is meant an intelligible, concrete unity (278)...the notion of a
thing is grounded in an insight that grasps, not relations between data, but
a unity, identity, whole in the data; and this unity is grasped, not by
considering data from any abstractive viewpoint, but by taking them in
their concrete individuality and in the totality of their aspects...Thus
things are conceived as extended in space, permanent in time, and yet
subject to change (271).

The heart of our argument, then, consists in identifying the intelligible
linked sequence of a development with the intelligible “unity, identity, whole” of
a thing. I offer the following reflections in support of this hypothesis:

In general any ‘“notion” in Lonergan’s sense is some kind of an
anticipation of an unknown to be known — of something not-yet experienced or
understood or affirmed that will become determinate through anticipated acts of
experiencing, understanding or judging. In particular the notion of a thing is the
anticipation of something to be known through insights that grasp the unity,
identity, wholeness of all the data pertaining to that thing.

Lonergan knew that this was a radical and profound departure from the
ordinary, descriptive criterion of unity and reality. He emphasizes the dramatic
difference between the explanatory unity of “thing” as intelligible and the
descriptive unity of “body” as some “subdivision of the already out there now
real.”22 The profundity of the contrast shows up most starkly when one considers
the issue of temporality in relation to unity. To be a body (in the sense defined by
Lonergan) is to be completely contained in the present, to exist completely in the
present. This descriptive, bodily sense of reality as temporal presence is conveyed
in the “already” and “now” defining features of body. By way of contrast, the
explanatory intelligibility of “thing” is not captured or isolated in the present. The
insight anticipated in the notion of “thing” will be an insight that grasps the unity-
identity-whole of all of the data on that thing, including its data that are
temporally distinct and spread across a wide duration of time. The data on a thing
are not limited to any specific moment present in time, as are the data of a body.
As Lonergan puts it, because of their intelligibility, things are conceived as
“extended in space, permanent in time, and yet subject to change.” Temporal
differences are embedded in data; data are “given” at different times. Stiil, those

22Gtrictly speaking “body” is a function of the extroverted aspect of the biological pattern of
experiencing, rather than of the ordinary commonsense descriptive orientation of understanding.
However, the latter emerges from the former so easily and spontaneously that it is only with great
effort and care that the distinction can be made effectively.
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empirical differences in time ultimately pertain to the empirical residue. Hence,
merely empirical temporal differences do not add any immanent intelligibility of
their own to the intelligibility that unities temporally distinct data (51-52).

This means of course that the mere succession of time, in and of itself,
does not modify the intelligibility of either things or developments. In other
words, one and the same intelligible unity, whether of a thing or of a development,
unites the different data on the different temporal stages of the thing or
development. Although several philosophers would dispute this claim, at least for
Lonergan there is neither a new thing nor a new intelligible development for each
and every moment. Rather, there are new stages at different times, but not a new
intelligible linking of those stages. We sometimes speak of “a new development,”
when we actually mean “the emergence of a new stage of a development.” In
other words, descriptively we sometimes use “development” instead of
“emergence.” Lonergan’s usage, however, is fully explanatory: development is not
an emergence, but an intelligibly linked sequence of emergences. Hence things
and developments remain intelligibly the “same” (i.e., the same intelligibility
permanent through time) despite the merely empirical differences in the data on
their stages (i.e., data that differ temporally in virtue of their empirically residual
temporal differences).

While both things and developments are permanent in time, nevertheless,
all finite things really do change and all developments really are dynamic. As
Lonergan puts it, “knowing change consists in grasping the same identity
[intelligible wholeness]...at different times in different individual data” (307).
What changes are the data at different times. Those different, changing data really
are constituents of the fully concrete thing or development. The concrete thing or
development is truly changing although its intelligibility does not. What remains
permanent are the intelligibilities — whether thing or development — that connect
these data across time.

On the other hand, if one adheres to the strict sense of “body” as
“subdivision of the already out there now,” then bodies cannot be said to either
permanent in time or subject to change. For what is “already out there now” exists
only in the present moment and is gone in the next moment. An ontologically
novel body takes the place of the previous one in the next “now” instant.23 Strictly
speaking, then, bodies are never permanent but instead are evanescent. Neither
can bodies strictly be said to change. They simply exist in their infinitesimally
brief moment in time and instantaneously perish. For something to change, it

23However, given that the empirical residue of temporality is continuous, the concept of “the
next instant of time” is incoherent, as Aristotle already recognized.
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would have to have one characteristic at one moment and a truly different
characteristic at a subsequent moment. But this is impossible for bodies in the
strict sense. Of course people who operate from a commonsense descriptive
mentality have no difficulty believing that bodies change — commonsense people
think this all the time. However this is because, as Lonergan puts it, by “a ‘body’
is meant secondarily any confusion or mixture of elements taken both from the
notion of a thing and from the notion of a ‘body’ in its primary meaning” (279).
Common sense descriptive thinking can and does easily slip into confusions and
mixtures whose practical consequences do not show up immediately.

These general metaphysical points are more easily understood through the
concrete illustration of a baseball. The data on a baseball are temporally different.
A baseball in motion curves, spins, follows a parabolic trajectory and vibrates
violently from the force of the batter’s impact. Over its lifespan it gets dirty. In
addition, a small number of molecules evaporate from its surface, while it also
absorbs a larger number of water vapor and other atmospheric gas molecules.
These interact with its original molecular structure and change it, hardening or
softening it, for example. Yet it remains one and the same baseball through its
lifetime. This sameness, this unity-identity-wholeness does not consist in it having
exactly the same, unchanging appearance — the same data throughout all time. Nor
does its identity consist in having exactly the same underlying “matter” through
all time — in being composed of exactly the same molecules or subatomic particles
throughout all time. Its sameness, rather, is its own specific, concrete intelligibility
that unites all these changing data into a single, unified intelligible
interconnectedness.

Still, the intelligible unity of a baseball is not the kind of intelligible unity
that is characteristic of any developing thing. The unity of developing things is the
intelligible interconnectedness of a linked sequence of integrator-operators.
Unlike biological organisms, baseballs do not “successively transform their
underlying manifolds” so as to bring about “increasingly differentiated higher
integrations.”

Even so, there is a basic commonality between the thinghood of a baseball
and the intelligible unity of development. Because the unity of things as well as
the unity of developments is their unifying intelligibility, they both encounter the
same resistance from non-conversion to their trans-temporal unity as real. To a
descriptive mentality, the reality and unity of a baseball is just what it looks like in
one, single snap-shot-like appearance, frozen in time. So also a descriptive
mentality tends to regard some limited (and usually well-advanced)
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developmental stage frozen in time as the genuine reality and the unity of a
developing entity. In the case of a baseball, this metaphysical imprecision is
usually quite inconsequential. But in the case of developing human beings, the
bias toward description and bodily-reality can have dire consequences.

Description tends to treat the data on this or that stage as all there is to the
entity. But this descriptive way of thinking is abstract in its arbitrary privileging of
the present (the “already out there now™). It abstracts from the explanatory,
concrete wholeness of development. Fully explanatory understanding grasps
stages as stages of a development, not as isolated units or things. Lonergan argues
that there are no “things within things,” (283-84); likewise, stages are not “stage-
things” within a “development-thing.” Hence, the temporally distinct data on
stages are more properly understood to be data on the intelligible wholeness of the
development that unifies and constitutes the stages as stages. Therefore, just as is
the intelligibility of things, so also the intelligibility of development is a
unification of differences in data at different times.

If the thinghood, the concrete intelligible, unity-identity-whole of a
developing thing is its development as I am proposing, why then didn’t Lonergan
say so? Perhaps this is because of the moving viewpoint. When Lonergan first
introduced the notion of thing, he did so heuristically — in terms of the general
kind of insight that would be ingredient in the knowledge of a thing. In this
generic heuristic sense of course every thing has a unity that is “like” the unity of
every other, since knowledge of all things involves the same generic sort of an
insight. Yet the insight that grasps the intelligible linked sequence of integrators-
operators does seem to comply with Lonergan’s generic stipulation.

According to Lonergan what differentiates things from one another is not
different kinds of insights into their unity. Rather, Lonergan says that things are
differentiated by the components that they unify. The intelligibility of a thing
unifies not only its diverse empirical elements but also its diverse conjugates: “the
notion of a thing as an intelligible, concrete unity differentiated by experiential
and explanatory conjugates clearly implies the possibility of different kinds of
things” (280). Now developments also unite and are differentiated by their
explanatory conjugates. The higher systems as integrators unite into complex
integrated schemes of recurrence vast arrays of intracellular biochemical reactions
and intercellular organic processes. The higher systems as operators connect the
conjugates involved in the earlier stages of schemes to the conjugates of later
stages of schemes. So we may say that developing things are not only
differentiated by their underlying explanatory conjugates but are also
differentiated by their characteristic developments — their characteristic sequences
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of linking and connecting the explanatory conjugates ingredient in their successive
higher systems. Clearly, there are inanimate things whose unities would not be
developmental unities. Yet the things that do develop are distinguished not only
by their possession of different explanatory conjugates but also by their
developmental, intelligibly linked sequences of those conjugates as they function
in higher integrators-operators. Again, it would seem that what Lonergan says
about differentiation of things corresponds to the differentiation of developmental
unities as well.

Hence, like things, developments are concrete intelligible unities. Like a
thing, a development (i.e., the intelligible unity that links the successive stages) is
extended in space, permanent in time, yet subject to change. Like things,
developments are differentiated by their conjugates. Is the development of a
developing thing, therefore, identical with its thinghood? Put more bluntly, is the
thing its development, or does the thing have a development? Is a developing
thing a still greater unity that has its development as a kind of meta-property? Are
there any data on a developing thing that is left over to be understood after all of
its concrete developmental intelligibility has been understood??* If so, then there
is some further intelligibility to a developing thing than there is to be found in the
intelligibility of its linked sequence of integrators-operators. If not, then it would
seem reasonable to say that the intelligible unity-identity-whole of a developing
thing is completely and exactly its development. The latter is the first of the
hypotheses that I present in this article as probably true.

240f course, the merely empirically residual aspects of the data on a concrete development are
not immanently intelligible to the insight that grasps that development in all of its interconnected
concreteness. Yet this is also true in the case of a nondeveloping thing; its intelligible unity also
prescinds from its empirical residue. Still, it may be that the data on disease, degeneration, and
death cannot be brought within the ken of genetic methods. If so, then the intelligible unity of
developing things goes beyond their developmental intelligibility. The still further cases of biases,
evil, sin require the introduction of dialectical methods and invite hope for up the possibility of a
still more complex kind of intelligible unity than that of development. However, it should be noted
that we are then no longer simply talking about developing things, but about dialectical things. For
the sake of the present argument, which concerns the ontological and deontological status of the
first five days of human development, these further considerations do not seem to constitute
relevant objections.
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PART IIl: DEVELOPMENTAL UNITY AND PERSONS

F. Unity of Self, Unity of Subject, and Developmental Unity

Although Lonergan avoids the impersonalism of the term “thing” when referring
to human selves,?5 it is clear that he understood human selves to be highly specific
and very advanced kinds of things — distinguished and characterized by their
specifically human cognitional explanatory conjugates. Indeed, he uses the very
terminology for things in his definition of a self:

By the ‘selff what is meant is a concrete and intelligible
unity-identity-whole (343).

Insight’s chapter on self-affirmation calls upon the reader precisely to affirm
herself or himself as a concrete, intelligible unity-identity-whole. It is clear,
therefore, that to be a human self is to have the special kind of intelligible unity
that pertains to things.

Moreover, it is also clear that to be a human self is to be a developing
unity. Lonergan explains that by self he means a unity-identity-whole that is
“characterized by acts of sensing, perceiving, imagining, inquiring, understanding,
formulating, grasping the unconditioned, and judging” (343-44).26 For Lonergan,
these conscious activities are constituted to be what they are in virtue of their
places in the “formally dynamic”?’ integration of conscious acts that he calls
“cognitional structure.” The self’s prior acts of experiencing, understanding,

25To be precise, just as Kant can anticipate the existence of rational beings (persons) which are
not human, Lonergan’s definition of “self” does not exclude the possibility of non-human unity-
identity-wholes that are also characterized by this same dynamic structure of conscious activities.
What these other kinds of selves might be, and what would make them nonhuman, is beyond my
comprehension at present. David Jones has suggested that they might be so different in their
organic constitution and development that they would constitute essentially different species.
However, Lonergan’s way of specifying explanatory species would seem to exclude this
possibility; whatever has the cognitional structure is a self, regardless of the formation of its
underlying organic conjugates.

26For the moment I am leaving aside the question of whether a “self” so understood is also
“person” in something like Kant’s sense, that is to say, is an instance of a value so exalted as to
merit privileged status of the Dignity Principle. I return to this issue in § IV.

2'Bernard Lonergan, “Cognitional Structure,” in Collection, Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 4, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1988), 206.
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expressing, and judging are organized into habits of knowing which correspond to
higher integrations in his account of development. Still, the even more
foundational manifestations of human intelligence and reasonableness are to be
found in the new questions for intelligence and reasonableness that arise. Guided
by the direction provided by new questions, the cognitional self-as-operator draws
upon all of the prior achievements of itself-as-integrator and calls forth new
experiences and imaginative constructions as well as old memories, ideas, and
judgments. In doing so, the self-as-operator is setting the conditions for the
emergence of new direct and reflective insights, new judgments, still further
questions, and so on in a recurring, dynamic, self-correcting process. In the long
run this self-correcting process eventually results in the emergence of the epochal
differentiations of consciousness — the diverse modes of common sense, as well as
the religiously, artistically, theoretically, scholarly, and interiorly differentiations
of consciousness.?® The cognitional self-correcting process is therefore a prime
instance of development — of the self as operator transforming its activities of
consciousness and their contents along paths of increasing differentiation. The
cognitional self is self-transcending. Hence, it is clear that cognitional selves are
developing selves. Human selves are developing, intelligible unity-identity-
wholes that are also dynamically intelligent.

Still, the activities and intelligible dynamic patterns of cognitional selves are
only parts of a larger story. In reality, cognitional activities are always
complemented and augmented by the further conscious acts and structures of
value inquiry, value reflection, grasping and judging virtually unconditioned
values, intentional feeling, choosing, and loving. In order to do justice to the more
concrete unity that performs this enlarged structure of activities, Lonergan
eventually shifted his terminology to that of the developing “existential subject.”2
The more complete human subject not only understands and knows but also
evaluates, deliberates, chooses, and loves. As such, to be a human subject is also
to be a developing unity — a unity-identity-whole characterized by dynamic, self-
transcending acts of cognition and existential self-constitution. The human
subject’s acts of knowing, feeling and choosing what is of value are the most
profound acts of self-transformation. Hence, the human existential subject is also
a developing unity-identity-whole.

28Bemard Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and Herder, 1972), 272-75.
29See for example Bernard Lonergan, “The Subject” in A Second Collection, ed. William F. J.
Ryan and Bernard J Tyrrell (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1974), 79-84.
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G. Unity and Embodied Human Development

Although the developing human subject is far more concrete than the
developing cognitional self, still even the existential subject seems to lack the full
concreteness of incamate embodiment. Yet this is not so much an oversight on
Lonergan’s part as it is a misleading impression that arises from his choice to
write Insight from a moving viewpoint. The fuller embodied concreteness of
human subjectivity is dealt with at a later phase in that moving viewpoint.
Lonergan was no fan of Cartesian dualism with its disembodied cogito desperately
seeking some pineal gland to connect it with a body. Rather, as Insight unfolds,
Lonergan situates the cognitional self within his brilliant account of human
development as a whole. According to him, human development is to be properly
understood as an integrated process proceeding along three distinct generic levels
of schemes of recurrence: organic, psychic, and intellectual.3® Once all three levels
of schemes are operating, they interact and mutually condition one another.

Organic, psychic, and intellectual development are not three independent
processes. They are interlocked with the intellectual providing a higher
integration of the psychic and the psychic providing a higher integration of
the organic [and neural]...What the existentialist discovers and talks
about, what the ascetic attempts to achieve in himself [or herself], what the
psychiatrist endeavours to foster in another, what the psychologist aims at
understanding completely, the metaphysician outlines in heuristic
categories (494-95).

Yet these three levels do not all emerge simultaneously. Organic
development alone begins with fertilization. Human organic development
proceeds for a considerable period of time before the schemes of recurrence that
constitute the nervous system begin to differentiate from the schemes of the other
organic systems.

As the nervous system continues to develop, it eventually reaches the point
where it has set the conditions for the emergence of consciousness in psychic acts
and schemes of recurrence. These psychic schemes are primarily sensory-motor —
beginning with the undifferentiated conscious awareness and representation of
neurological responses to changing environmental pressures by the primitive,

30fnsight, 494-504. At this point Lonergan is using the term “intellectual” to abbreviate both the
second and third levels of consciousness (intellectual and rational). Although he had not yet fully
worked out in Insight the level responsibility of the existential subject, by implication the more
differentiated structure of human intentionality is also to be situated in this incarnate context of
chapter 15.
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undifferentiated sense of touch. As the primitive nervous system further
differentiates, it sets conditions for different conscious representative schemes, as
undifferentiated touch-consciousness differentiates into consciousness of sound,
pain, taste, smell, sight. But psychic schemes do not share the same explanatory
genus as do the organic schemes. Psychic schemes meet the criteria that Lonergan
specifies for an explanatory higher genus.3!

As the psychic schemes further differentiate, they set the conditions for the
emergence of acts and schemes of intelligence. It was Lonergan’s great realization
that what Aristotle meant by “ta men oun to noetikon en tois phantasmasi noei’3?
is that insights emerge when phantasms (psychic images) happen to fall into
suitable constellations. Yet insights and their intelligible noematic contents
themselves are not merely impoverished images, Locke to the contrary. Rather,
insights and their intelligible contents “supervene” upon the schemes of psychic
acts and representations. Intellectual acts and schemes are still higher systems that
are generically distinct from psychic higher integrations. Likewise, the acts and
recurring structures of the still higher conscious levels of reasonableness and
responsibility also begin to operate once the lower levels set the conditions for
their emergence. As Lonergan put it, “We need a flow of experiences to have a
single insight, and a flow of insights to have a single judgment.”33 These flows are
produced by the human subject as operator setting the conditions for the
emergence of the higher acts.

Human development in its full concreteness, therefore, begins organically,
but eventually the sequence of integrated organic differentiations sets the
conditions whereby “through successive applications of the principles of
correspondence and emergence” generically distinct higher integrations of
conscious, psychic activities emerge and begin to function recurrently. Likewise,
psychic integrations differentiate and multiply until generically distinct activities
and schemes of intelligence, reasonableness, and existential responsibility emerge
and begin to develop.

All these higher integrations form one, single, concrete, unified,
intelligible linked series of integrators-operators. The various higher levels of

31See Insight, 280-84. There Lonergan uses “sensitive psychology” to refer to the generic level
that he later calls “the psychic.” In particular, the “lower viewpoint [of organic neurophysiology] is
insufficient as it has to regard as merely coincidental what in fact is regular,” (281) and hence the
need for the higher viewpoint of sensitive psychology.

32 Aristotle, On the Soul, 111.7, 431b2.

3Bernard Lonergan, Topics in Education, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 10, ed.
Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), 178.
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consciousness emerge as stages of differentiation and as components in this
unified, developmental process. They emerge when the prior operators set the
conditions for their emergence. But this is exactly what the operators were doing
during the purely organic stages of development. The emergence of conscious,
intelligent, and responsible higher integrations is no more and no less miraculous
than the phoenix-like emergence of a new organic higher integration to replace its
organic predecessor. Their emergences of conscious levels do not mark the
beginning of new developing unity-identity-whole. It is not that there was no
human subject, but then a human subject starts to exist once the conscious levels
begin to emerge. As emergent differentiations, they are stages of one and the same
intelligible development that begins with organic fertilization and continues
through complex, differentiating stages of organic, psychic, intellectual, rational,
and responsible higher integrations.

The various characteristics usually taken to be the human-defining features
(such as rationality, tool-, language-, or symbol-use, etc.) emerge as
differentiations within the more basic, unified and integrated developmental
process that really does constitute the being of a human being. Descriptive
approaches focus solely upon one or another of those emergent features apart from
the integrated developmental process as a whole. But to do so constitutes a relapse
into the abstractions that are the weaknesses of the descriptive approach. This
descriptive relapse is characteristic of the numerous attempts to justify
experimentation on human embryonic stem cells. They attempt to define
personhood by focusing exclusively on some late stage, rather than attending in
explanatory fashion to the whole of development. They arbitrarily select some
truncated segment out of the whole, intelligible sequence of developmental
functioning over the organism’s entire lifespan. From a descriptive standpoint,
personhood is thought to begin only when some recognizable quality or qualities
of personhood appear to the senses at some later stage of the development,
qualities that were not apparent to a descriptive approach at the beginning of the
development. On this basis, only when the being manifests these descriptively
recognizable qualities is it then deemed a person.

However, from the explanatory perspective, the very manifestation of such
qualities is something that the developing human subject characteristically does. It
gives rise to its own recognizable linguistic and other qualities by executing its
development. The stage at which it manifests these qualities merely makes its
development finally recognizable as the development of an embodied human
subject — finally recognizable, that is to say, to someone who approaches it solely
from a descriptive mentality. For someone whose approach is explanatory,



46 Byrne

however, its development is ever and continuously recognizable as characteristic
of a human subject. If some descriptive quality of a stage is an indisputable sign
of human subjectivity, then much more so is it a sign that the whole developing
being is a human subject — because that stage is what it is by being a component of
that whole development, and because “‘subject” refers to the wholeness. Such a
stage does not constitute what makes a human being be a human subject. Its
ongoing, characteristically human development is what makes it be a human
subject. It follows, of course, that destroying an embryo destroys a human subject
by terminating the whole, developing being that it is.

The full range of human self-modification and development moves in
flexible and intricate and fascinating ways to differentiate into a plethora of
unique human achievements and personalities. While this way of drawing
attention to the glories of human development may seem to suggest that human
subjectivity is confined to only the most advanced and most differentiated paths of
human development, this would be an incorrect impression. The so-called
“abnormal” pathways are also characteristically human and no less constitutive of
human subjectivity. The phrase “abnormal” arises out of merely descriptive
approaches that privilege “normal” later stage appearances as properly human, and
tends to denigrate different-appearing later stage appearances as not fully human.
In a truly explanatory approach, a very flexible range of human developmental
pathways are indeed characteristically human - including those that are
descriptively referred to as “abnormal human developments.” (But such
descriptions still betray an implicit awareness of these pathways as human.)

Yet no matter how long, intricate, or unique this sequence of emerging
differentiations is for any given individual, it is still one, single, intelligibly
unified process of development that is characteristically human. This process is
the very being of this developing human subject. Its various qualities of
consciousness or sophistications of rationality are but the manifestations of the
unity that makes their emergences possible, and to which they contribute by their
own self-modifications.

This unified developing process is therefore the fundamental reality of
human subjectivity. A embodied human subject, therefore, is @ developing being
that is always doing one and the same thing: executing its own characteristically
human development. This is true of being human at all points in its development,
even the earliest. It does not start its characteristically human developing only
when a certain stage of differentiation has emerged. Being human does not begin
at some arbitrary stage, as descriptive approaches would have it. According to an
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explanatory approach, therefore, it is more accurate to focus upon the whole of
“its development at this stage,” rather than in isolation upon “this stage of its
development.”34 Rather, all stages are stages of differentiations within a concrete
unified, developing subject. If some quality of a stage is an indisputable sign of
human subjectivity, then much more so is it a sign that the whole developing
being is a subject — because that stage is what it is by being a component of that
whole development. Such a stage does not constitute what makes a human being
be a human subject. Its ongoing, characteristically human development is what
makes it be a human subject.

Many people engaged in the debate have difficulty in grasping this idea -
that at each stage the concrete activity of an organism (whether human or not) is
properly understood as executing the intelligibility of its linked sequence of
stages, and that it is not properly understood only in terms of how it appears at
some particular point in time. Two analogues may provide some light. The first is
the baseball on its parabolic path. At each instant of its flight, the baseball has a
slightly different position and a slightly different velocity than it has at any other
instant. One could say that what the baseball is doing at a given instant is moving
with that instantaneous velocity, no more, no less. But this is just an abstraction.
What the baseball is concretely and fully doing at each and every instant of its
flight is moving along its intelligibly unified flight path (expressed algebraically
in the equation for a parabola). In order to be fully concrete, each of its
instantaneous movements must be understood as more than just instantaneous;
each instantaneous movement really is integrated with the rest as components of
the total parabolic movement. At a given moment, the baseball is not just moving
with an instantaneous velocity; it is moving in that part of a parabolic arc.

A second analogy is that of a story. Toward the beginning of a story, the
protagonist is doing various things — talking, thinking, feeling, moving. The
meaning of these activities can seem to be fairly transparent or relatively obscure.
As the story progresses — provided it is a genuinely good story — the meaning of
these activities becomes clearer to the reader as later events reveal meanings that
the reader suspected but was unsure about, or as meanings that the reader failed to
consider earlier on. Nevertheless, the meaning of the character’s earlier activities

34A number of other authors have made this point in roughly similar terms, although without
basing it expressly on the distinction between descriptive and explanatory accounts of
development. These include George and Lee, op. cit. and Robert P. George, “Embryo Ethics: On
the Biological and Moral Status of Nascent Human Life,” Daedalus (forthcoming); Mark Johnson,
“Ouaestio Disputata: Delayed Hominization? A Rejoinder to Thomas Shannon,” Theological
Studies 58 (1997): 708-14; and Nicola Poplawski, “Ethics and Embryos,” Journal of Medical
Ethics 17 (1991): 62-69.
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do in fact have the meanings that they have in the context of the whole story. The
protagonist is always doing one and the same thing in each and every one of those
activities. The protagonist is always doing “the work of the free and responsible
subject producing the first and only edition of her or his life”35 as Lonergan put it
so eloquently. This does not mean that the protagonist first writes the whole script
of her or his life, initially working out the insights and feelings that constitute that
whole life’s plot line, and then acts it out. Rather, the story is written through
being enacted (212). One’s life story is composed and enacted through the
conscious and self-correcting schemes of being attentive, intelligent, reasonable,
responsible, choosing and loving. When does this story begin to be enacted? Not
when the story is first fully comprehended; indeed, that supreme level of self-
understanding seldom happens in a person’s own lifetime. Nor is it only being
enacted when choices are deliberately and freely made, for a life story is already
being fashioned in the child before it becomes capable of truly deliberate choice.
Nor again is one’s life story being enacted only when insights and judgments
begin to emerge, for a child’s pre-intellectual experiences are elements in its story
as well.

In light of the foregoing, I can now state my second major hypothesis,
namely: that the unity-identity-whole of an embodied human subject is the unity
of its multilayered human development. It is necessary to expand the account that
Lonergan gives, focusing on the cognitional self as “a concrete and intelligible
unity—identity—whole...characterized by acts of sensing, perceiving, imagining,
inquiring, understanding, formulating, grasping the unconditioned, and judging”
(343-44). These acts occur as stages of the unity of human development, but they
are far from its only acts or stages. The human unity is also characterized by the
flexible, linked sequence of dynamic organic higher integrations that set the
conditions for the emergences of these later psychic and intellectual stages.
Moreover, the human unity is also characterized at the higher end by acts of
intentional feeling, deliberating, valuing, choosing, and loving. Hence the human
unity is the embodied human subject — a concrete and intelligible unity-identity-
whole, an entire developmental unity. That developmental unity is a linked
sequence of higher integrations that begin as purely organic higher integrations
only to become the interconnected higher integrations of organic, psychic, and
higher conscious levels. The unity and identity of an embodied human subject,
therefore, is the unity of this multileveled, characteristically human development.

35“The Subject,” 83.
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If there is a distinct or a more encompassing intelligible unity to a
developing embodied human subject besides the intelligibility of its development,
I have not been able to think of it. If there are concrete data on a developing,
embodied human subject that are not brought into unification by the unity of the
intelligible, linked sequence of human higher integrations, I have not been able to
discern them. But if there is more to the intelligibility of a developing subject than
the intelligibility of her or his development, then my second hypothesis is
mistaken.

There is, of course, one serious problem with my second hypothesis.
Unlike nonhuman developing organisms, at a certain point human beings begin to
act not only intelligently, reasonably, and responsibly, but also unintelligently,
unreasonably, and irresponsibly. The normativity of the self-correcting self-
modifying functions of intelligence, reflectiveness, evaluating, and deliberating is
not always respected. Biases introduce distortions into human actions and living.
The unified intelligibility of authentic development gives way to the distorted
dialectical processes that are all too familiar in human living. Actual human life
stories are not pure instances of development. Actual life stories are mutually
interfering sequences of progress, decline, and recovery. Do these patterns have a
deeper dialectical unity, or do the surds of human living make human living
irreversibly fragmented? These are larger questions that need to be addressed by
the broader approach of theological methods. As such, they are beyond the
immediate scope of this paper.3® While these questions cannot be ignored
indefinitely, they can be momentarily postponed for one simple reason: these
questions do not immediately affect the response to those who argue in favor of
human embryonic stem cell research. Those who argue that embryos can be
destroyed to promote medical research argue that they are not yet human persons.
They rest their arguments on the fact that conscious activities of rationality or the
ability to experience pain have not yet emerged, and until they do emerge, there is
not a full human person. These points I have already addressed, since acts and
schemes of psychic and higher levels of consciousness are acts of intelligibly
unified development, and because by definition these acts and schemes emerge
before the biases raise their ugly heads to distort them into fractured, dialectical
patterns. So while I explicitly acknowledge the importance of addressing the
complicated questions of the unity of a dialectical self, these are not questions that
are immediately pertinent to the present state of the debate over the uses of human
embryonic stem cells.

361 do however briefly sketch elements of a response in Part III §1.
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H. Developmental Unity, Originating Value, and Personhood

Still more difficult to answer is the question of whether the unity of
development that constitutes an embodied human subject is also a person. This
question arises because of the exalted moral value that is attributed to personhood
— at least as that term is now commonly understood. Persons almost by definition
are to be treated with dignity. So we must address the further question: does the
ongoing, characteristically human development that constitutes an embodied
human subject also qualify as a person? Is embodied human subjectivity identical
with human personhood and does it, therefore, deserve the dignity and respect that
personhood merits?

The problem in answering these questions is the problem of determining
what is meant by “personhood.” In fact, there are a great many meanings in
circulation that weave in and out of the debates concemning stem cells. What
constitutes personhood for utilitarians is quite different from what deontologists
take personhood to be. Even within these broad movements, individual authors
differ and change their minds about the definitions of personhood — sometimes in
the same article. So for purposes of this essay, I will take the more limited, though
strategic approach. I will consider the Immanuel Kant definition of personhood
and dignity because his version of the Dignity Principle has become classic and
widely influential:

Act in such a way that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or
in the person of another, always at the same time as an end and never
simply as a means.37

Kant carefully prepares the way for his enunciation of the Dignity Principle. The
gist of his argument in his Grundlegung is as follows:

Kant claims that there “already dwells in the natural and sound” ordinary
understanding a concept of duty, in virtue of which we are “well able to
distinguish, in every case that occurs, what is good or evil.”38 He saw his task, not
to teach to human beings the concept of duty, but rather to “elucidate” the concept
that already exists. Duty carries with it the austere sense of obligation and
necessity. Yet for Kant, necessity belongs only to universals, never to mere
particulars. Thus the concept of duty receives its initial elucidation in the first
formulation of the “one and only” Categorical Imperative, namely: “Act only

37Kant, op. cit., 36.
38Kant, op. cit., 39.
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according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will it to become a
universal law.”39

Dignity and respect first arise in Kant’s Grundlegung, not in connection
with persons, but in connection with the universality of moral law (the Categorical
Imperative). As he puts it, “Duty is the necessity of an action done out of respect
Jfor the law.”*0 Because of its necessity and universality, moral law merits respect.
As Kant will argue, respect is the most autonomous, the most free (in fact, the
only free) act that rational beings perform. Respect (Achfung), Kant argues,
consists in “recognizing the law as law for me.” It is by one’s own act of
respecting the law that one makes the law one’s own. One thereby makes the law
constitutive of one’s own rational being. By the act of respect, one incorporates
the law into oneself. One becomes an embodiment, so to speak, of the law that is
inherently deserving of respect. By the act of respect, one makes the law to “dwell
within” one’s ordinary understanding. The rational person who respects the law
thereby embodies the law. Hence, the person merits the same respect as does the
law. From these observations there follows the Dignity Principle, itself a variant
formulation of the Categorical Imperative: “Act in such a way that you treat
humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of another, always at the
same time as an end and never simply as a means.” In other words, treat each
rational being with the respect that the law itself deserves as the end of moral
action itself. The moral law is not a means to some other, less noble end; it is the
end of moral action itself. Hence, persons also are ends, not merely means to
something less noble.

However, it seems that the now well-established details of human
development pose significant problems for Kant’s grounding of the Dignity
Principle. At what stage does a developing human being attain the level of
universal reason that underpins Kant’s Dignity Principle? At what developmental
stage does a human being reach the level of autonomy, the level of “recognizing
the law as law for me”? According to Jean Piaget’s extensive studies of the
development of childhood intelligence, knowledge of the categorical imperative,
certainly in its first formulation, would have to occur at the level of formal
operations.®? Piaget proposes that children do not achieve this level before age

39 ant, op. cit., 30.

40K ant, op. cit., 13, emphasis added.

41Kant, op. cit., 14, n. 14, emphasis added.

42In formal operations, children achieve the ability to operate intelligently both on propositions
rather than concrete states of affairs, and also to operate with regard to the connections among not-
yet realized possibilities by using operations on propositions. Kant’s first version of the categorical
imperative stipulates that one must operate on “one’s maxim” (i.e., proposition of a proposed
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twelve (and outside of Switzerland, probably a bit later). Do children prior to this
age not merit treatment according to the Dignity Principle? It would seem not,
since there does not yet “dwell within their understanding” a concept that
presupposes this advanced level of intellectual development. Yet on the other
hand, it is quite clear that Kant regarded young children as truly possessing the
concept of duty, and therefore meriting the respect due persons.*3 (On a somewhat
humorous note, twelve is also about the age when children begin to suspect that
their parents do not merit treatment according to the Dignity Principle, and parents
begin to wonder whether their children really are persons after all.)

Be that as it may, at least with regard to the self-correcting cycles of
inquiry, insight, formulation, and higher viewpoints, there is great compatibility
and complementarity between the works of Lonergan and Piaget. In fact,
Lonergan frequently articulated his admiration for the work of Piaget. All this
underscores the need to rethink the meaning of personhood on a dynamic,
intellectual, developmental foundation, rather than on the static, conceptual
foundation that Kant offered.

My suggestion, my third hypothesis, is that the new and proper
foundational category for the austere value of human dignity is what Lonergan
refers to as “originating value.” Originating value is one of Lonergan’s more
tantalizing and enigmatic notions. He mentions it but rarely, and discusses it
almost not at all. The term appears perhaps for the first time in chapter 18 of
Insight:

Values are terminal inasmuch as they are objects for possible choices, but
they are originating inasmuch as directly and explicitly or indirectly and
implicitly the fact that they are chosen modifies our habitual willingness,
our effective orientation in the universe, and so our contribution to the
dialectical process of progress or decline...terminal values are subordinate
to originating values, for the originating values ground good will, and
good will grounds the realization of the terminal values (624-25).

If there is any doubt about what Lonergan means by “the originating values that
ground good will,” it is cleared up a few pages later when he observes, “Good will

course of action), so this is a clear instance of the level of formal operations. See, for example,
Jean Piaget, The Psychology of Intelligence (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1950). For an overview
of Piaget’s research, see John H. Flavell, The Developmental Psychology of Jean Piaget (New
York: D. van Nostrand Co., 1963).

43“Even moderately young children feel this impression [of a righteous act done with a steadfast
soul], and duties should never be represented to them in any other way.” Kant, op. cit., 22, n. 2.
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is never better than the intelligence and reasonableness that it implements” (652).
Although he does not say so explicitly, “originating value” is the subject as
subject, the intelligently, reasonably, and responsibly dynamic, self-correcting,
developing human being. When we reach the highest stages of our development,
we originate values through our acts of choosing. In one sense, we can be said to
originate “terminal values” through our choices. When we choose a career in a
healthcare profession, we originate a series of vital values. When we start a
company or a political action committee or begin a career in law, we originate
social values. When we compose a work of art, publish a scientific discovery,
write a paper in philosophy or theology or literary interpretation, we originate
cultural values.

Yet of course the most profound and most fundamental value that we originate
as human subjects is the value of ourselves. We originate ourselves as healthcare
professionals, entrepreneurs, politicians, lawyers, artists, scientists, or scholars. By
our ongoing, developing linked sequence of acts of choosing, we constitute
ourselves to be the persons we are to be. We modify “our habitual willingness, our
effective orientation in the universe.” Originating value, as Lonergan would later
put it, is “the free and responsible subject producing the first and only edition of
her or his life.”# Originating value is not merely the value of some highpoint
stage of our life. Originating value is the value of the whole development, the
whole story that is our life. At later stages we incorporate and endow earlier acts
and stages with meaning and value by our psychic, intelligent, reasonable,
evaluative, deliberative, and choosing acts. Nevertheless, those earlier stages were
actually and concretely preparing us and setting the conditions so that those later
choices could be made. Those early stages are therefore also constitutive of us as
ongoing, developing instances of originating value. The later stages are what they
are as concretely and intelligibly linked to the earlier stages. As developing beings
we are continually self-modifying ourselves to constitute who we are. This
activity of self-modifying gradually becomes conscious, and then intelligent, and
then reasoning, and then deliberate and responsible. But it remains that it is one
and the same concrete, intelligible developing story that is being composed
throughout the whole of our development. If some later stages of deliberate
choosing are the crowning glory of our lives, still they are only parts of a story that
is already being composed even before we come to know ourselves as selves,
come to know the value of being a self, and deliberately and freely choose to take
up the responsibility for continuing to compose the value that is our human living.

44“The Subject,” 83.
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Lonergan again briefly mentions originating value in Method in Theology:

Correlative to terminal values are the originating values that do the
choosing: they are the authentic persons achieving self-transcendence by
their good choices. Since [persons] can know and choose authenticity and
self-transcendence, originating and terminating values can coincide...At
root this consists in the transcendental notions that both enable us and
require us to advance in understanding, to judge truthfully, to respond to
values. Still, this possibility and exigence become effective only through
development 4>

In these words Lonergan clearly shows that he understands originating value to
mean the ongoing, developing subject whose value is the value of one who
constitutes her or his own value by the dynamic, self-modifying, self-correcting
series of higher integrations that are attentive, intelligent, reasonable, responsible,
and loving. Still, this series of operations is no more than one important part of the
whole intelligible sequence of operations that constitute one’s whole human
development. Originating value is the intelligible, unified developing whose
earliest stages begin organically in the fertilized zygote and are intrinsically parts
of the same whole as are the later, deliberate, and responsible self-constituting
stages.

Clearly, the notion of human subjects as originating values is a major shift
from Kant’s concept of personhood. For Kant being rational is what constitutes a
person. Being rational in his sense means having concepts. In the specific matter
of personhood and human dignity, conceptual rationality means “recognizing” the
universal concept of the categorical imperative “as law for me.” Once this
rational, conceptual recognition occurs, personhood is realized and complete and
remains unchanged for the rest of a life. Personhood is not a developing reality for
Kant. (He did worry, however, about how persons could ever go beyond mere
recognition to actually perform in accord with duty, given the massive counter-
pulls of the inclinations.)

For Lonergan, on the other hand, personhood as originating value is itself
an ongoing, intrinsically developmental value. As constituted thus far, we are the
integrator, the quasi-terminal value embodied in our life story up to this point. But
this is never all that we are. More deeply still, we are the operator, the
constituting, self-developing subject that corrects and creatively improves upon
that story. Our deepest value is our own developing origination of the value we

45Method in Theology, 51, emphasis added.
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are. No single completed stage — not even the noble stage of consistently
respecting the dignity of every person - can ever exhaust the depth of value that is
the developing, originating value of human subjectivity.

While Lonergan differs profoundly from Kant’s static conception of
personhood, he nevertheless explicitly agrees with Kant on the exalted status of
the value of human personhood. Lonergan explicitly affirms that “terminal values
are subordinate to originating values.” In the context of Insight at least, the
subordinated terminal values “are hierarchic.” Lowest are particular goods which
are objects of desire and “are values only inasmuch as they fall under some
intelligible” good of order (624). Goods of order, in turn, are themselves
hierarchic, because “some of these orders include others, some are conditioning
and others conditioned, some conditions are more general and others less” (625).
In other words, the standard for higher value in nsight is that which emerges from
the prior conditioning of the lower. This means, of course, that originating value
stands at the highest level of value. (In Method in Theology, this notion of
hierarchy is enriched through his readings of Scheler and von Hildebrand into the
scale of value preference: vital, social, cultural, personal, and religious.46) Later in
Insight he extends his hierarchy of values “beyond human values” to encompass
the universe of value.

Finally, intelligible orders and their contents, as possible objects of
rational choice, are values; but the universal order which is generalized
emergent probability conditions and penetrates, corrects and develops
every particular order; and rational self-consciousness cannot consistently
choose the conditioned and reject the condition, choose the part and reject
the whole, choose the consequent and reject the antecedent...So the good
is identified with the intelligibility intrinsic to being (628-629).47

This of course implies that all the prehuman schemes of the physical, chemical,
and biological universe are themselves values. It also implies that since these
prehuman values condition human schemes and values, they too are subordinated
to originating value. This, then, is the value of the dignity of the human person —
originating value stands as the supreme value within the order of proportionate
being.®8 In the order of proportionate being, therefore, it can be truly said that
human persons (originating values) alone are properly to be treated always as ends

46Method in Theology, 31.

47For a fuller discussion, see Patrick H. Byme, “The Goodness of Being in /nsight,” American
Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 81 (2007): 43-72.

48For Lonergan, of course, human originating value is not, however, the ultimately supreme
value. That appellation belongs to God alone.
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and never simply as a means. For this reason, I would contend, each developing
human being, each human originating value, is properly regarded as a human
person. Each developing human being, therefore, merits the respect of this
modified Dignity Principle. It follows therefore that the originating value of the
developing human being cannot be sacrificed for the sake of any lesser terminal
value. The third hypothesis that grounds the ethics of human embryonic stem cell
research, therefore, is the equation of originating value with the value of human
personhood.

L Originating Value, Personhood, and Personal Relations

There is yet one further dimension to the claim that the proper
understanding of human person is as originating value. Lonergan hints at it when
he writes that our originating value “modifies our habitual willingness, our
effective orientation in the universe, and so our contribution to the dialectical
process of progress or decline” (624). In other words, originating value is not a
solipsistic enterprise. By our ongoing, developing exercise of ourselves as
originating values, we thereby also constitute ourselves as contributors to the
ongoing emergent probability of proportionate being. We also thereby participate
in constituting the glorious and tragic drama of human history.

Therefore, the “larger and more concrete context” of personal relations
(731n) is more fundamental still than our own individual subjectivities as
instances of originating values. For it is within the rich heritage of value-laden
personal relations that we exercise our own originating value. Personal relations
refers, not to what we do with one another, but how we treat one another. In
exercising our originating value we modify the destiny of humanity and contribute
our part to the unfolding story that we write, not as isolated individuals, but
corporately in personal relations with others.

In the most profound sense, therefore, to be a person is to be a “term
implicitly defined” (36-37) within a rich network of the history of personal
relations. And yet the network of personal relations depends upon the “terms” of
who are and must be instances of originating value. Without originating values,
there can be no personal relations; without personal relations, there are no
originating values. Lonergan makes this abundantly clear in Method in Theology:

When each member of the community both wills authenticity in himself
[or herself] and, inasmuch as [one] can, promotes it in others, then the
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originating values that choose and the terminal values that are chosen
overlap and interlace.4?

This is the more concrete specification of originating value and
personhood. It is the transposition into Lonergan’s context of Kant’s norm of “the
kingdom of ends” (i.e, his fourth formulation of the Categorical Imperative). This
situates persons and personal relations into a fully developmental context.

J. Dialectic and Personal Relations

However, the suggestion that personal relations constitute the ultimate
context of the dignity and value of personhood does raise a serious question. Does
this suggestion imply that the value of a human person is no more than what it is
constituted to be by the status assigned in a given society and culture? After all,
human history is rife with evidence that humans treat other humans in the most
vile, degrading, and demeaning fashions. Historically persons have been valued
for no more than their expertise, or treated as slaves, or objects for sexual
pleasure, or as mere animals or machines, or have been tortured, murdered, and
discarded as worth less than refuse. Returning to the immediate topic at hand,
there is little evidence that the context of personal relations in American society
endows human embryos with the dignified status of human persons. Does the
contextualization of originating value in the historical context of personal
relations not therefore run the risk of reducing the universality of the value of
persons to whatever value a society chooses to assign to this or that individual? Is
this not the implication of saying that to be a person is to be constituted in an
ongoing, historical network of persons?

Here I return to the dialectical and theological problems hinted at in §G
but deferred to this point. Until now I have prescinded from some of the most
obvious facts. Once human development reaches the stages of conscious,
intelligent, and responsible developing, the distortions of bias and
nondevelopmental decline also begin to appear. Pure human development is an
ideal, but the distorted dialectic of human living is far more concrete. If we could
abstract from this dialectic, then there would be no problem with claiming that the
actual historical context of personal relations is the foundation for the full dignity
of human persons. But as it is, the actual history of human relations is far from
dignified. As Lonergan puts it:

OMethod in Theology, 51.
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But concrete human living has become the function of a complex variable;
like the real component of such a function, its intelligibility is only part of
the whole (255).

The other part of the whole of concrete human living is an inattentive,
unintelligent, irrational, irresponsible, hateful, and violent residue. This residue is
the “social surd” that plays a major role in how human beings “constitute” the
personhood of their fellow players in the drama of human history. When faced
with these brute facts, Kant’s grounding of morality seems enticing and attractive.
Kant’s moral philosophy has its universal, rationalistic, static, conceptual
specification of the dignity of the person and the kingdom of ends. As such, its
normativity stands outside of the contingencies of human bias and historicity.
While Kant worried about whether the kingdom of ends could ever be realized, at
least the normativity of his ideal of personhood and dignity remains untouched by
the deep biases of the human condition.

Lonergan of course was profoundly aware of this problem. What he meant
by “the larger and more concrete” context of personal relations includes but does
not end with the problematic context of exclusively suman personal relations. He
meant the complete and ultimately concrete context of personal relations, human
and divine — “a new and higher collaboration of [humanity] and God” (742). The
three divine persons are not limited by whatever a given human community so far
may have made of the value of this or that human individual. The value of all
human persons, all individual instances of human originating value, is to be
settled by the ultimate story of human history, the history of personal relations.
But the ultimate story of human history is not determined by human beings alone.
It is to be the product of the collaboration of the human and divine persons. The
missions of the Word and the Spirit are operative in human history, developing
and transforming its meaning through the cooperation of authentic, self-modifying
acts of human subjects. It is the missions of the divine persons that meet the
problem of the dialectic of personal relations at its deepest level.5

Lonergan notes that human beings “can know and choose authenticity and
self-transcendence, originating and terminating values can coincide.”s! If this is a
possibility for human beings, it is a certainty for God. The ultimate story of human
history is a story in which the profound dignity of all human beings is upheld by

50This in no way addresses this issue fully or satisfactorily. Arguably Lonergan’s whole career
was devoted to this issue and to this issue alone. For a slightly more detailed treatment, see Patrick
H. Byrne, “Human Rights or Personal Relations?” in Christianity and Human Rights, forthcoming.
51 Method in Theology, 51.
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God’s evaluation and loving choice. This divine valuation includes all of those
unjustly consigned to poverty, oppression, violation, torture, terrorism, and who
seem to perish unnoticed. It also includes human embryonic developing beings
who, because of the dialectic of history, are not regarded as meriting the dignity of
human persons. Nevertheless, God’s valuation of all persons will not be
accomplished by some extrinsic divine fiat. It will be accomplished only through
the ongoing, developing cooperative collaboration of individual developing
human beings with the divine persons.

K. Conversion and the “Not Numerous Center”’s2

Since Stebbins and I wrote our paper, I have had several conversations about
the position we have developed regarding the ethics of human embryonic stem
cell research.>3 Perhaps it should not have surprised me, but I have nevertheless
been quite discouraged to see how few have been persuaded. While I put most of
the blame on myself and my failures to make a stronger case, it at least has made
me more aware of how foundational are the roles that the three conversions will
need to play in this ethical debate.

As mentioned earlier, the ethical issue in this debate soon becomes a
metaphysical issue — an issue about what is real and especially about what a
human person really is. Most of those who have rejected the position we have
presented do acknowledge that real human persons merit the status accorded by
the Dignity Principle — which means that real human persons deserve the
protections articulated in the form of human rights. They do not, however, accept

52“Not Numerous Center” was the theme for the Lonergan Workshop conference at Boston
College, June 18-22, 2007 at which this paper was presented. The phrase comes from Berard
Lonergan, “Dimensions of Meaning,” Collection, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4,
ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988), 245:
“But what will count is a perhaps not numerous center, big enough to be at home in both the old
and the new, painstaking enough to work out one by one the transitions to be made, strong enough
to refuse half measures and insist on complete solutions even though it has to wait.” Concerning
solution to the question of the value of early stage human embryos, it seems to me that ultimately
commitment to the reality of what is known in verified explanatory understanding is indispensable,
and this in turn presupposes as foundation triply converted subjects — who may not be numerous at
the present time.

53Actually some of the conversations were about a talk by Princeton Prof. Robert P. George,
who articulated a position quite similar to ours, without the fully differentiated Lonergan
background. See his “Embryo Ethics: On the Biological and Moral Status of Nascent Human
Life,” Deadelus, forthcoming.
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our argument that human embryos really are human persons. Their resistance
comes in the forms mentioned briefly in §1.C of this article.>*

Several of those with whom I have discussed these issues are far more
intellectually serious than, say, Michael Kinsey.>> Even so, like Kinsey, they also
rely on a fundamental notion of reality that privileges the descriptive orientation
of commonsense. In itself, common sense is an intellectual differentiation, albeit
only part of the larger enterprise of inquiry and correct understanding.
Nevertheless, the common sense descriptive orientation does have a tendency to
constrict into the criterion of reality proper to the biological pattern of experience.
When this happens, the insights and judgments of the explanatory orientation take
on the aura of unreality. As Lonergan puts it,

while explanatory knowledge includes descriptive, descriptive knowledge
is the part that is prone to fall under the illusion of being the
whole...[Then] there is erected a pseudo-metaphysics whose elements
stand in a happy, if ultimately incoherent, conjunction with sensitive
elements and imaginative presentations. Then the real is the already out
there now [and] knowing is taking a good look.>

This is what happens when the commonsense descriptive approach regards a
six-year old girl as a person, but is unconcerned to ask how this stage of the girl’s
life is explanatorily related to both earlier and subsequent stages. Is a five-year old
girl also a person? Is a newborn?’ A three-day embryo? Where does
commonsense description draw the line? Why does it draw the line there rather
than elsewhere? These are questions that are not only foreign to but also
disturbing to the general bias of common sense, especially when it becomes
caught up in the allure of the biological pattern’s notion of reality.

For Lonergan, of course, the remedy to this incoherence is acceptance of the
objectivity and relevance of explanatory knowledge. Still, any such acceptance
presupposes intellectual conversion. As with any conversion, intellectual
conversion is a decision. It is a matter of knowing and deciding to accept oneself
as one really is. This means knowing and accepting oneself as an intelligible,
developing, unity-identity-whole characterized by the conscious activities of
cognitional structure. It is a matter of knowing and accepting that objectmty

54See the fuller discussion in Byrne and Stebbins, op. cit.

55See note 7.

56Insight, 529.

57At least one university professor, a bioethicist no less, does not regard a newborn as a person;
see note 3.
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consists in authentically following the immanent norms of that cognitional
structure. But perhaps most fundamentally, it is a matter of knowing and deciding
to accept the implications of self-knowledge — namely, that reality is whatever is
to be known by understanding correctly. It is a decision to be committed to the
position that reality is intrinsically and completely intelligible, and that there is no
more adequate criterion of reality than unconditioned intelligibility. Explanatory
knowledge is one kind of correct understanding and therefore meets the criterion
for reality, even when it lacks the qualities of the “already out there now” reality
which are so comforting to merely descriptive knowledge. The dramatic difficulty
in coming to this knowledge and decision has been well described by Lonergan:

From the homns of that dilemma one escapes only through the discovery
(and one has not made it yet if one has no clear memory of its startling
strangeness) that there are two quite different realisms (22).

The decision for intellectual conversion is played out in accepting the
fuller view of reality that is intended in explanatory understanding and judging. At
least as Lonergan understands it, explanation is committed to the pursuit of the
pure intelligibility of relations and things. Any claims that reality is the intelligible
and that intelligibility is what is to be known best in the explanatory approach will
appear preposterous to a commonsense descriptive orientation caught in the grips
of the biological pattem’s criterion of the “already out there now” reality.

At bottom, then, the foundation for the ethics of human embryonic stem
cell research is intellectual conversion. This brings home to supreme importance
to “make conversion a topic, and thereby promote it”5® in intellectual circles.
Primarily, intellectual conversion entails a vast expansion of what one will regard
as real. Secondarily, it will involve a relegation of what one once took as to be
fully real to the status of but a component of that fuller reality: “It is just as much
a matter of judgment to know that an object is not real but apparent, as it is to
know that an object is not apparent but real.”’s

I should have said “almost at bottom” the foundation is intellectual
conversion. For I have begun to better understand the complex interplay between
intellectual, moral, and religious conversion. This has been brought home to me
by some of the other ethical positions that are taken by those who reject the
personhood of human embryos because they do not “look like” human persons. I
have already mentioned the professor who does not think newborn infants are

58Method in Theology, 253.
59Bernard Lonergan, “Cognitional Structure,” 218.
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persons.6® Others claim that the elderly who suffer dementia, criminals of various
categories, and even the indigent are not persons. Concretely then people make
judgments about what is and is not real within a more basic horizon that settles for
them the prior question of what is and is not good and worthwhile.

Perhaps moral conversion can be characterized in a way that parallels
Lonergan’s criterion of intellectual conversion. Intellectual conversion involves a
vast enlargement of what counts as the real. Likewise, we might say that moral
conversion involves a vast expansion of the notion of what is good, what is
worthwhile. Moral conversion consists in a decision that shifts from the good that
is merely limited to one’s own self-centered interests and concerns. It is a decision
to orient oneself toward the goodness of everything about everything. In other
words, moral conversion chooses as good whatever is to be known by
unconditioned judgments of value, and this means to choose the entirety of being
as good — the entirety of the reality embraced in intellectual conversion. One’s
own self-centered particular goods (“satisfactions”) are recognized to reside
within and are relativized by this vastly larger realm of goodness. Yet the reverse
can also be true. One’s ethical orientation can be settled by a choice that the
“good” is but some fragment of the totality of the good. In this case the ethical
orientation will also distort and contract the notion of reality into conformity with
this restricted notion of the good. Hence, if the argument that Stebbins and [ have
developed has intellectual conversion as its foundation, still more basic is the
ethical orientation of moral conversion.

Lastly, religious conversion is also involved in the foundations of this
debate. Is it an accident that most opponents of the destruction of human embryos
in order to obtain their stem cell research have religious affiliations? Certainly the
proponents of human embryonic stem cells think this is no accident, for they
frequently disparage their opponents’ arguments as privileging merely private,
sectarian, dogmatic, religious beliefs into the arena of public rational debate,
where such emotional opinions do not belong. In all too many cases, of course,
these proponents have legitimate criticisms.

Still, it is quite unfair to characterize all religious conversion in this way.
Like intellectual and moral conversion, religious conversion is also a decision. It
is a decision that responds to something very real and true about oneself — namely,

60See note 4. Princeton’s Peter Singer has also voiced a similar view. See his “Unsanctifying
Human Life,” in John Ladd (ed.), Ethical Issues Relating to Life and Death (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1979), 46.
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that one finds oneself gifted by “being in love in an unrestricted fashion.”s!
Religious conversion responds to the “the question of God in a new form.”

Will I love [God] in return, or will I refuse? Will I live out the gift of
[God’s] love, or will I hold back, turn away, withdraw?62

Religious conversion is the decision to accept the gift of unconditional love, to
live it out — or at least to try, and when one fails (as one will), to repent and try
again.

Many proponents of embryonic stem cell research regard their opponents
as benighted religious fanatics who follow ignorant religious beliefs out of a
fundamental fear of being condemned by a vengeful God. No doubt, some
opponents are so motivated. But this is not a fair representation of the totality or
the most authentic of religiously motivated people. Authentic religiously
converted persons are people who, in the words of Rosemary Haughton, are
convinced that “Love exists. It works. I know it.”63 Authentic religious conversion
is the choosing the reality of love and its ethical efficacy. If love is real and good,
if it is the deepest reality and goodness, then the decision for unconditional love
eventually presses against the arbitrary restrictions that one has placed upon one’s
own notions of the good and the real. Religious conversion does not necessarily or
inevitably produce or guarantee moral or intellectual conversion. The witness of
history makes this abundantly clear. Nevertheless, the developmental tendency of
religious conversion is toward moral and intellectual conversion.

The case Stebbins and I have developed will probably not be convincing
absent the foundation of the three conversions. On the other hand, because there
never is unambiguous and unconditional evidence for the absence of conversion,
it is best to proceed in the hope that one can reach the reality of unconditional
love, and the unrestricted desire to know and value unconditionally that resides in
each and every person, no matter what ethical or metaphysical counter-positions
they tend to express. The ultimate foundations of stem cell research therefore are
the “foundational reality” of the conversions, as Lonergan argues so powerfully.s4

61 Method in Theology, 106.

52)Method in Theology, 116.

63Rosemary Haughton, Transformation of Man: A Study of Conversion and Community (New
York: Paulist Press, 1967), 95.

64 Method in Theology , 267.
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L. Concluding Summary

This essay has attempted to supply the unarticulated foundations for the
article, “The Ethics of Embryonic Stem Cell Research” by Michael Stebbins and
myself. In that article we argue that any use of human embryonic stem cells that
involves the destruction of the embryo is ethically impermissible. We argue that
from the earliest stages human embryos are human persons, and therefore merit
protection according to a modified version of the Dignity Principle. We argue that
embryos are human persons because human personhood is identical with human
development. We further argue that the knowledge of human development
requires the adoption of an explanatory approach to knowledge, because in such
an approach embryos are understood to be stages of the more fundamental unity of
human development. Most if not all of the arguments by proponents of human
embryonic stem cell research suffer from the limitations of a strictly descriptive
approach.

The crucial premise of our argument is the claim that every concrete instance
of human development is a human person. This claim is crucial to our argument,
since we thereby identify every stage of development, including the earliest
embryonic stages, as stages of a human person. Yet our basic premise rests upon
still more basic affirmations. In this article 1 have endeavored to both articulate
those more basic judgments and to show how they supply the conditions for our
basic premise. Since I canmot myself claim to have reached virtually
unconditioned certainty about all of these judgments, I advanced three of them
only as very probably true hypotheses.

In Parts I and II, I presented brief overviews of salient scientific facts from
the scientific researches of developmental biology and situated those facts within
the more general context of Lonergan’s account of development and genetic
method. In Part III, I then proceeded to articulate the more basic judgments and to
explain their connection to the basic premise equating human development and
human personhood. First, I argued that the concrete, explanatory intelligible unity
of a developing organism is equivalent to the intelligible unity that Lonergan calls
a “thing.” Second, I extended the argument to claim that the concrete and
intelligible unity-identity-whole that Lonergan calls a “self” is also properly
understood as the unity of its development. Third, I further argued that this
developmental unity is called a cognitional self as long as it is being characterized
merely in terms of its cognitional activities; but that one and the same developing
unity is more completely characterized by the prior developmental activities of



Foundations of ““The Ethics of Embryonic Stem Cells Research” 65

organic and psychic development, as well as by the higher activities of
responsible, existential subjectivity. Therefore the concrete and intelligible
developmental human unity is more appropriately called the embodied human
existential subject. Fourth, I argued that the concrete, intelligibly developing
human subject is what Lonergan means by “originating value.” I further argued
that originating value is a far more adequate understanding of “person” than was
offered by Kant. That is to say, there is a profound “position” regarding the high
moral status of persons in Kant’s moral philosophy. However, his position on
“person” is vitiated by his conceptual, idealist, and static counter-positions about
reason. Nevertheless his fundamental position can be recast in an intellectually
converted and more differentiated context that relies upon the notion of
originating value. Fifth, I further argued that the human subjects who are properly
called “originating values” are also persons in the more profound sense of having
their value realized and constituted in the context of the historical reality of
human and divine personal relations.

Lastly, I acknowledge that even this fuller and more explicit grounding would
be but sound and fury signifying nothing, apart from the truly foundational and
interdependent realities of religious, moral, and intellectual conversion. Unless
readers share something of the expanded horizons regarding love, the good, and
reality, the basic judgments underpinning our ethical argument will make little
sense. Any serious foundational work of ethics, therefore, must take seriously 