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o4

for all the data, or some of the data would seem to be at variance with what our understanding
thus far suggested ought to be the case, or our understanding poses questions that demand more
data, and so on. Similarly in the ethical realm, as noted in the last chapter, there may be
discrepancies among various desires or feelings, among desires and the possibilities arising from
the good of order, among the probabilities of the good of order and our judgements of true
value. Just as in matters of fact, where there is nothing to be understood without at least the
remote data of experience, so in matters of value, there is nothing to consider as a potential
value without the data of feelings and desires. Similarly to matters of fact, where questions are
not generated without some basis in experience, so in matters of value, questions are not
generated without some basis in the data of feelings and desires. A correct understanding of
facts results from a complacentia or "fit" among experience, understanding, and judgement. A
correct grasp of real value results from a similar complacentia among desire, deliberation,
evaluation, and responsible action—something akin perhaps to what Aristotle described as the
absence of regret which meets the virtuous act.”

In Chapter 1, objectivity was explained as “corgjectl).r understanding experience.” Using
a parallel insight, it can be said that ethical truth is coextensive with "authentically preferred
ways of fulfilling desire." In the case of values, the cognate of the criterion of correctness in
the factual field is the lack of conflicting significant desires. Thus "objective ethical reality" is
coextensive with what we judge to be required of us if we are to fulfil our fundamental desires
with integrity. "Objective ethical reality” is what we ask of ourselves, of each other. And we

should ask no less than that we strive to be sensitive and open, intelligent and deliberate,

“See Lonergan, Grace and Freedom (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1974}, p. 46.
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reasonable and responsible—the fatter, for thinking, evaluating, and acting responsibly. Beyond
that, the concrete good is what authentic human beings actually desire, what options they come
up with when they deliberate, and what they choose when they evaluate.

Lonergan’s approach to ethics is thus empirical,* and it is no mistake to hear in this
another definite echo of Aristotle’s position, who said that the good is nothing but what the
virtuous seek, eudemonia, here understood not as "happiness” per se, but as the ‘fulﬁlment of

who we are. Lonergan expresses such fulfilment in theological terms:

But at the summit of the ascent from the initial infantile bundle of needs and clamours and
gratifications, there are to be found the deep-set joy and solid peace, the power and the vigour, of
being in love with Ged. In the measure that the summit is reached, then the supreme value is God,
and other values are God’s expression of his love in this world, in its aspirations, and in its goal. In
the measure that one’s love of God is complete, then values are whatever one loves, and evils are
whatever one hates so that, in Augustine’s phrase, if one loves God, one may do as one pleases . . .
affectivity is of a single piece.®

So what ought to be valued? What ought to be desired? The answer is only known in the

concrete, and again only by those who are in love with God.

5.1 A Shift in the Question

The foregoing has been an indirect defence of Melchin’s position, "indirect" because the
defence requires a shift in the question. Just as the ground of ethics is not to be found in a
reductionistically-determined root desire, but in the overall structure of evaluation, so the ground
of Melchin’s approach is not to be found in an isolated consideration of the sustainability of the
good of order, but also in the overall structure of evaluation. Melchin’s approach can be
extended to say that possible objects for value judgements are sustainable orders (as said above,

unsustainable orders should not be considered as candidates, at least not for long-term goods),

"'Philip McShane, ed., "An Interview," A Second Collection, p. 221.
Lonergan, Method, p. 39.

Vi
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but that sustainability is not just a matter of the good of order, for sustainability requires that
our ability to exercise evaluative structure (an omnipresent recurrent struéture) be sustained as
well. In other words, sustainability /s an adequate criterion for the good, so long as it
reflexively includes the normative functioning of cognitional and evaluative structures among the
orders that are sustained. But to include evaluative structure as a factor in the criterion for
judging value correctly is to include an open-ended, heuristic structure that takes the full range
of feelings and desires into account. It presumes levels of normativity in the structure as each
operation within the structure is understood in terms of its antiriipation of real value. It
presumes the possibility of authentically exercising that normative structure. And it identifies
the possibility of authenticity not as a single act, but as a way of being, as a dynamic state of
being in love with God, which prevents our fully defining or knowing the criteria for value, let
alone particular values, ahead of time.*

This can help to explain why Mgllcl}in could have been so confident that in the long-term
we "could” not set up a stable recurrént structure that would institutionalize the worst in us,
rather than the best (to use presumptive normative terms). The question can be put: How can
we be certain that unauthentic self-interest (or selfishness) must ultimately be self-defeating?
Recalling Melchin’s approach that sustainability is not a question solely of this or that individual
order, but a question of the schemes of recurrence considered together (the total manifold),* his

confidence would seem to be based on the insight that any scheme of recurrence that

“As an aside, in her Showings, Julian of Norwich could not specify how "all things would be well” only
that ali things would be well, explaining the lack of specific information by referring to God's desire to keep
“his" own privy council. Perhaps the better explanation is that there is nothing particular to know or grasp,
neither for God nor for us, ahead of time, that is, before the good is concretized.

“See p. 217 above.
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fundamentally contradicts the thrust of our intentional consciousness towards Being, towards
God, will not in fact be sustainable. The scheme carries the seeds of its own destruction. It is
a house divided against itself. If the recurrent schemes called society are deemed not good
enough ethically speaking, then there is a conflict among recurrent schemes, a conflict between
social structures and the recurrent schemes that constitute the moral subject. This conflict may
mean that the scheme is no longer sustainable, or that a more sustainable scheme may be called
for. The contradiction between the concrete order ramifying through society and the order that
constituies our intimate being will come to a head at some point, and the contradiction will lead
to a cluster of judgements of disvalue, which will in turn lead to a series of decisions which will
dissolve the old order and bring about some other order.*

What is crucial, and what must be present if Melchin’s point of view is to be affirmed,
is keeping the dynamism of the subject in mind when trying to gauge sustainability. Melchin
did not explicitly say so in the writings referred to, but his position implies that the ultimate
moral norm is not my dynarﬁ.is;n:. Rather, it is our dynamisms as they operate concretely
together and as they are sublated by grace.*® This, then, even though it is arguably implicit in
Lonergan’s own approach to the good of order (in "Cosmopolis"), formally expands the
fundamental Aristotelian moral norm::rggfﬁfmed by Lonergan: the good is not what the virtuous
person does; but what virtuous pé&»ple do together. It is in this interdependence, in the

empirically-verifiable processes of the recurrent structures of human choosing and acting, that

“*We could add that a structure which is out of sync with the integral scale of values will invite its own
reversal as well, and will do so as long as there are subjects whose desires exhibit the normativity implied by
such a scale. Robert Doran has done the most extensive work on this scale of values and on the dialectical
process which such a scale engenders.

“On this point, see Frederick Crowe, "An Expansion of Lonergan’s Notion of Value," p. 42.
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Melchin has confidence. Indeed, he identifies this process quite particularly as "world process

towards God":

What remains true in all cases, however, is that such a conversion [moral conversion] is a
transformation of the subject into a dynamic state of willingness and cognitional anticipation that
corresponds objectively to the dynamic unfolding of world process towards God."

Again, how can Melchin_be SO c;)nﬁdent that this unfolding is towards God? He does not
present an argument as such, but it can be surmised that, if there is any going towards God, this
mast be the way, because there simply is no other way, there is no other normativity at hand
(echoing Loz{jergan’s belief that the world is terminal value—the best of all possible worlds).**
If we wa.nf 2 better way, we shall have to choose one as such. And that choice, if not arbitrary,
will depend for its normativity on the dynamic transcending structure of human intelligence and
evaluation. If that transcending dynamism is not towards a transcendent God, then there is no
process heading towards a transcendent God. Again, Melchin’s key insight, which is to be
found already in his doctoral dissertation, is that the pursuit of evil is simply not sustainable in
the long run.** Reversal from decline will always remain a possibility because evil prevents the
fulfilment of other desires which will relentlessly beg fulfilment, and these desires beg their
optimization, their being addressed in a sustainable good of order. In other words, as Melchin
stated,

the solution is already operative in human life, retarding the rate of decline and maintaining the
possibility for the reversal of decline . . . The general structure of the solution to the human problem
is in line with the structure of all insights, all "higher viewpoints," all emergent schemes. ™

4Kenneth Melchin, "Ethics in Insight," p. 147.

*®Lonergea, Method, pp. 116-7.

“Kenneth Melchin, History, Ethics and Emergent Probability, pp. 268-70.
¥bid., p.>269. "

[
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A major caveat is needed here, for the unsustainability of evil does not provide a solution
to the problem of evil. For Lonergan, the solution comes from outside the system, outside the
given orders. In Insight, there is identified a fundamentally divine or transcendent solution;
implicitly in Method and explicitly in Lonergan’s post-Method writings, the solution is the above
downwards, healing vector which is ultimately the action of grace. That said, theologically-
speaking, grace is both recurzent and totally free on God’s part: it is non-systematically recurrent
and it overlaps our existing structures.®® Melchin made this same point in writing that "the
whole story . . . is also disproportionate to any hu:man knowing," which is to say that the whole
story is grasped by noting a non-systematic overlap of systems, which cannot be grasped by a
direct insight, but only by an inverse insight. Aﬂy such overlaps of systems allow for a new
system, a "higher" integration of the two previours‘ systems, and the result is change—not as a
necessity; but as a possibility, or better, as a [}'f:;bability. When God/grace is responded to in
a recurrent fashion, the recurrent structure has changed.® But, in;lk's;n_{ticli as God’s gracious
activity is both constant andx}é't""always /free on God’s part, even when, in reply to God’s
recurring invitation, our respo;nses are systematized and become integral parts of the recurrent
schemes of human living, there is always the ever-new, non-systematic gratuity of grace, which
keeps possibilities open, preventing decline from being the whole story.

In the last cha;;ter, conscience was discussed in terms of conflicts among feelings, in

terms of the apprehension and non-apprehension of values in feelings. Here, conscience can be

specified further by asking how God’s gracious self-communication represents possibilities for

*'The term "grace” is used in Lonergan’s expetiential sense of our experience of God's freely-given, loving
gift of God's self, See Method, pp. 107, 288,

“Kenneth Melchin, History, Ethics and Emergent Probability, p. 268.
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newness? God seems not to change the systematic operation oti the structures of human
consciousness, for that would be to do a type of violence to human choice.”® God seems not to
pop 'judgements into our minds either; for judgements are acts, and to force the mind to judge
in a"J'certain way would also be to do violence to human freedom and choice. Clearly though,
. |f grace is to be at all efficacious, and if God is to be immanent in human hearts,* God must
play some non-violent role in the structures of our choosing. Lonergan’s answer is to be found
in his explanation of operative and cooperative grace in Grace and Freedom, but it can be
simplified here by noting his use of the Latin tag, omnia Deum appetunt,*® which is to say thar~
the answer tes within intentionality, even if it cannot be explained by intentionality. In terms
of the structures of intentional consciousness, that "seeking" is self-transcendence itself, which,
through Lonergan’s approach of levels, is ultimately fulfilled in radical self-transcendence: in
'-loVing the God who is totally transcendent, but who also becomes immanent in our hearts
through love.*® In terms of evaluative structure, the efficaciousness of grace is the theological
fact that God always remains desirable. If God reveals God’s self (and that is always something
beyond the structure, beyond the systematic, and so is experienced in fact rather than proved as
necessary), and if evaluative structure works at all, then this desire or longing for God will at
least remain in 2 palpable dialectical tension with our other desires, leaving us restless with
Augustine until we imagine and choose goods of order (in the most expansive sense of the term)

that satisfy the desire for God as weil as our other desires, until there is a complacentia among

*Lonergan, Grace and Freedom, p. 43.
$Lonergan, Method, p. 109.
BLonergan, Insight, p. 746.
$Lonergan, Method, p. 109.
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all our desires. Value judgements affirm when that can or has happened (to the extent possible
in this life), and conscience can be understood as our ability to be conscious of the presence (or
absence) of tensions among our desires—our ability, to use the language of the last chapter, to
tell whether there is a singularity at the level of desires and feelings. In terms of Lonergan’s
own work, this restlessness is experienced in the invitation to love which overlaps into the
category of religibﬁs experience,” and which should be synthesized within a larger discussion
of conversions and development,® where that same restlessness spurs us on to each of the
conversions. Feelings apprehend the fulfilment of desires only when they are actually fulfilled,
which is to say, only when they reach the one who can fulfil those desires—God.*

The criterion through all of this is still the sustainability of recurrent structures, but
sustainability is here being gauged in-terms of the ongoing fulfilment of all our desires in goods
of ordér. As noted in Chapter 2, this is what value judgements assert in a Lonerganian system:
not the goodness of the particular end desired, but the goodness of a particular good of order
that regularly fulfils our myriad desires, with the emphasis placed on the "myriad.” For
Lonergan, the foundations of ail such affirmations remain empirical: the tension that alerts us
to the non-fulfilment of certain desires in particular orders is either experienced or it is not; our
longing is either fulfilled without loving God or it is not; our feelings grasp that fulfilment or

they do not. The key, it would seem, is taking religious experience seriously.

bid., p. 290.

“lbid., p. 289. Lonergan here identifies the data that should form the foundations for any explanation of
the dynamic state of other-worldly love (sanctifying grace): namely the data of conversion and development.

*lbid., p. 109.
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6. The Good as Irreducible in the Anglo-American Tradition
The admittedly theological language above should not blind us to appreciating that the
criterion of sustainability is not dissimilar to the criterion of universalizability in
Kant—especially with the rephrasing of the Kantian principle in terms of emergent probability.
Whether or not one includes the fulfilment of desires for the self-transcendence involved in
foving God, any judging of the good in terms of sustainability is to approach the good in terms
of something else. This is clear enough in Melchin’s work: "the good" is not a criterion of
whether I should or should not do X, rather sustainability is. [n other words, we do not start
with an abstract concept of the good and then try to find particular instances of it. Melchin’s
approach suggests that "the good" is a label attached to a judgement about the preferability of
doing X on the basis of other criteria (sustainability, optimization, fulfilment of desires, etc.).
This way of approaching "the good" is in evident tension with the strong Anglo-American
tradition, where "the good" has often been considered simple and irreducible. The good is in
some ways its own ground, and it either needs no grounding or cannot be grounded in terms of
anything else. On the one hand, both Melchin and Lonergan approached tiie good precisely in
terms of other normative criteria; and these other normative criteria are not ch:os:‘f.:-r"l“'"s'b':huch as
they are discovered actually at work in the world where the good is emergent. On the other
hand, the Anglo—American tradition has made a strong distinction between facts (doing X will
fulfil the group’s needs—a factual or predictive statement) and values (I should do X—an
evaluative statement); and that tradition would no doubt consider any talk of emergent good as

nonsensical. The logical result of the Anglo-American positivistic approach (maintained
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especially by Moore, Hare, and Ayer) is the kind of retreat into ethical silence championed by
Wittgenstein.

The ethicist Stephen Toulmin poses the fundamental ethical question thus: "Why ought
one to do what is right, anyway?"® Kant’s answer (and bohergan’s early answer) was that to
do otherwise involves us in a self-contradiction.®® But Toulmin suggested that such questions
do not really admit to logical answers (and hence self-contradiction or reasonableness cannot be
the whole answer). Instead, such questions are similar to "Why ought we to think?" and "Why
ought we to assent to the conclusions of properly-argued arguments?” Toulmin’s answer to the
ethical question was "What else ought we to do?"% And Toulmin’s was not a bad answer, for
it put the onus back onto ourselves, inviting us to take responsibility for the structure of our
thinking and for the structure of our choosing.

Wittgenstein argued much the same thing when he stated that, "ethics must be a condition
of the world, like logic."® In this regard, Agnes Heller comments that

one interpretation fof Wittgenstein] . . . yields a simple empirical statement: that a world without

ethics does not exist, just as a world without logic does not exist . . . Ethics is the condition of the
world. Chemical substances or organisms can exist without ethics, but there is no world without
ethies.™

Of course,_any reference to Wittgenstein and ethics should take note of his prescription that

ethics, being transcendental (in his view), be marked by silence.® Wittgenstein would not say

L

“Stephen Toulmin, An Examination of the Place of Reason in Ethics (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1968), p. 162. Sce also Patrick Byrne, "Analogical Knowledge of God and the Vaiue of Moral
Endeavour,” pp. 103-35.

“'Lonergan’s later answer could arguably have been "because we want to,"” and that would have been
considered a completely sufficient answer,

“Stephen Toulmin, The Place of Reason, p. 162. :
SLudwig Wittgenstein, Notebooks 1914-1916 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979), 77e.
®Agnes Heller, General Ethics (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988), p. 31.

- “There is a common thread runnmg through Levinas, Derrida, Heidegger, Wittgenstein, e al., all of whom

- spcak about the impossibility of "an” ethics (though Heidegger does allow for an "original ethics" arising from
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very much about ethics (nor about aesthetics, which he thought to be intimately related to
ethics), because ethics was a limit concept for him. Toulmin actually took a similar tack in
suggesting that a question such as "Why ought one to do what is right?" is an example of a limit
question.® As a limit question, it can be reposed ad infinitum, so whatever you come up with
as a rationale for doing what is right can be further questioned: Why ought you to accept that
rationale?

Toulmin, contrary to Wittgenstein’s view, held that such limit questions act as truisms
that do have some positive value: "Indeed, such questions have a positive value, as both
psychology and history show. Psychologically, they help us.to accept the world, just as the
explanations of science help us to understand it."*" Here Lonergan would no doubt have made
further distinctions.

Lonergan held that the universe is not completely intelligible, but that complete
intelligibility is still required, and the universe cannot supply it. Here Lonergan was making a
metaphysical point (namely, that complete intelligibility is required) based on a transcendental
argument (complete intelligibility is required if our unrestricted desire to know is intelligible;
and whenever we ask questions, we act on that desire as if it were intelligible). This demand

for complete intelligibility is the basis for his argument for the existence of God. But as part
Sy

the demand of Being, but refuses to construct "an” ethics conceived of in terms of rules, oughts, or directives).
The denial is specific: ethics arises out of an encounter with the other. It is demanded by the other, but such a
demand is impossible to fulfil, and yet similarly impossible to deny. For an interesting discussion, see Robert
Bernasconi, "Deconstruction and the Possibility of Ethics,” Deconstruction and Philosophy: The Texts of
Jacques Derrida, John Sallis, ed. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1987), pp. 122-39,
. Stephen Toulmin, The Place of Reason, pp. 202ff.
“Ibid., p. 209. .-+
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of the transcendental argument, Lonergan has some non-transcendental premises, one of them

being his assertion of the lack of intelligibility:

there are defects of intelligibility in the existing world, and those defects are universal. They cannot
be eliminated by any pessible development of science in the ordinary sense, that is, science that does
not go on to raise metaphysical questions.®

If ethical judgement is exercised in a world where possibilities for action are grasped in
terms of emergent probability, then we repeatedly come face-to-face with this lack of
intelliéibility in the universe.* If the universe is not completely intelligible, then both our
factual judgements and'our ethical judgements will not be completely intelligible. Similarly, if
our ethical deliberation is indeed based on an understanding of our world in terms of emergent
probability, we shall never achieve absolute ethical certitude, for that would be to grasp a type
of necessity that is foreign to the actual structure of the universe.”” As Lonergan said, "There
is no overarching scheme of recurrence . . . that accounts for the emergence of schemes of

"7l

recurrence,"”' presaging by decades the more contemporary expression of the same insight in

terms of the absence of any single meta-narrative. This lack of complete intelligibility in the

“Lonergan, Understanding and Being, pp. 243-4. Some may argue that the generalization is (and that all
generalizations are) transcendental, but if generalizations are all based on transcendental method, then virtually
all thinking has transcendental roots, and the term loses its usefulness in pointing to a particular type of
argument.

*“Emergent probability is not totally explanatory in the classical sense, for it cannot lead to the conclusion
that something must happen. Rather it leads to the conclusion that something may happen or that the probability
of something's happening is increasing. It may be asked why this is not enough, why complete intelligibility
seems to be equated with classical reasoning’s demand for complete predictability; but that is to miss the point,
though only very slightly. Emergent probability does grasp intelligibility, it does answer all the pectinent
questions about the future gua future, and that intelligibility s asserted to be real in a critical realist stance. But
what emergent probability cannot grasp is the intelligibility of emergent probability itself, the “why" about
initial conditions,

™This should not be taken to suggest that we actually need absolute certitude for our ethical decision-
making. For a discussion of why it is not necessary, for instance, to survey all cases before arriving at the
level of confidence needed to make the kinds of generalizations that are useful in ethics, see Donagan’s
discussion of Robert Nozick’s approach in Alan Donagan, The Theory of Morality, pp. 73-4.

"Lonergan, Understanding and Being, p. 244,
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universe raises the question of why we should bother to do the good in the first place. For it
is precisely because of such defects of intelligibility, such lack of evident reasonableness (as in,
for example, the inevitability of suffering), that suspicions rise about the ultimate value of doipg
the good, of searching for truth.

The question as it arises vis-a-vis cognition has to do with whether I can know the real.
Lonergan’s point is-that, if the structure of our questioning and the intelligibility of the universe
were a perfect match, no question about Ged would ever arise:

If the universe were completely intelligible in itself, it would be impossible to argue from the universe
to the existence of God, because you’d have no reason to go beyond the universe to attain complete
intelligibility . . . If the universe were completely intelligible, then intelligence would have no lever,
no fulcrum, by which it could go beyond the universe. There has to be a defect in the intelligibility
of this universe to have arguments that will take us beyond the universe, to complete the
inteligibitity.™

The flip-side of what amounts to a rephrasing of Lonergan’s argument for the existence of God
is that, if we confine our understanding to an understanding of the universe of proportionate
being, then we shall have perfect grounds for doubting whether we can know the real. For the
lack of complete intelligibility will eventually strike us as a lack of any real intelligibility. The
same holds for ethics. Even our most diligent exercising of our evaluative and cognitional
structures will not save us from having to face this lack of complete intelligibility, though this
time we shall be dealing with the lack of complete ethical intelligibility. Thus there are good

grounds for the sceptic’s doubting whether we can ever really know and/or do the good.™

bid., p. 340.

"3This is part of what Gustafson was facing up to in his two-volume Ethics from a Theocentric Perspective
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981). This lack of complete ethical intelligibility was interpreted by him as meaning
that God is not pro nobis. Gustafson has read and quoted Lonergan approvingly, but Gustafson precisely did
not demand complete moral intelligibility. Instead, he opted for a piety which submits to the "powers [both
good and evil] that bear down upon us.”
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It is interesting to note how Lonergan raises this question of the lack of complete
intelligibility-. Lonergan first asked how we know. He then discovered a normativity in the
structured process of knowing, identifying this normativity with a dynamism, which he expressed
as an unrestricted desire to know. The question for Lonergan was whether there is an object
that corresponds to this unrestricted desire to know, whether that object is being, whether being
is the real, whether the real is absolute intelligibility, and finally whether absolute intelligibility
is absolute intelligence. And Lonergan’s answer is yes to all those questions he put to himself.
Not only that, but he argued that this affirmative answer is implicit whenever we enquire.™ The
question becomes one of self-affirmation: affirming the implicit assumption made whenever we

ask questions. In affirming the self, we affirm that our cognitional structure is grounded:

If you say that the real is not being, that the real is not intelligible, then you are using your intelligence
and your reasonableness to present, as intelligent and reasonable, a judgement; from the very intention
and nature of the utterance, you are presuming the validity and the significance of an intelligent and
reasonable affirmation. But if it is true that the real is not the intelligible, vour affirmations can have
no significance whatsoever, and, because they can have no significance, they cannot be intelligent or
reasonable. It is only insofar as the real is being that any intelligent and reasonable affirmation can
be intelligent and reasonable; if this is not affirmed, you involve yourself in the counterpositions.™

If complete ethical (as opposed to explanatory) intelligibility is considered, the question
of a ground can be expressed as "Why bother?"—Toulmin’s question again. The answer follows
from what is quoted immediately above: because we implicitly affirm the value of bothering
whenever we wonder what we should or should not do.

Just as there is a defect in intelligibility in the universe, there is a defect in goodness in
thiéf';;niverse, which is blindingly apparent whenever tragedy strikes, whenever good intentions

are frustrated by unavoidable ignorance, when noble desires are silericed by a lack of

HLonergan, Method, p. 101. .
“Lonergan, Understanding and Being, pp. 245-6.
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possibilities.” The existence of such ethical unintelligibility guarantees that there will be no
ultimate answer in this universe to why we should bother in the first place, and this again
reinforces positivism’s retreat into ethical silence.

The solution is, however, in the question. The question "Why bother?" can be rephrased
as a request: "Give me a good reason for bothering." The question aftirms our awareness that
bothering is something over which we have some control; it suggests that we are open to
persuasion, The question aiso presumes that, somehow or other, we can tell the difference
between a good reason for bothering and a not-so-good reason. This "being able to tell the
difference” presumes a method, a normativity in that method, and an ability to distinguish
between our ability to formulate a variety of potential reasons for bothering and our ability to
judge that a particular reason is motivation enough to make bothering worth it. In other words,
bothering to worry about whether anything is worth bothering about is already a type of
bothering which reveals a structure of bothering—evaluative structure.

Lonergan’s solution to the question of whether our intending intends the real is founded
on self-affirmation, which is an affirrﬁation of the normative structure of knowing, the latter
including an intentionality towards complete intelligibility, even if complete intelligibility seems
lacking. The solution to the question of whether our intending intends the good, whether our
moral judgements grasp goodness, can likewise be seen to be founded on self-affirmation, on
the affirmation of the normative structure of evaluating, which includes an intentionality towards

value. The very structure of evaluation reveals that some of our desires could really intend what

6This holds even if we distinguish pre-moral goodsfevils or natural evil, for pre-moral evil and natural
(non-moral) evil frustrate good will, opening an inescapable gap between the best we can imagine and the best
we can do. The ultimate expression of this unintelligibilityis the inevitability of not only our deaths, but the
eventual death of our planet, even of our universe, if the second law of thermodynamics (entropy) holds.
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we ultimately may judge to be the good; and so the reason for bothering is not that this or that
desire must out of necessity intend the good, but that some desires may intend something really
worth bothering about; and that is precisely what evaluative structure intends: the future
(possible) good.

Evaluative structure does not grasp anything determinate ahead of time: if the good is
indeterminate, then it can only be intended heuristically, which is exactly what evaluative
‘structure does. The ground of the good, of ethics, of bothering, is not some-thing, it is not
something necessary. Rather, it is the intending of the good and the way that any such intending
is concretized within a structure of evaluation.

Recalling Toulmin, then, we cannot keep asking limit questions forever. At some point
we have to stop. And we stop not by finally arriving at the right answer, nor by proving that
value judgements grasp something that must 5e true or good, nor by giving up in frustration, nor
by contenting ourselves with silence. At some point we understand that we are ourselves the
answer (or at least part of the answer) to the question. The question can indeed be reposed ad
infinitum, or we can break out of the circle by deliberately choosing to do so. The question
throws us not, as Wittgenstein thought, into silence, but back onto ourselves. Thus, in the very
asking of the question in the first place, we are already close to answering it. Indeed, this
"being thrown back onto ourselves" reinforces the earlier point made about the empirical ground
of ethics not being already-out-there-now-real, but rather the person in act. And if the fact that
the person in act does not act in a vacuum is added, it should be clear that we are thrown not
only back onto ourselves but into the world. In Lonergan’s view, that world is heading

somewhere, and that heading somewhere is explained (though not ultimately) in terms not of
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necessity but of emergent probability, which is operative not only in the world, but also in the
very processes of knowing and evaluating by which we come to know and value anything of the
world.

That said, the Anglo-American tradition was onto something in noting that there had to
be something irreducible in ethics, but they retreated into silence too quickly in thinking that the
good was itself irreducible. They were correct to insist that "the good” is not a property of
some "thing," but they missed appreciating that "the good" is the emerging probability of an
action that can be preferred and chosen by a responsible agent. In other words, they separated
"the good" from the moral subject in situ, which is tantamount to naive realism’s separating the
real from the knower. The ethical subject is not at all irreducible: the ethical subject exercises
normative evaluative operations within a normative evaluative structure. The intelligibility of
that structure hinges on appreciating the links between particular goods, the good of order, and
values; which is to say, evaluative structure hinges on the intersection between several schemes
of recurrence. We cannot be concerned solely with the scheme of recurrence that constitutes
world processes out there (the good of order alone). We need also be concerned with the
schemes of recurrence that constitute our ethical being—evaluative structure.”

If we keep the subject and object of ethics together, then "the good" is identified by
judging the actual intersection of these schemes of recurrence, for the intersection is concrete.
The good is the action based on a judgement that the schemes of recurrence that constitute world
processes, which are created in part via responsible human action, and the schemes of recurrence

that constitute our knowing, evaluating, decision-making and acting are ail mutually supportive:

""Though he did not situate his discussion in terms of Anglo-American ethical writings, Kenneth Melchin
has said much the same thing in History, Ethics and Emergent Probubility, pp. 197-8.
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they are sustainable. They are mutually supportive when the dynamism(s) that animate cognition
and evaluation are not frustrated but are enhanced by the dynamic structures we create and
sustain. But (to repeat the question yet again) why is this "the good"? It is "the good" because
this dynamism is not chosen as normative (which would require more fundamental criteria to
justify that choice) so much as it is discovered to be the already-acting-norm in all thinking and
choosing. It is operationally irreducible. This insight is much the same as Lonergan’s insight
that the operations of cognitional structure are not revisable: they are irreducible in terms of
their not being an object of choice, for they consti}tute the possibility of any choice.
Wittgen;:“t;in, then, was not far off in characterizing ethics as the possibility of the world, though
it might héve been more revealing had he anachronistically said that evaluative structure is a
-condition for the world. In the Angld—American tradition, irreducibility meant the unassailability
of ethical judgements, but an approach based on concrete decision-making in a world of
emergent probability renders ethical judgements assailable precisely in terms of the dynamic

structure of evaluating.”

7. Conclusion
After noting a reductionistic preference in our ethical traditions for looking for the ground
of the good in one evaluative operation to the exclusion of the others, this chapter pointed to a

similarity in Kant and Lonergan: namely, their appreciation of connections among the moral

™ohn Anthony Raymaker, in his PhD dissertation entitled Theory-Praxis of Social Ethics: The
Complementarity between Bernard Lonergan and Gibson Winter's Theological Foundations, wrote of a critically
_ self-mediating feedback structure through which we correctly know the good (pp. 236ff.). "The good,” he
suggested, is correctly judged when particular goods, the good of order, and terminal values (which includes the
moral subject as originating value) come together. Indeed, the moral project—praxis—is precisely about
bringing these three goods together, and any contradiction among them is resolved by a new judgement about
true value. It should be added that the moral project is concerned with more than bringing these three goods
together and includes bringing together all the pertinent schemes of recurrence.
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agent, dynamic social structures (the good of order), and the ethical good. This insight (or near
insight, in Kant’s case) into the centrality of the good of order was shown to lay at the heart of
Kenneth Melchin’s approach, which specifies the ground of the moral good in terms of the
sustainability and optimality of goods of order that regularly meet humanr needs. This approach
led to such further questions as: Why is regularly meeting the needs that we happen to have the
moral good? Why bother doing the good anyway? Such questions have often been deemed limit
questions, but limit questions need not be dead-ends. lRather, the search for answers forces us
back onto ourselves, urging us to appreciate that we are part of the answer to the limit question,
that we are the ground of the good, that we are the question, that the question expresses the fact
that we actually intend the good. Wé intend the good via a series of operations that are linked
together, forming a scheme of recurrence called ev;luative structure. That scheme of recurrence
meets the schemes of recurrence that constitute the good of order, or the world, and the good
is the product of that meeting.

As will be argued in more detail in the final two chapters, the scheme of recurrence
called evaluative structure is part of a more comprehensive dyﬁamic recurrent structure of
consciousness, whose various cognitional and evaluative operations are sublated by higher levels
of consciousness. The point of emphasizing the total manifold when considering sustainability
was precisely to indicate that Melchin presumes that this sublation is actually occurring within
the good of order. Perhaps it should be reiterated that sublation is dynamic, and that it actually
adds something in the here-and-now, so that the unsublated good of order does not actually exist

apart from its being sublated, just as we do not have desires without their being sublated; for

consciousness is of a piece, and our categorizing does not mean that what are categorized
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separately actually occur without one another. This means that the sublating and directing action
of grace is very much a part of reality, that it actually makes a difference. It makes a difference
by ensuring that any order that does not satisfy our elemental desires will either be unsustainable
in the very long term, or at least will not be inevitable, because tensions between the way things
are and the way things could be will be felt sooner or later, so long as the dynamism(s)
animating human consciousness are not completely quelled. Thus the ground of the good is not
so much a ground as a direction, a vector, a dynamism that constitutes both the good and us at
the same time.

But before getting to that, further distinctions between factual and value judgements will
be made, for they clarify Lonergan’s approach to the human good even further, and they specify

the role of feelings in moral deliberation more precisely.



Chapter Six
The Virtual Unconditionality of Value Judgements
1. Introduction

Questions of the ground of ethics are questions of the ground of value judgements—the
chief concern of this chapter. Such questions are propaedeutic to determining what actually is
being affirmed when we make a value judgement, which raises questions about differences
between judgements of fact and judgements of value. In contrast to much of the literature on
ethics in Lonergan, it will be argued that value judgements grasp the conditioned rather than the
virtually unconditioned; but it will also be noted that Lonergan’s treatment of value judgements
was not always entirely clear. This lack of clarity will be addressed through dialogue with the
works of Stephen Happel and James Walter, Desmond O’Grady, Patrick Byrne, Kenneth
Melchin, Robert Doran, André Gilbert and Louis Roy. The discussion will end up explaining
why Lonergan was justified'!-:il; contending that the criterion for correct' value judgements is
moral (and not just intellectaal) self-transcendence.

After this, there is a brief comparison between Lonergan and Aquinas, as he is
interpreted by Alasdair MacIntyre and Jean Porter. It is suggested that Lonergan’s identification
of indeterminate intentional structures of consciousness is a more adequate way of identifying
any so-calied "ends of human nature” than other, more essentialist, approaches. This again

reinforces the distinction between judgements of value and judgements of fact.

"Correct” is not the best word because "correct” is a function of the cognitive categories of truth and
untruth. But if good is a distinct notion, we need evaluative categories. This points to the linguistic difficulties
involved in consistently distinguishing truth and value,

240
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Towards the end of the chapter, there will be a more detailed discussion of Robert
Doran’s work, suggesting that he came very close to concluding that value judgements do not
grasp the virtually unconditioned when he identified the steps involved in making value
judgements, steps which, he suggested, are only "analogous” to the steps involved in making
factual judgements. Those steps can be specified more precisely via evalvative structure, and
the "analogy” can be made clearer by noting the parallel structure of cognitional and evaluative
operations. The chapter ends with a restatement of evaluative structure as an explanation of how

feelings and judgements are related.

2. The Virtually Unconditioned

If the Anglo-American tradition erred in stressing the irreducibility and autonomy of the
good, some Lonerganians have erred on the other side by stressing the continuity between
judgements of fact and value, not always appreciating the shifts between Lonergan’s ethical
approaches in Insight and Method. In accentuating the continuity, they have sought to explain
value judgements as _though 3y were judgements of moral facts,__ as though they grasped the
virtually unconditioned, the latter being Lonergan’s term for what is tantamount to a judgement
of fact. The result is a definition of the ground of ethics in terms of facts, an emphasis on the
similarity of factual and value judgements, a lack of distinction between facts and values, an
overlooking of the need to identify a distinct structure of evaluative operations, a possible
confusion between generalizable moral rules and value judgements, and an inability to account
sufficiently for Lonergan’s contention that the criterion for true value judgements is moral (not

just intellectual) self-transcendence.
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Stephen Happe! and James Walter, in their book Conversion and Discipleship, which was
written long after Lonergan’s publication of Method, focused on Lonergan’s earlier view of
practical reason from Insight without fully taking into account the modifications Lonergan made
both before and in Method. They wrote:

We argue that the ground and parent of responsible judgments of both value and obligation are
objective judgments of fact about the world and human reality. Judgments of fact are achieved by
moving through the invariant operations of attentive experience, of intelligent understandings, and of
reasonable judgments. When they are concerned with investigating the moral life, these three
operations constitute reason in its practical mode, and they arrive at descriptive statements ot fact.?

It is interesting to note that, in not identifying evaluative structure, Happel and Walter had
nowhere else to go but to cognitional structure to find the ground of, and the operations leading
to, value judgements. Indeed, Lonergan, in affirming between the writing of Insight and Method
that there is a distinct notion of the good, should perhaps have nuanced comments that suggested
that the ground and parent of responsible value judgements were judgements of fact, for that can
seem to suggest that the direction is established by lower-level operations. Even given a discrete
fourth level of value judgements, where the fourth level sublates the previous three, it is not
accurate in Lonerganian terms to speak in terms of a ground or parenting, without mentioning
sublation. This is one of Lonergan’s major shifts between Insight and Method, and it is what
follows from affirming in Method that the notion of the good is distinct, that it is intended by
a different question or concern. In Method, the normativity involved in vaiue judgements is
distinct from that of factual judgements, and so they are different, even if questions for choice

arise in a world that is understood by facts. It is no less true that questions of fact arise in a

2Stephen Happel and James J. Walter, Conversion and Discipleship: A Christian Foundation Jor Ethics and
Doctrine (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), pp. 113-4. ‘
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world of choices.> This point is clearer, of course, when evaluative structure is distinguished
from cognitional structure,

Some of the confusion surrounding distinctions between factual and value judgements is
attributable to Lonergan’s explanation of factual judgement as a grasp of the virtually
unconditioned and his later suggestion that judgements of fact and value are structurally the
same. Happel and Walter explain that "we reach correct judgments of value in a way similar
to how we reach correct judgments of fact, namely, by reaching the virtually unconditioned in
the practical life."* But in the same section from which they derived their position on practical

reasoning, Lonergan wrote that,

when practical insight is correct, then reflective understanding cannot grasp a relevant virtually
unconditioned; for if it could, the content of the insight already would be a fact; and if it were already
a fact, then it would not be a possible course of action which, as yet, is not a fact but just a
possibility.*

And on the next page, Lonergan wrote:

[Practical] reflection has no internal term, no capacity of its own to come to an end. For it is a
knowing that leads to doing. Insofar as it [practical reflection] is a knowing, it can reach an internal
term, for one can grasp the virtually unconditioned and thereby attain certitude on the possibility of
a proposed course of action, on its agreeableness, on its utility, on its obligatoriness. But in so far
as this knowing is practical . . . the reflection has not an internal but an external term.®

This seems confusing indeed. Lonergan appears to be discussing practical reflection as though
it were not practical reflection. On the one hand, he has implied that judgements of utility and

obligatoriness, for instance, are matters of fact, and that they can be affirmed with certitude.

*This point has been debated previously, and it is in evident tension with Lonergan’s claim on p. 122 of
Method that knowledge ordinarily precedes love. Lonergan admits to a minor exception (falling in love) and a
major exception (God’s gift of God's love flooding our hearts), but the question strikes one as being of the
chicken and ¢gg variety: the world is ar;once a2 world intended by operations leading to judgements of both
facts and values. Indeed, the parallel schematization of cognitional and evaluative operations overcomes the
prablem (if only schematically).

*Happel and Walter, Conversion and Discipleship, p. 115.

SLonergan, Insight, p. 610.

Slbid., p. 611,
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On the other hand, a decision to act is precisely a decision about a non-fact, and so it is not a

candidate for being a virtually unconditioned. The external term, then, is not within the reach

of practical reflection, for the external term is only subsequently accomplished in the doing.
Lonergan went on to explain further why practical reflection lacks an internal term, and

why it cannot reach the terminal where a virtually unconditioned is grasped and the matter

ended:

It is now possible to explain why practical reflection lacks an internal term [and why it cannot arrive
at a virtually unconditioned]. Ifit were concerned simply with knowing what the proposed course of
action is and what the motives are in its favour, it would be an activity of rational consciousness and
would possess an internal term in certain judgements upon the object and the motives of the proposed
action. But practical reflection is concerned with knowing only in order to guide doing. It is an
activity that involves an enlarging transformation of consciousness. In that enlarged consciousness the
term is not judgment but decision. Consequently, practical reflection does not come to an end once
the object and motives of a proposed action are known; it comes to an end when one decides either
in favour of the proposal or against it.”

Thus Happel and Waiter’s suggestion that, in practical matters, reflection grasps a virlually:
unconditioned is at odds'.with Lonergan’s own view; for Lonergan said exactly the opposite.

This difficulty in deciding how to read Lonergan on this point is widespread. Some
Lonergan scholars have admitted that "it may not always be easy to distinguish judgements of
value from judgements of fact."®* For instance, Dariusz Oko, in his book The Transcendental
Way to God according to Bernard Lonergan, wrote that,

due to their structure, judgments of value belong to the category judgments of fact. In their simple
form they affirm or deny the existence of some "X" as a value, as truly or only apparently good. In
their comparative form they compare instances of good and decide that one instance is more important,
more urgent than others. Hence, just as judgments of fact, they contain knowledge of reality and

especially of human reality. This knowledge derives from the grasp of the virtually unconditioned.
And so it is independent of the subject.’

7Ibid-s pp- 613'4.

tWalter Conn, Conscience: Development and Self-transcendence (Birmingham AL: Religious Education
Press, 1981), pp. 191-2. .

Dariusz Oko, The Transcendental Way to God according to Bernard Lonergan (Frankfurt am Main: Peter
Lang, 1991), p. 153.
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Oko seems to have got caught on the virtually unconditioned.
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Robert Doran would not now agree that judgements of value are in the same category as

judgements of fact, but in his early work he described the process of making a value judgement

in virtually the same terms as the process of making a factual judgement:

Judgments of value—the affirmation or denial that some objective is truly good or better than
another—have the same structure as judgments of fact. In both, the criterion of knowledge lies in the
self-transcendence of the knowing subject in search of the virtually unconditioned. In both, the term
is independent of the subject. In both, the course of one’s movement to judgment is a process
promoted to inguiry from apprehension through insight to the point where there are no further
questions for a self-transcending subject....”

Desmond O’Grady, in his notable Master’s thesis entitled The Notion of the Good in

Bernard Lonergan’s Insight and Method in Theology, wrote, from a point of view similar to

Doran’s, that

objectivity is further ensured by the operation of the judgement of value. As in the operation of the
desire 1o know there is a demand for the unconditioned, so too there is a demand for the unconditioned
in the operation of the desire for the good and the worthwhile. The affirmation of value has its
conditions no less than the affirmation of being . . . in each case there is a grasp of the unconditioned,
of a judgement of being or value that is independent of the subject making the judgement and in that
sense at least [the value judgement] is objective."!

Without quoting him in any more detail, the virtually unconditioned that O’Grady’s example

affirms is the fact that a value judgement has actually been made according to a process. What

his example does not show is that the value judgement, which in fact occurred, grasped a

virtually unconditioned. The difference is this: I can judge whether or not I said that today is

Thursday. But it is quite another thing to judge whether today is actually Thursday. To

reiterate, as far as Lonergan was concerned (at least when he was writing Insight), value

Robert Doran, Psychic Conversion and Theological Foundations, p. 77.

"Desmond O'Grady, The Notion of the Good in Bernard Lonergan’s Insight and Method in Theology, p.
143. '
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judgements,'? in the sense of judging the goodness of a state of affairs to be brought about by
choice, do not grasp the virtually unconditioned, for the matter of interest (the good) is still
potential and not yet actual or real. If one concurs with Lonergan’s view of the good always
being concrete, it can be no other way.

That said, a slight modification of O’Grady’s position can be made: the authenticity of
the making of the judgement is not a matter for the future. Authenticity is occurring in the
process of making the judgement itself, and it can be affirmed as a fact. If one knows the
conditions for authenticity (transcendental precepts, openness to conversions), and if one has
access to the relevant data (namely oneself), then it would seem that one could judge whether
the conditions had been fulfilled: one could affirm that one was trying to be open, considering
possible orders, reflecting on motives, trying to achieve a higher viewpoint, and so on. One
could then confirm that a potential value judgement was authentically made, and so conclude that
a reliable judgement was made—a judgement which can then be used as the basis for choice.

However, it must be recalled that this is still quite a different thing from judging with
certainty that the apprehended value is good. Even if for Longrgan the good cannot be separated
from valuing, from the value judgement, the good is not just the judgement. In his intentional

framework, the object of choice and the concrete action arising from such a choice are included.

As Garrett Barden explained,

2A point made earlier should be reiterated here. There was a change in Lonergan’s terminology between
Insight and Method. In Insight, practical judgements are moral judgements, whereas in Method value
judgements are moral judgements. Both, however, concern judgements about actions, about originating values,
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the situation in which ethical questions arise is one which may be other than it is and where change
is effected by human decision. We deliberate about a possible future that can be realized by our
decisions. The good is the realized situation."”

What Lonergan had been at pains to explain in /nsight was that, rather than practical reflection
or value judgements being a grasp of the virtually unconditioned, the decision to act, once taken,
becomes a virtually unconditioned. This is where Lonérgan’s demand for consistency between
knowing and doing comes from, for practical reflection demands an external term but cannot
provide one without a decision and action.

Patrick Byrne, in his 199.1 "'arlticle "Preferential Option for the Poor,” wrote that
"reflective understanding . . . grasps the possible course of action as virtually unconditional
value . . . so also responsible affirmation of a possible course of actions emanates from the
virtual unconditionhlity of the practical insight (‘there being no further questions’)."** Later in
the same article, he wrote that "all acts of human valuing are based upon no more than the de
facto, the virtual unconditionality of judgements of value."" But this is to overlook Lonergan’s
saying that "when practical insight is correct, then reflective understanding [i.e., judgement]
cannot grasp a virtually unconditioned."'® Byrne has conflated the value of a "possible course
of action" with the facts that are used in gaining practical insights. But values are not facts (or
if they are, they were not so for Lonergan, whose position the above-named authors were trying

to explain), otherwise there would be no distinction between judgements of fact and judgements

YGarrett Barden, After Principles (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1990), p. 20 [emphasis
added].

“Patrick Byrne, "Preferential Option for the Poor" (paper presented to the Lonergan Conference, Boston
College, 1991), p. 19. The lack of further questions s a matter of virtual unconditionality, because it is a
matter of fact, but this does not mean that the value is the lack of further questions.

“Ibid., p. 23.

“Lonergan, Insight, p. 610,
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of value.”” Admittedly, decisions based on value judgements do bring about facts, but they also
bring about values. It would appear that Byrne had seized upon the "virtual” aspect of virtual
unconditionality, realizing that there can be value judgements that neither raise any further
questions nor arouse any conflictive moral feelings, without fully factoring in Lo.nergan‘s

appreciation that value judgements are precisely about the conditioned.' In a subsequent 1993

article, Byrne repeated his stance:

Again, e process of deliberation is similar to reflection, for just as judgments of fact will he
reasonable only insofar as they are motivated by reflective understanding of the virtually unconditioned
as ground for affirming or denying, so also judgments of value will be responsible only insofar as they

are motivated by an act of reflective understanding which grasps the possible course of action as
virtually unconditioned value.'

In contrast, Kenneth Melchin has addressed the precise conditioned-ness of value in his

article, "Ethics in Insight":

What is grasped in a practical insight and deliberated upon in practical retlection is not an intelligibility
already immanent in world process, constitutive of the world as it has become; rather the content of
practical insight is a future something which has not yet eccurred . . . The content of the practical
insight is a future state of world process, a possible intelligible order to be brought into being through
practical reflection and decision . . . While insight and judgment are oriented towards grasping an
intelligibility which is fact because it has already occurred and has constituted world process as it is,
practical insight. reflection, and decision are oriented towards grasping, judging, and realizing a future
intelligibility which is not yet fact and which will change the intelligibility of world process when it
is enacted by the subject.”

"Fred Lawrence has said that "every human judgement itself [presumably including value judgements| is an
instance of the virtually unconditioned" (Lawrence, "The Fragility of Consciousness: Lonergan and the
Postmodern Cencern for the Other," p. 16). However, while every judgement (actually every act} is an
instance of the virtually unconditioned, not all judgements grasp or assert virtually unconditionality.

"®His italicizing of the word "virtual" on p. 23 is worthy of note in this regard. This is arguably what
Happel and Walter in Conversion and Discipleship, and Robert Doran in Psychic Conversion and Theological
Foundations were doing as well: focusing on the "virtual” aspect of unconditionality, while perhaps overlooking
that the "unconditional” aspect of the virtually unconditioned does not apply to & value that bas yet to he brought
about. What Byrne, Happe!l and Walter, and Doran were correct about is their hunch that value judgements
would probably be virtual in a similar way to factual judgements, but to conclude that value judgements grasp
the virtually unconditioned seems not to be warranted,

""Patrick Byrne, "Analogical Knowledge of God and the Value of Moral Endeavour,” pp. 115-6.

PKenneth Melchin, "Ethics in Insight,” p. 142.
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Though Melchin did not frame this in terms of virtual unconditionality, his emphasis here is
more in line with Lonergan’s approach than was the emphasis in Byrne's articles. However,

in another article, Melchin did suggest that moral norms can be virtually unconditioned:

Norms which are genuinely moral will be applicable to ranges of situational contexts precisely because
they will have grasped morally significant relationships which remain stable or isomorphic across the
stipulated range of contexts, In such cases the norms will be virtually exceptionless or virtually
unconditioned...”

A few pages later, Melchin built on his previous insight: namely, that rules can apply to
different situations if the morally pertinent matter is generalizable.” On behalf of deontologists,
ﬁe pdsed the following question to so-called revisionists, asking, "Are there generalizable
structural elements of classes of moral events that are isombrphic through ranges of situations
and whose functioning decisively shapes the overall structure and moral character of the
generalized object of moral choice in a distinctive way?"* His answer was in the affirmative,
justifying virtually unconditioned moral norms, which in the language of deontology (though not
necessarily in the language of Melchin) are the equivalent of exceptionless moral norms or
intrinsic good or evil.*

Here an important distinction has to be drawn between value judgements and moral
norms. Though values are mentioned here and there in Melchin’s article, his interest was
focused on moral norms, on norms that are brought to a situation, rather than concluded by an
analysis of a situation. But what makes such rules virtually unconditioned? Consider one of

Melchin’s concluding comments:

*Kenneth Melchin, "Revisionists, Deontologists, and the Structure of Moral Understanding, * Theological
Studies 51 (1990), pp. 406-7. See also p. 407, n. 35 .

Zibid., pp. 406, 408,
Fbid., p. 412.
pid.. p. 407.
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. ethicists need to understand the integral structure of linked schemes of decisions, goals, and
consequences which function within concrete configurations of historical and social conditions, [
suggest that generalized moral norms associated with the stability or the recurrence of such schemes
should be sought on a much greater level of contextual specificity than in the past . . . undoing the
conditions of moral relativism and anomie which prevail in our age.”

Here it should be clear that what makes a norm a norm is generalizability, and what makes a
norm generalizable is the stability or recurrence of linked schemes of decisicns, goals, and
consequences. The question, then, is whether this is a matter of fact or value, a matter for a
factual judgement or a value judgement? And the answer is the former. Generalizability
requires that we determine whether the moraily pertinent matter is the same for all conceivable
situations. Omniscience is not needed. Instead, a serious survey of situations is required so that
reasonable people are convinced that there are no further pertinent questions that suggest that
the morally pertinent matter is not generalizable. If there are no further questions, there are no
reasons to doubt, and there are grounds for affirming a virtually unconditioned.®® Again, the
same fine distinction must be made: it is one thing to affirm a particular value, another to affirm
that the same value is to be sought/protected in much the same way in other situations because
other situations are isomorphic on this matter at least (i.e., any differences among different
situations are not pertinent to this question of value). Is the value judgement therefore virtually
uﬁconditioned? No, but the judgement that similar situations are to be understood similarly with
regard to a particular value can be a virtually unconditioned judgement—a judgement of the fact
of similgrity. What remains open to question, howéver, is the authenticity of the value
judgements that spurred the search for a general norm—and that, at least according to Lonergan,

would appear not to be a matter of virtual unconditionality, not a matter of fact, but of value.”

H1bid., p. 416.
] onergan, Insight, p. 287.
7See below, p. 254.
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It may be suggested that another distinction can be made: between practical and ethical
reflection, between practical reflection and value judgements, such that practical retlection can
grasp a relevant virtually unconditioned; but, if such distinctions mean that practical decision-
making is to be distinguished from the question of value, these distinctions were not the ones
made by Lonergan. Lonergan did make a distinction between practical and theoretical
judgements' of value, and did so during a lecture well after the publication of Method.* At first,
the distinction seéﬁls more reminiscent of his work in Insight, but the distinction acfually points
back not to Insight, but to Lonergan’s distinction in the same lecture between the below upwards
and the above downwards modes of human development. Lonergan’s treatment suggests that
a compound of both practical and theoretical judgements of value are the way of exercising
responsibility: i.e., it is not the case that practical reasoning (praxis) is somehow prior to the
exercise of respahsibility, prior to the question of value. What perhaps confuses things is that
the so-called practical judgement of value, inasmuch as it belongs to the above downwards mode
of development (which will be discussed in greater detail later), does grasp the virtual
unconditionality of the good in a given tradition, but only because that received good is the good
that as a matter of fact has been judged to be so by the tradition.”” In this mode, the concern

is not so much a judging of value as it is a practical and verifiable acting upon a received value.

®_ate references to a distinction between practical and theoretical judgements of value are rare.  For one
such reference, see Lonergan’s third lecture at Queen’s University, 1976, reproduced as "The Ongoing Genesis
of Methods," A Third Collection, p. 161.

»As mentioned previously, in ethical (or, at least, proportionalist) circles, such goods would not be called
moral values but pre-moral goods, which is to say, even though such goods result from human actions and
camnot be explained apart from human actions, still "moral" goodness is properly ascribed to choosing, not to
the chosen. Melchin makes a number of insightful comments on the meaning of "moral” and “premoral.” See
Kenneth Melchin, "Revisionists, Deontologists, and the Structure of Moral Understanding,” pp. 405, esp.

p. 405, n. 33.
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When it comes to evaluation, however, that good—the believed or received value—becomes one
of the goods of order that must be submitted to the so-called theoretical judgement of value—a
perhaps unfortunate term because it does not communicate all that evaluative structure entails.®

Value judgements that are concerned with deciding whether an option is truly good
cannot be grasps of the virtually un;:onditioned not just because they are concerned with a future
act which is not yet a fact, but because, as Meichin explained in "Ethics in Insight," the
intelligibility grasped in the case of practical judgements of value is not yet real. The
intelligibility will be "a change in the relations among things in world process which comes into
being through an action of the subject.™' At present, such an intelligibility can only be
projecied into the future and grasped heuristically as a potential or formal intelligibility. Again,
it should be clear that evaluative structure’s second level projection of future intelligibilities
identifies this aspect of Lonergan’s thought.

There is at least one instance where Lonergan associated value judgements with the
virtually unconditioned. Lonergan said that "the conditioned that is grasped as virtually
unconditioned is the value of deciding to believe a given propositiox‘n‘."32 Lonergan’s use of the
words "conditioned” and "virtually unconditioned” suggests the need for a careful reading. The'
reason why the value of deciding is a virtual unconditioned is that it is a fact that expresses the

actual (factual) normativity that constitutes the very intelligibility of deciding itself. If deciding

w1

*This distinction is based on much the same insight that distinguishes between minor and major authenticity.

HKenneth Melchin, “Ethics in Insight,” p. 142, It is important, however, not to equate value with just any
intelligibility; for that would mean that all facts were values. The future intelligibility that is potentially
valuable is one that may actually be valued in addition to being brought about. For a contrasting view where
this distinction was not made (or at least was not made explicitly), see Patrick Byrne, "Preferential Option for
the Poor." p. 21.

2Lonergan, Insight, p. 710,
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makes any sense, then there is a value to deciding, otherwise deciding would not actually make
any sense. One could say that the value of deciding is analytic in the concept of deciding, or
one could prefer a more Lonerganian approach, which is to say that trying to decide about the
value of deciding is already to have valued deciding (which is similar to the approach taken in
the last chapter re "bothering™).

Recalling the position of Happel and Walter, it is perhaps clearer that what they
overlooked was Lonergan’s distinction between practical reasoning and thinking. Since the
Lonergan of Insight believed it possible to achieve certitude on possibility(!), on agreeableness,
on utility, and on obligatoriness,” he considered these to be candidates for virtual
unconditionality. The Lonergan of Insight was saying that there are factual oughts, that an
obligation can be a fact grasped by understanding and affirmed in speculative judgement. This
is why Melchin was absolutely correct in insisting that the consistency between thinking and
doing calied for in Insight is a question of achieving consistency not between knowing and
doing, not between knowing non-ethical facts and acting ethically, but between what we think
we ought to do and what we actually do.** [n other words, the consistency is between factual
assertions of moral obligation aI;d concrete moral actlion—between factual prescription and
action, ﬁot between factual description and action.

When Lonergan had chances to clarify whether value judgements grasped the virtually
uncoiditioned, he was ndt always so clea; as he might have been, but neither was he very

supportive of the idea. For instance, at a question and answer session at the 1971 Method in

¥bid., p. 611.

¥See Kenneth Melchin, History, Ethics and Emergent Probability: "When it is understood that by ‘knowing’
Lonergan does not mean knowing truth but ‘knowing’ the value of a possible and probable course of action, his
definition [of consistency between knowing and doing] begins to ring true” (p. 232).
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Theology Institute at Milltown Park, Dublin, Lonergan hinted that reaching the unconditioned
may not be the best way to characterize value judgements. He remarked that, in addition to the
lack of further questions that accompanies the judgement of a virtually unconditioned in matters

"3 He cautioned

of fact, value judgements also have to satisfy "the demands of moral feelings.
that "one could possibly work out an analogy with judgments of fact or possibility, in terms of
the virtually unconditioned, but that is a little removed from the actual process."® A bit later
he remarked that "perhaps one cannot do too much in formulating the true moral judgement.
It is something that has all sorts of facets to it; trying to put it into syllogisms is more or less
evacuating it."* What is clear is that Lonergan’s couching of the possibility of value judgements
being a grasp of the virtually unconditioned in such hesitant tones means that this was not at all
what he- had meanf when he suggested that value judgements shared the same structure as factual
judgements. He quite evidently had not been thinking of value judgements in terms of virtual
unconditionality. True, in the question and answer session quoted above, he did not rule out
factual prescription entirely, but he was not at all sanguine about the fruitfulness of this
approach.

At the same question and answer session, Lonergan was asked whether, when one
chances a value judgement in the face of insufficient knowledge, one acts irrationally. Lonergan

generalized his response, saying that

¥Patrick Byrne expresses this well when he explains that "feelings determine pertinence in deliberation.”
See his paper, "Preferential Option for the Poor,” p. 20. For an example of Lonergan limiting relevant
questions to matters of truth and falsity, see Lonergan, Topics in Education, pp. 150-1.

*Question and answer session at the 1971 Method in Theology Institute at Milltown Park, Dublin
(Transcript [photocopyl. Lonergan Centre, Toronto, 1985), p. 488.

MMbid.
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moral judgments are prudent judgments. Prudent judgments are not irrational—they are the hest that
you can do, and it is part of common sense or of ordinary, elementary humility to recognise that they
are only prudent. The free act is not a demonstrable, a course of action is not something that can he
demonstrated; otherwise taking the course of action would not be free.™

Here it is important to appreciate just what Lonergan was saying. The point is tricky. but
Lonergan was suggesting that an ought conclusion is precisely not necessary because it appeals
to our freedom. He is sticking resolutely to his conviction that the good is not the value
judgement, but the concrete—the course of action. The good is not an obligation already-ou-
there-now-real: rather it is what I/we intend through my/our responsibly-exercised frecdom.
Again, Lonergan would not let his questioners leave the subject/agent behind; he would not let
his questioners taik him into a kind of moral objectivity that would seem to demand identitying
virtually unconditioned precepis that stood over and against us. We are the source; we are the
originating values.

Much the same insight can be gleaned from another response to a questioner at that same
event. When ‘_asked whether he thought a systematic moral theology were possible, Lonergan
responded, "1 would be inclined to emphasize feelings,” and he went on to suggest that the
Aristotelian areré and the Thomist virtus were not simply expressions of the abstract habitus
operatius bonus, but had their meaning "because they are felt responses to values involved. "
Again, had Lonergan been convinced that value judgements grasped the virtually unconditioned,
it should have been easy for him to affirm the possibility of a systematic moral theology. That

he referred the questioner to feelings again suggests that the tack of virtual unconditionality was

not his preference.

3[hid., p. 504. This same response was quoted in Chapter 2.
*1bid., p. 613.
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Part of the confusion surrounding the possibility of virtual unconditionality in value
judgements stems from Lonergan’s not having made fine enough.distinctions beiween facts and
values in his early work. Practical reflection was seen by Lonergan much along Aristotle’s
lines: it is about means not ends. In Insight, the ends affirmed by judgement and chosen as such
were determined by a factual judgement. Instead of distinguishing facts and values, the
Lonergan of Insight distinguished between facts and actions. The later Lonergan very clearly
distinguished between facts and values, but in not explaining clearly the process by which we
actually arrive at judgements of value, in not fully explaining the relation of feelings to value
judgements, in not clarifying this business about the virtually unconditioned, he had left room

for a number of conflicting approaches.

3. A Comparison with Aquinas

The shifts between Lonergan’s early conflation of judgements of fact and value and his
later distinctions between the two come to the fore when Lonergan’s later approach is contrasted
with Aquinas’ approach. Aquinas suggested that all choice operates under the rubric of good,
where good is defined in terms of our nature, and our nature in terms of the ends towards which
we characteristically (or naturally) move. Moral good is the choosing of those ends, and moral
evil is the choosing of other ends, that is, acting on the basis of a mistaken belief that some other
ends are worth pursuing. Inasmuch as the true good is choosing ends that are good for us, the
moral good is always in our self-interest, and, unless hindered, our desires move us towards that
good. As Alasdair Maclntyre wrote of Aquinas: "when someone identifies a good as being the

true good, that is, the end to which by virtue of his or her essential nature [he or she] moves,
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he or she, unless hindered or directed in some way, moves towards it."** And as Jean Porter
wrote in The Recovery of Virtue, "for him [Aquinas], there is no final distinction between what
an agent ought (morally) to do and what is in that agent’s true self-interest. "

Aquinas, like the Lonergan of Insight, thought that these goods were identifiable ahcad
of time: to know facts about our so-called nature is to know the good that cught to be pursued.
Quoting MaclIntyre again,

So ‘such and such is the good of all human beings by nature’ is always a factual judgment, which
when recognized as true by someone moves that person toward that good, Evaluative judgiments are

a species of factual judgment concerning the final and formal causes of activity of members of o
particular species."'

What is similar, then, is that both Aquinas and Lonergan affirm that we move towards ends;
and, given human intentionality, there should be nothing problematic about that, save perhaps
questioning the universality of the intentions and the uniformity of the specifics that are intended.
Again, both Aquinas and Lonergan would affirm that we intend truth and goodness: Aquinas
on the theological grounds of our being created in the image and likeness of God and on our
being perfectible by habitual grace (the virtugs), and Lonergan on empirical grounds.

That said, there are several important ways in which Lonergan’s approach differs from
Maclntyre’s interpretation of Aquinas’ approach. The first is that Lonergan’s approach to
"defining human nature" is radically different from Maclntyre’s, for Lonergan approached nature
not as something necessary, but as the answer to a commonplace question: namely, the "what

is it?" question. Such questions are answered by understanding the similarities in the data we

®Alasdair MacIntyre, Three Rival Versions of Moral Enguiry, p. 134.

#ean Porter, The Recovery of Virtue, p. 47. It is unfortunate that Porter never mentions Lonergan in her
study of Aquinas.

2 Alasdair MacIntyre, Three Rival Versions, p. 134.
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have about a category of particular things,” an approach used not by metaphysicians, but by
scientists.

In his Grace and Freedom, Lonergan wrote that human beings, being rational, were
proportionate to the true and good. But for Lonergan (and, Lonergan coatends, also for
Aquinas), that does not mean that there is some essence of goodness or truth that is part of some
essence of humanity. Rather it means that human beings havg_ "a mere possibility with no
guarantee of success” of knowing the truth or doing the good:;‘; In Lonergan’s terms, this
"proportion” is not due to an analytic argument that we are rational, the rational is true and
good, etc. Rather, the possibility of knowing truth and doing good is predicated on the
empirically-verifiable heuristic structures of intentional human consciousness. To use scholastic
language, if habits perfect nature, and if habits are the perfection of an indeterminate potency,*
then nature is an indeterminate potency: it is not true to say that we gre rational, but it is true
to say that we can be rational. Later, in Insight, Lonergan made much the same point: "The
cencrete being of man, then, is being in process. His existing lies in developing ... [T]his
basic, indeterminately directed dynamism has its ground in potency; it is without the settled
assurance and efficacy of form."¥
If Lonergan is right, then it would be hard to insist that facts about human nature tell us

what we are to do: any such facts would be too indeterminate to play such a normative role.

What such facts can tell us is that we intend the good (whatever that turns out to be) and that

BLonergan, Insight, pp. 361t

*Ibid., p. 683.

“Lonergan, Grace and Freedom, p. 45.

“Aquinas, ST 1-2, q. 49, a. 4, as quoted in Lonergan, Grace and Freedom, p. 44.
TLonergan, Mnsight, p. 625.
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we intend the true (whatever that turns out to be). To say with Maclntyre, then, that "evaluative
judgments are a species of factual judgment concerning the firal and formal causes of activity
of members of a particular species"*® is to say that all evaluative judgements are a subset of
factual judgements about the ends pursued by human beings, or that all correct evatuative
judgements grasp the virtually unconditioned. Leaving aside the reduction of evaluative
judgements to factual judgements, if we put the indeterminacy Lonergan pointed out together
with Maclntyre’s statement, we are left with an assertion that evaluative judgements tend
towards the good that is yet to be (if ever) known, which is to say enough for Lonergan, but
perhaps too little for Maclntyre,

The second difference is to note that Aquinas presumed that desire is naturally for one’s
own particular self-interest.* Aquinas might have thought that this was a faithful rendering of
Aristotle’s eudemonia, but Aristotle clearly considered eudemonia from within a political, and
hence, social context, and not solely from an individual, psychological perspective.™ Like
Aristotle, Lonergan held that the objects of desire are much richer than individual self-interest
(at least when they are sublated), and Lonergan’s emphasis on the sociality of the good always
situates self-interest within a broader if not the broadest spheme of things—within the overall
dynamic scheme of self-transcendence, which is the heart of cognition, evaluation, decision, and

action.

“Alasdair Maclntyre, Three Rival Versions, p. 134.
9Gee Jean Porter, The Recovery of Virtue, pp. 176ft.
bid., p. 176.
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4. Self-transcendence as the Overarching Criterion for Correct Value Judgements
Earlier, sustainability was suggested to be the criterion for value judgements, but
according to Lonergan in Method, his criterion for judging the correctness of a value judgement

was the self-transcendence of the subject:

Judgments of value differ in content but not in structure from judgments of fact. They differ in
content, for one can approve of what does not exist, and one can disapprove of what does. They do
not differ in structure inasmuch as in both . . . the criterion is the self-transcendence of the subject.*

At first, the criterion of sustainability and the criterion of self-transcendence may seem to be at
odds with one another. However, self-transcendence is not an object, but a recurrent process,
and it is not occurring unless the process is being sustained. That said, these few lines are
quoted by almost everyone who has written on Lonergan’s post-Method ethics, even though the
comment is somewhat less useful than at first appears. For one, Lonergan does not have a
univocal approach to self-transcendence, for he distinguished (among others) between cognitional
and moral self-transcendence.” This would suggest that the criterion of judgements of fact is
cognitional self-transcendence and the criterion for judgements of value is moral self-
transcendence. It is not clear why it should follow that the structure is the same if the criteria
are different, unless Lonergan meant that there is one overall structure (namely, the normative
operations of the human subject) within which judgements of fact and value are botﬁ made.
Within that single structure (Lonergan’s four or five sublated levels of consciousness),
judgements of fact precisely grasp the virtually unconditioned fact, and judgements of value

precisely grasp the conditioned value. It should not have been assumed that, because the

S'Lonergan, Method, p. 37.

“Ibid., p. 252. Moral transcendence has to do not just with moral action but also with judgement; for a
few lines later, Lonergan parallels cognitive self-transcendence to "knowing others accurately” and moral self-
transcendence to "judging them fairly” (p. 253).
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structure of factual judgemenis has to do with the relations among experience, understanding and
judgement, that the structure of judgements of value has to do with the same relations among
experience, understanding and judgement,* otherwise Lonergan’s hesitation to approach value
judgements in terms of the virtually unconditioned would have been entirely inexplicable. At
the very least, it should not have been assumed that, because judgements of fact and value were
considered (somehow) to be part of a larger overall structure, judgements of value could be
deduced or inducted in some way from experience, and factual understanding.

Early in Method, Lonergan defined self-transcendence as follows:

Self-transcendence is the achievement of conscious intentionality . . . There is a first step in attending
to the data of sense and of consciousness. Next, inquiry and understanding yield an apprehension of
a hypothetical world mediated by meaning. Thirdly, refiection and judgment reach an absolute:
through them we acknowledge what really is so, what is independent of us and our thinking.

Fourtiily, by deliberation, evaluation, decision, action, we can know and do, not just what pleases us,
but what truly is good, worth while.™

Several things can be noted from this quotation. First, the criterion for the authenticity of value
judgements is considered by Lonergan to be beyond the factual. Second, the third level can
reach an absolute (a virtually unconditioned), but the fourth leve! seemingly cannot. Third,
Lonergan has not told us how to deliberate, evaluate, decide.

On matters of fact, Lonergan is abundantly clear: the criterion for correct judgements of
fact is self-transcendence; but it is interesting to note what he means by self-transcendence:
cognitional self-transcendence is thoroughly concrete and is achieved in having experiences,

understanding those experiences by describing and explaining them, and then verifying that an

$This appears to be the tack that Patrick Byrne took in his article " Analogical Knowledge of God and the
Value of Moral Endeavour,” though he, more than most others, qualified Lonergan’s statement 1o note that "the
process of deliberation itself is structurally similar to, but not completely identical with, the process of reflection
which leads to judgments of fact” (p. 115).

ML_onergan, Method, p. 35.
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understanding is correct or incorrect. So, the criterion of the correctness of judgements of fact
is the self-transcendence actually accomplished in the process of moving from one level to the
next, in answering and exhausting all the questions that are pertinent to a particular
understanding.

On judgements of value, Lonergan is less clear: the criterion is stil! self-transcendence;
and presumably this self-transcendence is again concrete, but where is that concreteness? Where
is the type of progression from one level of operations to the next level of operations that
characterized the concreteness of cognitive self-transcendence? Can it be just a matter of moving
from the third to the fourth level? But that is to beg the question. True, acting is transcending
the self, but that is the end-result, not the route.

Ethical questions that lead to ethical judgements could arise from experience,
understanding and judgement; and, if we were dealing with questions about the virtually
unconditioned, with the way things are, then this is indeed where the data would lie. No doubt,
marty questions about possible values could be framed in terms of our knowledge of the way
things are. But these are not exhaustive; for, as previcusly noted, questions of value arise not
sb much from knowledge per se, as from intentional feelings—from, as Lonergan says, "the
disenchantment that asks whether what we are doing is worth while"?** Hence, it would seem
that there are two actual sources of questions: understandings and feelings. This is exactly what
we should expéct if the two structures of cognition and evaluation are parallel .and
complementary. There is no single c>riterial source for the normative questions that act

criterially in value judgements. But, then, why should there have been, unless we have some

*1bid..: p. 36 [cmphasis added)|.
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metaphysical preference for singularity? We should also note that there is no single criterial
source for the normative questions involved in judging facts correctly either: intentional feelings
can cause us to question our factual understandings, when, for instance, we feel guilty for not
having been so fair to our sources as we could have been.

Perhaps the inability to encapsulate these (at least) dual sources of normativity explains
Lonergan’s fuzziness both on how value judgements are actually made and where intentional
feelings fit into judgements of value. In Method, Lonergan said that apprehensions of value are

intermediate between judgements of fact and judgements of value.”® A bit later, he added that,

in the judgment of value, then, three components unite. First, there is knowledge of reality and
especially human reality. Secondly, there are intentional responses to values. Thirdly, there is the
initial thrust towards moral self-transcendence constituted by the judgment of value itself.”

Lonergan did not tell us how these three components unite, only that judgements of facts,
intentional feelings, and a thrust towards action come together in judgements of value. The
suggestions in Chapter 4 on the apprehension of value in feelings notwithstanding, it is simply

not clear in Lonergan’s account in Method how intentional feelings such as desire are actually

related to the structure of judgement,

This ambiguity has been noted by others. Robert Deahl remarked on the incompleteness
of Lonergan’s analysis of the fourth level upon which value judgements are made:

Indeed, he |[Lonergan] has not as yet [1982] provided the mediation that allows for explicit self-
appropriation at the fourth level of intentional consciousness to approximate the concreleness and
completeness that his analysis of cognitional activity achieves within the larger domain of his
intentionality analysis.”

*Ibid., p. 37.
TIbid., p. 38.

8Robert Deahl, "Authentic Subjectivity” in Doing Ethics: The Importance of Bernard Lonergan’s
Transcenderital Method to Contemporary Ethics, p. 37.
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And in his Theology and the Dialectics of History, Robert Doran wrote that Lonergan left open
the question of how you get from feelings to value judgements:

Regarding the relationship hetween feelings and values, Lonergan says that "apprehensions {of value|
are given in feelings” (M:37). There has already been much discussion of the meaning of this
seemingly simple statement, and no doubt much more will ensue before agreement is reached as to
precisely where in the process of deliberation and decision this apprehension of values in feelings
oceurs, and especially as to what precisely is its role in the process of arriving at good decisions. The
apprehension of values in feelings is not the same as a judgment of value. The apprehension of values
in feelings is "intermediate between judgments of fact and judgments of value™ (M:37). But Lonergan
leaves open, [ think, the question as to precisely what is the relationship between the apprehension of
vatues in feelings and the consequent judgment of value.”

If this question had indeed been left open, then it would be no doubt premature to agree with
Lonergan that "the apprehension of values in feelings is ‘intermediate between judgments of fact

and judgments of value.”" Without knowing just where feelings fit in, it is hard to affirm that
they are intermediate. No doubt, there is something to be said for the possibility that Lonergan
might have had some unwritten insights into the matter, and so the assertion should not be
dismissed entirely, but until there has been an adequate account of how feelings and desires
actually fit into the process of deliberation, repeating Lonergan’s claim does not actually clarify
anything. Indeed, even though Doran quoted Lonergan approvingly, he himself did not actually
follow Lonergan in relegating feelings to an intermediate position. Instead, in a manner similar
to the one outlined by evaluative structure, Doran placed intentional feelings at the very heart
of the evaluative process leading to a judgement of value.®

There are, however, some clues to Lonergan’s possible thinking on the matter. One can

be gleaned from the 1970 Method in Theology Institute at Boston College (which was held

previous to the publication of Method, but which dealt with the same material). During one of

“Robert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, p. 57 [emphasis added|.
“1bid., pp. 86ff.
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the talks at the Institute, Lonergan said that, in addition to having knowledge of human reality.
"you have to have intentional responses to values, recognize the potential and actual values in
the situation."® In the more polished version in Method, that section is replaced with a sentence
where the need to cultivate, enlighten, strengthen etc., moral feelings is highlighted.™ Only in
the Institute version did he provide an example of what he was talking about: he spoke of
someone ruining his or her health and then feeling contempt for doing so, desiring pleasure
instead. If this is taken as an example of the type of apprehension of value that he thought lay
intermediate between judgements of fact and value, it is noteworthy that his example points to
more than an experience of pleasure or pain. It is an example of an incipient evaluation, an
experience that implies approval or disapproval: in the example given by Lonergan, the incipient
evaluation is in the feeling of contempt. The role of such an apprehension of value in the
overall structure of decision-making would appear, then, to be the thing that gets the ball rolling,
so to speak. It is intermediate not so much between judgements of fact and value, but between
the way things are and action, with all the operations in-between. The apprehension of value
(or disvalue, as the example suggested) signals that a change, a decision (however indeterminate
it may be at this point) ought perhaps to be made. That said, the fact that Lonergan did not use
this example in Method makes it unclear that this was exactly what he had in mind.

André Gilbert and Louis Roy, in their article entitled "La Structure Ethique de La
Conversion Religieuse d’Apres B. Lonergan,” explain the relationships among judgements of

fact, apprehensions of value, and judgements of value thus:

6'Transcript of talks given at the 1970 Method in Theology Institute at Boston College (Transcript
[photocopy], Lonergan Centre, Toronto, 1984), p. 80, which corresponds roughly to p. 38 of Method.
62] onergan, Method, p. 38.
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Car une personne ne peut juger honne une action qui favoriserait un objet dont elie ne pergoit pas la
valeur: elle ne peut juger bon de protéger un monument historique contre la démolition si, pour elle,
le passé n'a aucune valeur. Le jugement de valeur intégre donc ces éléments cognitifs et affectifs,
mais il y ajoute un apport original en tant qu'il est une affirmation destinée 2 satisfaire 'exigence de

. . s e - - &3
l2 notion transcendentale de valeur, qui tend & ’objectivité et au dépassement de sol.

Gilbert and Roy suggest that without actually valuing 2 monument (to use their example) there
can be no value judgement to protect the monument.* One may be tempted to say that there
could, or even that there should, nonetheless be a value judgement, but in fact (and this is their
point) there would be no such judgement. Their point that the judgement of value integrates
both cognitive and affective elements is thus well-taken, as is their suggestion that the value
judgement adds something to the cognitive and the affective, namely the transcendental notion
of value, which is actual self-transcendence (and "objectivity,” which is the subsequent action
itself). So, according to Gilbert and Roy, what brings the cognitive and the affective together
is the value judgement itself. HoWever, they, like Lonergan, do not specify exactly how the
value judgement brings the two dimensions together.

In contrast to this "bringing the cognitive and affective dimensions together,” Lonergan
did not sway much from his early placing of knowledge before feelings. But, as mentioned
previously, knowing something does not simply generate questions about action. As stressed

in Chapter 2, without desires, knowledge has no intentional context. Yet, again as noted earlier,

SAndré Gilbert and Louis Roy, "La Structure Ethique de La Conversion Religieuse d’ Apres B. Lonergan,”
Science et Esprit 32:3 (1980, pp. 353-4. Translation: "Thus a person cannot judge an action in favour of a
particular object good if there is no grasp of value: a person cannot judge it good to protect an historical
monument against destruction if, for that person, the past has no value whatsoever. The value judgement
- integrates therefore cognitive and affective elements, but it adds something original in the measure that it is an
affirmation destined to satisfy the exigence of the transcendental notion of value, which tends towards the
objectivity of self-transcendence.”

%One may want to quibble with the authors, saying that one could personally not value monuments, but still
think that they should be protected because others value them. But this means that I am actually valuing the
monuments because others do. In a pluralistic society, it is important not to reduce the pertinent desires in
evaluation to personal desires. The possibility of respect for other’s desires/values, of empathy, is ail--.
important.
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it does not seem much better to place feelings before knowledge, for intentional feelings presume
some object to be desired—presumably a known object. The better approach, or so it would
seem, is to hold together our intending of the true in "an unrestricted desire to know" with our
intending of the good in "an unrestricted desire for the really valuable," holding these together
as complementary intentionalities, whose relatedness makes responsible action possible in the

first place.

5. Reaffirmation of Evaluative Structure

Above, Robert Doran was quoted as saying, in his Theology and the Dialectics of
History, that "Lonergan leaves open . . . the question as to precisely what is the relationship
between the apprehension of values in feelings and the consequent judgment of value."® Later

in the same work, Doran suggested a set of relationships between feelings and value judgements.

He wrote:

The apprehension of value in the feelings of one who is affectively converted to love in intimacy, love
in the community, and the love of God is to judgments of value what reflective understanding is to
judgments of fact. That is, it is analogous to the grasp of the virtually unconditioned.®

Several points can be made. First, in Doran’s later works, he realized that judgements of value
are only analogous to the grasp of the virtually unconditioned.”” Second, Doran is speaking of
an affectively-converted person, one who habitually achieves self-transcendence, whose feelings
are already "correctly ordered” in terms of authentic intersubjectivity. in such cases, Doran

suggested, feelings are similar to reflective understanding’s relationship to judgement—similar,

8SRobert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, p. 57.
55bid., p. 86.
“Earlier (p. 58), Doran approvingly referred to "a grasp of the virtually unconditioned in the reaim of

value," presumably referring back to the previous page’s discussion of 5t. Ignatius’ "first time when an election
can be made.”
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in other words, to the relation of a prospective judgement or hypothesis to a verified judgement.
Put another way, these feelings are already a step beyond the direct insight, which is only an
initial grasp of relatedness, not yet determined even to be pertinent to the question at hand.

Doran went on to consider a different case, one where affective conversion is lacking:

But often the apprehension of value in feelings is to judgments of value what insight is to judgments
of fact. It is the apprehension of possible value. It must be followed by such questions as, Is it really
or only apparently good? [s it genuinely better than another object or course of action? These
questions are to judgments of value what questions for reflection are to judgments of fact.”

Doran’s account confirms an important point Lonergan made vis-a-vis the three levels of the
good: namely, that the object for authentic deliberation is not the object of desire (or the
potential value apprehended in intentional feelings), but rather the object of desire within a good
of order. It seems that, if Lonergan is right, and if we really do take our responsibility
seriously, then we must always{_consider our intentional feelings for potential values within a
larger context. We may be tempted to skip this step and arrive at a value judgement based on
feelings alone, but this is to overlook what we should know to be an important relationship
between desires and possibilities. And we should know this important relationship if we had
taken responsibility for how our evaluative structure actually operates; for potential values are
in fact only potential objects of choice because they are mediated by structures of some type.
Doran went on to say that "the movement [from the apprehension of a possible value]
to a true and effective judgment of value will still be mediated by feeling in the same way as the
movement to a true judgment of fact is mediated by reflective understanding."® Doran seems

to be suggesting that the movement from possible {or potential) value to value judgement will

“Ibid., p. 86.
“Ibid.. pp. 86-7.
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be mediated by questions raised by feelings. This seems wholly to conform to experience, so
long as by "questions” Doran did not only mean questions of fact: for, as was suggested in
Chapter 4, the felt presence or lack of singularity of feelings was deemed normative for value.
At the same time, the presence or absence of singularity is not the only pertinent feeling, nor
does a role for feelings rule out the pertinence of facts to evaluation. There is no shortage of
affective and factual "buts” that can intervene to focus our attention on another aspect of a
situation, no shortage of other pertinent desires, no shortage of potentially undesirable outcomes
to consider in our actions. The complementarity of the structures of cognition and evaluation
suggests, then, that room always be left for questions or feelings arising from the other parallel
structure; and because the structures are complementary rather than sequential, such questions
can arise at any point in the evaluation process.

This discussion of Doran’s work suggests that the answer to "the question as to precisely
what is the relationship between the apprehension of values in feelings and the consequent
judgment of value"™ is to be found in the structure of evaluation. Doran came close to saying
as much in attempting to identify steps in our making of value judgements that are analogous to
the steps involved in our making judgements of fact, but a more explicit identification of the
parallels between evaluative structure and cognitional structure makes the analogy between the

structures and the operations that much clearer.

6. Conclusion

The key point of this chapter is appreciating that value judgements are the "conclusions”

to a different sort of "argument” than is found in cognitional structure. The words "conclusion”

bid., p. 57.



Chapter Six: Virtual Unconditionality 270

and "argument" are highlighted, because it is not the case that the three evaluative operations
(desiring, projecting goods of order, and judging values) are parts of arguments, nor is a value
judgement a conclusion in that sense: it would be better to call a value judgement a case of
"actual valuing.” Because our evaluating has been cast in rationalist terms for so long, we do
not have adequate terms to express this type of evaluative progression, other than to say that
there is a dynamism within evaluative structure that consists of operations sublating one another
in such a way that a type of valuing occurs that is much more than simply desiring such-and-
such or simply selecting an option that is immediately present to us.

Finally, this dynamism, which is the sublating of levels by one another, is called "self-
transcendence” by Lonergan, and it is the overarching criterion for correct value judgements.
Given what was said above about the inadequacy of the term "judgement," this means that
transcending self is valuing—a conclusion that is at once far from earth-shattering, and yet

compellingly simple. Self-transcendence, then, is the topic of the next chapter.



Chapter Seven

Transcendence as the Foundational Criterion
_ of "The Good"

1. Introduction

This chapter begins by noting Lonergan’s use of the term "self-transcendence,” how it
is at times ambiguous, how at other times very simple. It is suggested that appreciating self-
transcendence in terms of a dynamism that urges us to extend each cognitional or evaluative
level to the next is the most accurate way to understand the concreteness of Lonergan’s approach
to self-transcendence.

After these clarifications, an article by Paul Schuchman is considered. Schuchman
argued that the notion of moral value is the criterion of vaiue judgements, but his approach to
notions is too ideational, and it serves as a contrast to Lonergan’s more concrete approach.
Schuchman’s treatment of Lonergan’s suggestion that we "cannot but be aware” of whether we
are moving towards self-transcendence is also criticized, though the criticism has more to do
with resolving an apparent conflict within Lonergan’s thought, than with what Schuchman
himself wrote.

Rather than ask what value judgements ought to be, Lonergan asked what value
judgements are. In the same way, Lonergan did not ask what self-transcendeﬁce ought to be,
but what it is. Lonergan characterized self-transcendence in terms of the ‘independence of the
subject, but he also characterized it in terms of falling in love. There follows a aiscussion of

whether these two approaches can be pursued at the same time, the conclusion being that the

271
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independence of value judgements has to be differentiated from the independence of factual
judgements. Moral independence is considered in terms of Lonergan’s call that we take
responsibility for creating ourselves, which is another way of saying that freedom is possible,
that there is no relationship of necessity between the old creation and the new. Moral
independence and the independence of value judgements are grounded in freedom, in the
possibility of transcending seif. The whole question of the independence of value judgements
is stressed because it was Lonergan’s way of asserting the trustworthiness of value
judgements—in other words, the objectivity of the good. I[n a nutshell, the objectivity of both
factual and value judgements is authentic subjectivity, and authenticity is defined in terms of the
dynamism of self-transcendence, which is nothing more exotic than living according to the
normativity of the structures of sublated operations that lead to judgements of facts and
judgements of values.

After clarifying this question of the independence of value judgements, the question of
evaluative normativity is again taken up by considering the work of Robert Doran. In his
Theology and the Dialectics of History, he noted his fundamental assumption that our deepest
desire is the desire to live according to "the direction that can be discovered in the movement
of life."! This direction or movement is what sublation tries to express. It is suggested that
ethics as responsible choosing begins not simply with the push and pull of desire (i.e., not with
one level of operations), but with the affirmation of direction within a normative structure,
which allows for ethical judgements and decisions about pushing and pulling at the level of

desire.

'Robert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, p. 358.
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There follows a short section on Lonergan’s treatment of bias, which stresses that bias
is a truncation of the dynamism of evaluative structure, a refusal to allow the various levels of
evaluation to sublate one another. Human freedom is considered precisely in terms of a correct
sublation of evaluative operations, and the importance of intentional feelings (especially as we
respond to suffering) is again highlighted.

The discussion returns to the empirical grounding of ethics in operations and structures,
and the work of John Finnis is addressed once more. He decried the reduction of ethics to any
sort of empiricism or to any elemental desires. It is explained how Finnis approached desires
as though they were somehow arbitrary, as though they were somehow opposed to reason. For
Finnis, "the good" is not the desirable, but whatever ought to be desired: feelings and desires

are not intentional responses to value, but are at the service of the ethical theories which

somehow direct feelings towards rational ends.

2. Self-Transcendence and Value

In the third chapter, the "notion of the good" was presented not as an idea, but as a
concrete empirical dynamism operating in intentional human consciousness. Lonergan’s use of
the term "value" was related to that notion. In his earlier works, the notion of value referred
precisely to the dynamism towards moral self-transcendence; but, in his later works, the
connection between a value (as used in ordinary language) and the notion became blurred, such
that values themselves seemed to have been considered coextensive with this dynamism. In

Method, for instance, Lonergan wrote that "Value is a transcendental notion . . . The
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transcendental notions are the dynamism of conscious intentionality,"* which is to say that value
is the dynamism of conscious intentionality, value is concrete self-transcendence.’

Eugene Webb, in his Philosophers of Consciousness, suggested that Lonergan’s
ambiguous treatment of self-transcendence was problematic.* It seems true that Lonergan, after
defining the notion of transcendence in terms of this empirically-verified elemental dynamism
underlying cognitional structure, too quickly expanded the notion of transcendence to embrace
self, moral, and religious transcendence. In other words, Lonergan redefined self-transcendence
in terms of the dynamism of intentional consciousness (which is our moving from one level of
consciousness to the next), only to speak of moral and religious transcendence in terms of the
traditional goals of moral and religious living, without taking into account his radical

redefinition: this is not say he was wrong, but only to note the leap.

*Lonergan, Method, p. 34. See also Lonergan, "The Subject," 4 Second Collection, p. 82.

Lonergan, Method, p. 37. Lonergan’s use of the term "transcendence” is evidently not simply self-
transcendence in the ordinary sense of the term. Lonergan’s more particular use pointed to the transcending,
the moving beyond, involved in shifting from inimediacy to mediacy, a shift required for any correct knowledge
of self and world. Moving from the immediate to the mediated may not seem an evident case of transcending
the self, for the subject who seeks to understand is no Iess a subject than the subject of immediate experience.
But the subject is transcending self in the sense that he or she is increasing the size of his or her "world" (see
note 14 on p. 277 below).

Though Lonergan did not seem to have much sympathy for philosophers of language, Wittgenstein (for
one) offers us a way of understanding that the movement from immediacy to mediacy can never be a private
move, The reason is that the move is mediated by language, and in On Uncertainty (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1969), Wittgensteinargued convincingly that there cannot be a private language. So, in moving from the level
of immediate experience to the level of understanding, the subject must transcend himself or herself to enter a
world of meaning, Similarly, in moving to the level of judgement (which Lonergan sometimes called the level
of verification), the subject must again transcend self; for the criteria used in verification must also be public,
else th.> subject does not adequately take account of the possibility of misunderstanding. So too in action:
though the subject’s actions are admittedly expressive of the subject, actions do not occur in a vacuum. The
field of action is 2 world largely given, and the need to appreciate this is part of what Lonergan meant by
“minor authenticity."

“Eugene Webb, Philosophers of Consciousness: Polanyi, Lonergan, Voegelin, Ricoeur, Girard, Kierkegaard
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1988), p. 88.
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What is at the heart of the ambiguity is Lonergan’s having emphasized the same points
over and over again using different language. This was clear to Robert Deahl who, in his
doctoral dissertation, argued that self-transcendence, self-knowledge, and self-appropriation were
all intimately connected, and that understanding these connections was the key to understanding
Lonergan’s notion of value and indeed Lonergan’s overall ethics. Deahl wrote that

it is through self-appropriation of our existential . . . consciousness that we come to identify the
intentional dimensions of our interiorly differentiated consciousness as # normative pattern heading
toward meaning, toward truth and toward the human good, toward value.”

Or "ethics finds izs proper data in the normative structure of ethical intentionality,"® and "the
criteria for fully authentic human being are contained in the normative structure of intentionality
itself."?

Though this dynamism of conscious intentionality towards self-transcendence cannot be
reduced to a thing, a statement, a category, or a principle, for Lonergan it was still utterly

concrete.® Its initial thrust is no more esoteric than an attentive sensitivity to our environment:

It remains that it is on awakening that we begin to be pushed or pulled beyond ourselves, Our felt
needs and our multiform sensations, our memories of satisfactions and our anticipations of their
repetition, engage us irrevocably in an ongoing interplay with our immediate environment.”

Beyond such a simple "being pushed or pulled beyond ourselves," there are feelings that respond
to the environment, desires that anticipate elements or particular constellations in the
environment, questions that beg a certain ordering of the environment, and further questions that

consider the environment as distinct from my personality. And the questions and feelings

SRobert Dealil, "Authentic Subjectivity” in Doing Ethics: The Importance of Bernard Lonergan’s
Transcendental Method to Contemporary Ethics, p. 28.

5Ibid., p. 31 [first emphasis in original, second emphasis added].
"Ibid., p. 44, n. 42.

Lonergan, Method, p. 36.

Lonergan, "Religious Knowledge,"” A Third Collection, p. 131.
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continue, according to cognitional or evaluative structure, moving towards deliberation and
responsible action.

As Lonergan hinted, the dynamism is revealed in the initial thrust towards self-
transcendence, and that initial thrust is adequately revealed in the asking of questions for
understanding, in concretely deliberating about what to do. These questions are self-
transcending for Lonergan, because in asking questions for understanding or deliberation we are
not content to make up any-old answer; we want a correct answer or a really good option. We

want some answer or option that goes beyond spontaneous extroversions of fancy:!°

Vertical finality is another name for self-transcendence. By experience we attend to the other; by
understanding we gradually construct our world; by judgment we discern its independence of
ourselves; by deliberate and responsible freedom we move beyond merely self-regarding norms and
make ourselves moral beings."

Recognizing Lonergan’s version of self-transcendence is, in some senses, relatively straight-
forward: self-transcendence is already occurring as soon as someone moves beyond the
immediacy of the child or of the totally self-absorbed person. In wondering what we should do
(even if the question is not put in ethical terms), we are not asking simply what we desire. We
want the answer grounded.

That said, Lonergan warned that this business of self-transcendence and authenticity is
still highly complex.'? In the cognitive sphere, the ability to grasp schemes of recurrence

requires an ability to transcend self, and this requires moving from a consideration of the

"“The connection between objectivity and self-transcendence has been noted both here and in Chapter 1.
Perhaps the best context in which to consider this connection would be a discussion of "intellectual conversion, "
which is a topic only touched upon in this present work. Part of the difficulty of presenting and explaining
Lonergan’s work is that the same themes are revisited again and again; and, each time, a further distinction is
added, a new application is noticed, a new connection is followed. It is difficult, therefore, to use any of
Lonergan’s terms without begging many other things that Lonergan wrote.

"Lonergan, "Mission and the Spirit,” 4 Third Collection, p. 29.

2Lonergan, Method, p. 121.



Chapter Seven: Transcendence as Foundational Criterion 277

relations of things to us to a consideration of the relations of things to things—a consideration
of operative .orders. Vis-a-vis evaluation, moral self-transcendence follows the path of the levels
of the good and the levels of evaluative structure, so that the good is not confused with the
immediate object of desire, but is appreciated as a mediated possibility sustained by operative
orders of the good. As Melchin wrote, "To effect this grasp of actually or potentially operative
orders requires in the subject a self-transcending growth moving him or her beyond individual
desires to habitual concern for the wider social context in which desires are regularly met"—and
beyond that through the other levels as well." In some important ways, then, acting responsibly
in a wider social context, i.e., in the real world of mediated (ethical) meaning, is getting close
to what Lonergan meant by moral self-transcendence.

To appreciate Lonergan’s view, it is vital not to think of self-transcendence as any sort
of leaving ourselves behind as we move on o something already-out-there-now-real. Instead,
self-transcendence is approached in terms of a dynamism that urges us to extend each
cognitional, and evaluative level (as well as the other levels of consciousness) to the next.™ The
link between self-transcendence and objectivity is not "going beyond" ourselves 1o arrive at the

already-out-there-now-real or to take up a vantage point that would allow us fo see beyond the

*Kenneth Melchin, "Ethics in Insight,” p. 146.

“Unfortunately, the use here of the term "self-transcendence” does not readily communicate Lonergan's
underlying point; and it does not seem as though Lonergan ever came right out and said that he was using the
term in a unique fashion. However, this should not surprise us. One of the things that inevitably occurs when
one resolutely holds to a critical realist stance is that everyday meanings associated with familiar terms no
longer make much sense. Their established meanings reflect the basic counter-position. As noted in Chapter 1,
it often appears that Lonergan simply redefines terms according to what they might have meant had critical
realism been embraced all along the history of our various languages. That creates confusion, and even
hostility, as it leaves the impression that Lonergan feels remarkably free to switch the meaning of terms
according to his whim. A more generous reading of Lonergan suggests that he is trying to rescue words from

what amounts to irrelevancy: otherwise words have only a formal linguistic meaning, and lose their expressive
power vis-2-vis reality.
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biases we associate with subjectivity. For Lonergan, the link between self-transcendence and
objectivity is going beyond experience to understanding, beyond understanding to judgement,
beyond judgement to responsible action; and with evaluative structure in mind, the link is going
beyond desire to projected goods of order, beyond the goods of order to the really valuable
order, beyond the real value to taking responsibility for the entire structure of being responsible
in acting. (This is not the whole story, for transcendence also involves moving the whole
dynamic process in tote as one shifts horizons.) These movements are self-transcendence in
action; and these movements, which are demanded by the very structure(s) of cognition (and
evaluation), are what make self-transcendence utterly concreté-.‘s

It has been noted how Lonergan refused to sever the link between the value and the
valuer, how the basic value is the originating value, the good person. The good person is not
the highest value in terms of a calculus of values, but in the sense that in choosing anything as
valuable, we affirm that our evaluative structure indeed intends the good. But more than that,
in choosing, we become the ground of value, an originating value, one who creates not only
values, but also a particular type of value—a valuer, a self-transcending valuer. The reason for
this sort of circularity is not fuzzy thinking, but the reflexiveness involved in creating ourselves

as a moral subject, "producing the first and only edition of [ourselves]":

The good subject, the good choice, the good action are not found in isolation, For the subject is good
by his good choices and good actions. Universally prior to any choice or action there is just the
transcendental principle of all appraisal and criticism, the intention of the good, but those instances
are good choices and actions. However, do not ask me to determine them, for their determination in
each c:u:s is the work of the free and responsible subject producing the first and only edition of
himself.

5See Lonergan’s stages or successive degrees of self-transcendence in Lonergan, "A Post-Hegelian
Philosophy of Religion," A Third Collection, p. 208.

“Lonergan, "The Subject,” A Second Collection, p. 83.
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3. Self-transcendence as the Criterion for the Objectivity of Value Judgements

Lonergan held that value judgements are either subjective or objective insofar as "they
proceed or do not proceed from a self-transcending subject.” " Authenticity, according to the
post-Insight Lonergan, is measured in actual self-transcendence, and he held authenticity to be
the critetion of the truth of value judgements.'® Yet "authenticity” is itself a normative term.
So if there is to be any breaking out of what would amount to circular definitions, there has to
be some referent beyond such apparently synonymous terms. That referent is nothing more or
less than the concrete process of transcendence which is evident in moving from one level of
consciousness to the next.

By way of contrast, an article by Paul Schuchman will be considered. [n "Bernard

Lonergan and the Question of Moral Value," Schuchman argued that the notion of moral value
is the criterion of value judgements:

I must have some notion, in this case, a notion of moral value, contained in the question for
deliberation, which functions both as the inner light or standard or criterion that guides the question
and reveals whether the answer—a true judgement of value—is being attained."

This is no doubt a faithfu! rendering of Lonergan, who wrote that "value is a transcendental |
notion. It is what is intended in questions for deliberation."® But Lonergan went on to say that

"the transcendental notions are the dynamism of conscious intentionality,"*' and that "self-

"Lonergan, Method, p. 37.

'Copeland notes that "while the idea of transcendence is found in /nsight, the term ‘self-transcendence’ is
not." See Shawn Copeland, A Genetic Study of the ldea of the Human Good in the Thought of Bernard
Lonergan, p. 234.

1¥paul Schuchman, "Bernard Lonergan and the Question of Moral Value,"” Philosophy Today 25 (1981), p.
256.

®Lonergan, Method, p. 34.

2'1bid.
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transcendence is the achievement of conscious intentionality.™ Self-transcendence, he szid,
"has many parts and a long development,” which includes attending to the data of sense and of
consciousness, enquiring and understanding a hypothetical world mediated by meaning, reflecting
and judging a virtually unconditioned, and then deliberating, evaluating, deciding, and acting.
By going through these steps, "we can know and do not just what pleases us, but what truly is

"#  Returning to Schuchman’s point, it is clear that the "inner light or

good, worth while.
standard or criterion that guides the question and reveals the answer" is the many parts and long
development of concrete moral self-transcendence, which is to say that the criterion is our
deliberating, evaluating, deciding, and acting, and not our deliberation, evaluation, decision,
and action: the criterion is the dynamism that is ourselves.

It is not clear that Schuchman expressed this point as clearly as he might have done. He
wrote of "being faithful to the notion of moral value immanently present in questions for
deliberation, in deliberative inquiry, as its transcendental condition and guiding norm."* The
notion, he said, "is an a priori apprehension of what is worthwhile for the subject as existential,
as concerned with himself, his actions and his world in their authenticity."® The "notion" for
Schuchman is thus moré_ ideational than dynamic. But even if he did not say that we are the

criterion, Schuchman nonetheless came close to doing so in specifying the criterion in terms of

the transcendental precepts.®

Hbid., p. 35.

Z1bid.

*Paul Schuchman, "Bernard Lonergan and the Question of Moral Value," p. 257.
#Ibid., p. 257,

*Ibid., pp. 257-8.
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A bit further on, Schuchman asked, "Isn’t this notion of moral value not only too
indeterminate but also much too fragile to serve as a guiding norm for morally responsible
action?"” Schuchman’s answer is interesting. He explains that the criterion must be in the
questioning itself, that the presence of further questions is normative, and that this is what is
meant by having a good conscience. Just as Schuchman was thinking of notions in terms of a
specific idea rather than of a dynamism, here too he seems to have been thinking of specific
questions rather than of an evaluative heuristic as such. This, while close, is perhaps too
mechanical an approach.

For instance, in trying to explain how one can be certain of one’s value judgements,
Schuchman, quoting Lonergan, writes:

A good conscience is nothing more than the immediate "inner conviction® of an achieved self-
transcendence in our existential attending, questioning, understanding, deliberating, judging, and
deciding; it is the "inner conviction" that the imperatives of self-transcendence—of atientiveness,
intelligence, reasonableness, and responsibility—have been met.™

All of that is fine more or less, but Schuchman goes on to note Lonergan’s saying that "self-
transcendence is so radically and completely the inner dynamism of human reality that one
cannot but be aware when one is moving towards it."*® Hence, according to Schuchman’s
suggestions, the whole process of making value judgements should be simple: we go through the
staged process of transcending ourselves according to the transcendental precepts. Theﬁ we
make a value judgement, and since "we cannot but be aware" of whether we are moving towards

authentic self-transcendence, we should be fairly certain of our judgement.

Tbid., p. 258.
“Ibid., pp. 258-9.
BIbid., p. 259, quoting Lonergan, "Religious Knowledge," A Third Collection, p. 314,
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Making value judgements gets somewhat more complicated when Schuchman adds
Lonergan’s proviso that "the criterion for a value judgment is that it occurs in a virtuous person
who pronounces the judgment with a good conscience.”® Hence, it is not enough to have a
good conscience. It is also necessary that we be virtuous; and being able to tell whether or not
we are more or less virtuous is also a matter of censcience.

Such an approach is deceptively simple, and the deception is in Lonergan’s suggestion
that we "cannot but be aware” of whether we are moving towards self-transcendence. To
translate that into more concrete Lonerganian terms, Lonergan was saying that we "cannot but
be aware" of whether we are being sensitive, whether the unconscious censor is squelching a
question, whether a habit of oversight is preventing our grasping of a particular relationship,
whether fear is holding us back from making a judgement of the obvious. But Lonergan’s own
writings raise a pertinent objection. In "The Subject,” he wrote that "the neglected subject does
not know himself. The truncated subject not only does not know himself but also is unaware

of his ignorance."*!

Lonergan’s previous statement thus strikes one as being out of tune with
this and his other writings (especially those dealing with bias, with the need for dialectics, and
with conversions).

Since this conflict is so obvious, it suggests the need to look for another way to interpret

what Lonergan might have meant (or perhaps should have said).* At the same time, it would

*Ibid., p. 259, quoting Lonergan, Philosophy of God and Theology, p. 43. Lonergan’s explanation of the
good conscience is still rationalistic here: "The good conscience means that, when you listen to an explanation,
either you're satisfied or you put further questions. That satisfaction comes from the act of understanding...”
(p. 43). Compare this to Lonergan, "Insight Revisited,” A Second Collection, p. 277, and to the section in the
next chapter on the efficacy of grace, where a non-rationalistic approach is suggested.

HLonergan, "The Subject.” A Second Collection, p. 73.

“This is not to say that Lonergan could not have got it wrong. The danger here is falling uncritically into
an exegesis rather than engaging in a critical explanation of (and expansion upon) Lonergan's texts.
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not suffice to read Lonergan in such a way that he says exactly the opposite, for he is suggesting
something about self-justifying experiences of actual self-transcendence. One way 1o interpret
him consistently with his other writings, a way which accommodates the quotation from "The
Subject,” is that when one is actually transcending oneself, one cannot but be aware of it, but
when one is not transcending oneself, one is simply unaware of this non-transcendence, unaware
even that self-transcendence is a pertinent question.”* Thus the unvirtuous person can have a
good {or at least clear) conscience with regard to a particular matter and still miss the whole
ethical boat.>

Schuchman thus gave a faithful though only partial account of what Lonergan was trying
to get at, which was all that he had set out to do. Towards the end of his article, Schuchman
provided an exhaustive catalogue of the further topics that would have to be covered for a
comprehensive treatment of Lonergan on value judgements, and it is noteworthy that he included
the role of feelings as one of those topics. He also identified the issue of authenticity as key,
but in going with the obvious (as opposed to "considered") interpretation of Lonergan’s "cannot
but be aware when one is moving towards [self-transcendence]” line, Schuchman unduly

minimized what is among the thorniest points in Lonergan’s treatment of value judgements.

4. Self-transcendence and Value Judgements

Rather than ask what value judgements ought to be, it seems clear that Lonergan asked

what value judgements are. This is another way of saying that Lonergan did not ask whether

**This is not simply the obscurity that Lonergan notes is characteristic of vertical finality. See Lonergan,
"Mission and Spirit,” A Third Collection, p. 26,

*The term "unvirtuous" need not be taken in a pejorative fashion. It may also be descriptive: i.e., it
describes someone who does not habitually allow lower levels of consciousness to be sublated by higher, where
higher and lower are not to be confused with good and bad, but refer instead to more and more comprehensive
viewpoints, which are achieved via conversions to such viewpoints,
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self-transcendence ought to be the criterion of true value judgements, but whether it is in fact
such a criterion (this kind of normative is clearly implies some sort of an oughs). This
distinction is vital, for the framing of the question can easily (and perhaps unwiitingly) catapult
one back into the naive realist or idealist camps. It is important to disabuse ourselves of any
expectation of finding some essence underlying ail value judgements, and then trying to
determine whether that essence is self-transcendence. A Platonist might have been able to
answer that one, but we cannot. Instead, Lonergan was concerned with the intelligibility of the
actual value judgements we make, with whether that intelligibility is in fact based on self-
transcendence, with whether self-transcendence is in fact the exigent norm.

Lonergan seems to have thought that there was a strong similarity between self-
transcendence in judgements of fact and judgements of value, but his treatment of love demands
that“‘a few distinctions be made. A fair number of quotations from Lonergan’s work have shown
the stress he placed on the objectivity of value judgements being based on their independence.
This same criterion of independence seems to apply for both factual and value judgements. For
instance, in Method, he wrote that "self-transcendence . 7. . seeks what is independent of the
subject,” and then he proceeded immediately to speak of ethical self-transcendence, as though
objective knowledge and objective value were two sides of the same coin.’® Yet, in the
following paragraph on the next page, he wrote that the "capacity [for self-transcendence]
becomes an actuality when one falls in love.” This mention of love raises serious questions
about intellectual and moral transcendencé both being equatable with independence. Elsewhere

Lonergan says that "the disinterestedness of morality is fully compatible with the passionateness

SLonergan, Method, p. 104.
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of being."™* But it is not so clear that morality, that love, can be disinterested. Is the loving
concern we have for another best explained as a function of disinterestedness? The question is
complicated by the fact that Lonergan speaks of self-regarding feelings and disinterested feelings,
but both sets of feelings can be experienced as desires. The danger is severing the link between
feelings/desires (even self-regarding ones) and the good, such that deliberation and evaluation
no longer sublate particular desires but somehow replace them.

This is not the occasion for an extended (nor even a fully informed) discussion of what
"love” could mean, but it is instructive to advert both to the aspect of attending to the other as
a real other when we are in love and to the aspect of our remaining consciously part of this love
relationship. Even though love may call for self-sacrifice, even uitimate self-sacrifice, the lover
is never beside the point. Loving is not mere extroversion of desire (for that would be to
identify it with the lowest level of the good); and, poetry and romanticism aside, loving is not
to be equated with dramatic self-annihilation. Lonergan himself suggested as much when he
wrote that "ordinarily the experience of the mystery of love and awe is not objectified. It
remains within subjectivity as a vector, an undertow, a fateful call to a dreaded holiness." If
the mathematical metaphor of vectors holds, such vectors or calls have beginnings even though
they are directed towards other persons. If, as Lonergan suggested, love and ethics do have a
connection, then the independence of value judgements is not what they share; it cannot be the

key to ethical self-transcendence, to ethical truth.

%Lonergan, "Mission and the Spirit,” A Third Collection, p. 29. See also Lonergan, "Natural Right and
Historical Mindedness," A Third Collection, p. 173.

Lonergan, Method, p. 113.
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it would appear, then, that there is some need for a distinction between intellectual self-
transcendence and moral self-transcendence. To be sure, Lonergan distinguished between the
two, describing moral self-transcendence as "the possibility of benevolence and beneficence, of
ﬁonest coltaboration and of true love, of swinging completely out of the habitat of an animal and

8 But he did not indicate that moral self-

of becoming a person in a human society."
transcendence constitutes a different type of self-transcendence. In failing to note the difficulties
of making value judgements that can remain true independently of valuers, of us, he had not
really explained ethical objectivity in terms of moral self-transcendence. It is one thing to affirm
the independence of what is intended in a factual judgement, with the implication that the truth
value of that judgement does not depend on my experience so much as on the verifiability of
what is affirmed in judgement. But can the independence of a value judgement be separated
from my (first level) desires, or from our (second level) constellation of interrelated desires and
still be a judgement of a value that sublates previous levels? Affirming that heat dissipates is
an affirmation that if true would hold even if there were no human beings left in the universe.
The value of an economic system’s ability to meet human needs on a regular basis does not
continue if there are no human beings with human needs.*

These difficulties reflect an earlier assumption made by Lonergan: namely, that there is
only one dynamism in intentional consciousness. Though Lonergan might have thought it self-

evident that there would only be one fundamental dynamism, this would have been a

metaphysical assumption. In Chapter 3, the existence of an evaluative structure was shown to

¥Ibid., p. 104.

¥Of course, it can remain true that the economic system was a value, but it is no longer a value. For a
similar point on the possibility of absolute agent-neutrality, see Thomas Nagel, The View from Nowhere, p. 153.
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demand, according to Lonergan’s own form of argumentation, the identification of another
modality of transcendence corresponding to the various notions operative within evaluative
structure: even though there may be a single direction to both modalities of a single dynamism
towards self-transcendence, movement in that direction is understood differently when dealing
with facts and values.

Distinguishing between these modalities of self-transcendence makes it possible to
understand the independence of ethical judgements in such a way that Lonergan’s assertion bears
up. In the last chapter, it was noted that many have found it difficult to distinguish between
judgements of facts and values in Lonergan’s work (apart from placing them on different levels
of consciousness). Value judgements would seem to share with factual judgement some claim
to grasping and affirming the real; and one valid way of characterizing reality claims has
traditionally been in terms of objectivity, which is properly' understood as something that goes
beyond mere extroversion of fancy or sentiment. At this point, two ways of understanding

evaluative independence will be examined.*

5, 'The Interdependence of Value Judgements

The independence of value judgements could be expressed either in terms of an objective
duty—an obligation is said to exist—or alternatively in terms of sublation. First, objective
duties: though an obligation is related to us (otherwise we should not be obliged), in some ways
obligations stand over us. Though obligations could be related to some of our desires, they are

" not synonymous with our desires. Though obligations may ground the possibility of achieving

©There are others: for instance, Rawl's suggestion that decisions be made under a veil of ignorance is an
attempt to warrant the independent status of the judgement in social ethics. The utilitarian good for the greatest
number leads to a judgement that is independent of my own particular tastes, and so on. The list of possible
candidates has already been narrowed down to the two that most pertain to Lonergan’s work.
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things or states of affair that we may consider desirable and agreeabls, obligations may
themselves feel quite disagreeable. This is, of course, reminiscent of the Kantian approach: the
independence of ethical judgements is required by Kant to ground obligation, fbr he thought that
non-independent practical reasoning leads to prudential rather than moral judgements, whi:h are
not about ends but means: they only oblige inasmuch as the ends have already obliged.

Second, the independence of value judgements could be expressed in terms of sublation.
Indeed, the objectivity of judgements of fact could be explained similarly: not as a latching on
to something already-out-there-now-real, but as a "correct” judgement of an understanding of
experience, where the correct judgement sublates the understanding and the experience. In this
sense, independence is more a matter of interdependence, of sublation.

It would appear that Lonergan’s own approach was a mixture of these two approaches.
With regard to the first, he remarked that the success of moral self-transcendence is the
"satisfying feeling that one’s duty has been done," as if duties stood over us.** Yet, he said very
little else about duties, and it would appear that the second approﬁch better captures Lonergan’s
operative idea of the independence of the values affirmed in value judgement. Put differently,
this second approach states that the "thing" intended by value judgements is not merely a
concrete object already-out-there-now-real, but is rather the relationship between the moral agent
and whatever it is the agent is choosing, where the "whatever" is understood in Lonergan’s
expansive sense of "things,"* or the equally expansive sense of the good of order. This is only

clear when a structure of evaluation has been differentiated, otherwise it is not so clear as it

HLonergan, Method, p. 121.

“See Lomergan, Insight, Ch. VIII, esp. pp. 267ff., "Things ... are concrete syntheses both of the object and
of the subject” (p. 267).
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could be that value judgements sublate desires, and go beyond distinctions between self-
regarding and disinterested feelings.

The basic question can be rephrased. How can self-transcendence be a characteristic of
a relationship between the ethical agent and an object? It would seem that Lonergan’s moral
self-transcendence expresses not only a dynamism moving us from one level of evaluative
structure to the next, but also the fact that such self-transcendence leads us beyond evaluation
to moral action. In acting, we discover that we are not solely a given, that our relationships
with other people, with schemes of recurrence, with structures, with things, are not etched in
stone. In and through action, wé are transcending whoever we were; we are sublating all that
brought us to where we are; and we are becoming something new. So a type of self-
transcendence and an "interdependence through action” walk hand-in-hand, and they constitute
the relationship between the moral agent and the object affirmed as valuable. This
interdependence is effected when we take responsibility for creating this relationship, which is
to say, when we take responsibility for creating ourselves. Recalling what was said in Chapter
2 about the good of order, all action occurs within a good of order which is generated (both
spontaneously and deliberately) by intersubjectivity. All action is at least an implicit choosing
of a good of order, of a world of interrelationships. Action is always a matter of interaction.
There may be an independence between the new creation and the old because there is no
relationship of necessity, but there is also an interdependénce constituted by the fact that human
action occurs in and through the world.

Sc;, finally, what is the ground for the independence that can be intended as thé criterion

for the objectivity asserted in a value judgement? The independence is grounded in
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interdependence, in effective freedom, in the possibility of transcending self, in the possibility
of newness. As Lonergan said, "self-transcendence reaches its term not in righteousness but in
love and, when we fall in love, then life begins anew."?® It is the dynamism evinced in
evaluative structure not just towards value judgements, but with factual judgements, towards
responsible action, towards one another, towards a new future. An authentic judgement of value
asserts an ethical reality that will stand independently of us through action but with reins of
responsibility and possibilities for action that constitute inferdependence. Our actions will then
be judged to determine whether we succeeded in transcending ourselves, which is to say,
whether we acted according to authentic value judgements, whether we achieved ethical
objectivity.®
Lonergan actually said much the same thing in Insight, and it was his reflecting on the
non-necessity of action that seemingly first alerted him to the need for a fourth level of
consciousness. I[n Method, not only action, but all deliberation and evaluation were placed on
this fourth level because choices cannot be separated from choosing without falling into
arbitrariness.  Self-transcendence, authenticity, objectivity—these are all aspects of non-

arbitrariness. Being authentic is being the self that is constituted by a dynamism completely at

“Lonergan, "Natural Right and Historical Mindedness,"” A Third Collection, p. 175.

“This confirms the suggestion in Chapter 3 that the fourth level of conscicusness be differentiated in terms
not of deliberation and evaluation, but of responsible choice and responsible action. Otherwise, it is not clear
that value judgements are sublated by anything other than the fifth level. It should also be noted that not every
action sublates what precedes it, for sublation means not only going beyond previous operations and levels of
consciousness, but doing so in the proper order. So, if one were to jump from desires to actions, such actions
would not be regarded as responsible (i.e., not in terms of the structure that defines responsibility), and it would
not be fair to say that such irresponsible actions sublate desires. Responsible action should give direction to
preceding levels of operations: if one jumps from desires to action, the reverse is the case: desires are giving
direction to action.
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odds with arbitrariness.* In Lonergan’s terms, transcending self, being authentic, achieving
ethical objectivitv—these are nothing more or less than being responsible:

So the child gradually enters the world mediated by meaning and regulated by values and, by the age
of seven years, is thought to have attained the use of reason. Still this is only the beginning of human
authenticity . . . One has to have found out for oneself that one has to decide for oneself what one
is to make of oneself; one has to have proved oneself equal to that moment of existential decision; and
one has to have Kept on proving it in all subsequent decisions, if one is to be an authentic person. It
is this highly complex business of authenticity and unauthenticity that has to replace the overly simple
notion of will as arbitrary power. Arbitrariness is another name for unauthenticity.*

Moral self-transcendence is to have found out for oneself that one has to decide for oneself what
one is to make of oneself: it means that we have taken responsibility for ourselves. This points
to what is truly independent about value judgements: we have fo take responsibility for them.
Rather than drift, "autonomy decides what autonomy will be."” But this emphasis on finding
out for oneself, taking responsibility for oneself, deciding what autonomy means—all of this has
to be tempered by the realization that | cannot do this alone: the real challenge is for us to
decide together what we are to make of ourselves together.

[f authenticity is, as Lonergan says, the criterion for true value judgements, and if moral
self-transcendence is the criterion for authenticity, and if taking responsibility for deciding what
we are to make of ourselves is the criterion of self-transcendence, then this freely but responsibly
deciding what we are to make of ourselves is the criterion of true value judgements, it is the

ground of ethics.*® The ground of ethics, then, is not some sort of necessity, nor is it just the

*The non-arbitrariness of value judgements means that our choices to act, and so potentially create a new
self, are subject to the transcendental precepts: responsibility is measured by being attentive, inteliigent,
reasonable (by being open, by deliberating, by evaluating). Lonergan, Method, p. 121.

“bid., pp. 121-2.

“TLonergan, "Existenz and Aggiornamento,” Collection, p. 224,

®This is much the same insight as can be found in Insight, p. 332, where Lonergan argues for the self-
affirmation of the knower, pointing out that in seeking for a foundation for cognitional process, one must
employ cognitional operations. See also Frederick Crowe, "An Exploration of Lonergan’s New Notion of
Value,” Lonergan Workshop vol. 3, pp. 10-11. Vis-3-vis evaluation, the ground is not going to be some fact,
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structure of evaluation, but the moral person, whose freedom and responsibility are exercised
through the operations that constitute evaluative structure.* Being responsible, taking
responsibility for being responsible (the reflexive transcendental precept mentioned previously)
is not something added to human living. It is constitutive of our very being; and it is thoroughly
empirical, as long as we realize that decision-makers really exist.*

But is this enough to ground objective value judgements? It is, as long as we remain
within a critical realist perspective. The temptation to think that there are values, or rules, or
ideals, or normative patterns, or even normative structures already-out-there-now-real is almost
overpowering. It is enough that value be possible, that valuing be possible, that evaluative
structure exists, for there to be a ground to value, a ground to ethical choice. The fear, if it can
be named, is the terror attached to realizing that we really do have to take full responsibility for
creating not just our own little subjective universe of ethical meaning, but the universe of ethical
meaning, that we together actually have to choose that there be value,* that the ethical universe

we actually create together is the only real universe.
\

6. Fundamental Desires
Robert Doran stated that he based much of what he wrote in his Theology and the

Dialectics of History on a fundamental assumption that our deepest desire is the desire to live

but an actual evaluation, and the search ought not to be for some necessary evaluation as a ground, but for an
actual (or contingent) evaluation that is deered the ground by an act of self-affirmation.

*For g criticism of this emphasis on self-creation, see John McDermott, "Tensions in Lonergan’s Theory of
Counversion,” pp. 124-8. Once a fifth level of grace is identified, then this self-creating is sublated by the fifth
level, so that self-creation is then best appreciated as a response rather than a radical novelty.

“To reiterate a point made in the last chapter, this reinforces why value judgements cannot grasp the
virtuaily unconditioned: the ground of value judgements is to be found in freedom, not in necessity.

*'For a discussion of choosing value as constitutive of value, see Robert Nozick, Philosophical
Explanations, pp. 558ff, esp. pp. 558, 563.
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according to "the direction that can be discovered in the movement of life." This echoes a line
in Method, where Lonergan remarked that "Man’s deepest need and most prized achievement

n52

is authenticity."> Doran wrote:

We begin with a fundamental assumption . . . namely, that the deepest desire o the human person,
the desire whose fulfilment would bring one the greatest contentment with having the vpportunity tv
live at all, no matter what the cost in terms of human suffering, is the desire to succeed in the dramy
of existence by finding and holding to the direction that can be discovered in the movement of life,
[This] entails so forging, or more precisely so cooperating with God in God’s forging, the materials
that constitute one’s life, as to make of one’s world, one’s relations with others, and concomitantly
oneself, a work of art, God’s work of art (Eph 2.10).*

Doran’s approach is interesting, not least because it raises the question of whether a
fundamental desire, as opposed to a self-transcending structure of taking responsibility, is the
actual criterion for value judgements. Doran knows that it is the "direction” or "movement” that
is crucial (which is given in sublation), rather than a desire per se, but it may be helpful to

“consider a fundamental desire on its own, for if a fundamental desire is criterial, then the claim
made above for objectivity in value judgements would not stand. If objectivity is understood in
terms of a dynamism towards self-transcendence, and if that self-transcendence is made concrete
via the sublation of previous levels of evaluative structure by subsequent levels, then objectivity
is won by the sublating. But if a fundamental desire is uniquely or especially criterial, then
objectivity is won by the sublated, the latter amounting to the type of reductionism decried by
Lonergan. It should be noted at the: outset that it is only in the light of evaluative structure’s
locating of desire at the first level that this sort of question even gives rise to this sort of

quibbling.

521 onergan, Method, p. 254.
#Robert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, p. 358.
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The "direction” that is the object of this "deepest desire” is not discovered as the object
of extroverted desire. To speak of direction is already to speak of intelligibility—either cognitive
intelligibility (the relationships grasped in insight have referents), or evaluative intelligibility (not
all things are equal, there are grounds for preferring this to that). These sorts of intelligibilities
are not given in sensory experiences or in extroverted intentional desires, but in intelligence and
in the projection that is required to propose a good of order. In other words, the search, the
fundamental desire, is not the fundamental if it is taken in isolation: any such desire can make
sense only in terms of its being part of a larger structure. The desire does not cause the
structure, the structure does not unfold, as it were, from the desire. A desire for direction can
only be a desire for direction because of the structure that is the possibility of direction in the
first place. Hence, "the direction that can [actually] be discovered in the movement of life" is
aptly expressed by Doran in terms of a movement rather than an operation: it is the movement
normatively operating in all instances of the exercise of the overall structure of evaluation. To
call this "the deepest desire” is perhaps to speak in too Dionysian a fashion, when it could have
been expressed in the dynamic terms of a complex scheme of recurrence.® If we bypass the
word "deepest” and speak instead of the desire that can be found actually operating within the
concrete structures of cognition and evaluation, then there is no need for an assumption. The

fundamental desire operating within a structure of evaluation is a question of fact.

“Speaking in Dionysian terms is not to be excluded, for any talk of interiority can to some extent be
labelled "Dionysian.” At the same time, an uncritically-assumed Dionysian position can insinuate that there
nuest be a hierarchy of desires. with some desires being "deeper” than others, and a few or one being the
“deepest.” The question ought to be settled empirically, but then only after defining what “deeper” and
“deepest” could possibly mean.
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This point is but a minor quibble because Doran was astutely pointing out something
crucial about the omnipresence of the dynamism(s) towards intelligibility, truth, value and love.
But rather than make an assumption, Doran was actually pointing to a given. In terms of the
quest for a ground of ethics, which can prescribe criterial norms for value judgements, there is
no necessary ground, only a structure of free responsibility that happens to be, one which can
be exercised at will, or not. Recalling Ricoeur’s comments from Chapter 3 and the arguments
against the virtually unconditioned being grasped in value judgements from the last chapter, there
can be no completely analytic approach to ethics or to practical reasoning because of this
givenness. There is no deductive route back from judgements to elemental desires that
constitutes the intelligibility of choice, nor is there any deductive journeying in the other
direction. There is no route that can determine a priori what those desires ought to be. If there
were, freedom would be illusory. [f rigid deduction were possible in ethics, the evaluative
structure we happen to have/be would be beside the point. As Lonergan remarked, "You cannot
tell what the good is going to be, because the good is not any systematic entity. The good is
a history. "

What is ultimately foundational of ethics as a discipline (as opposed to ethics as ethical
living) is thus our ability to consider and affirm as normative the structure of evaluation, which
includes desires. It is for this reason that evaluative structure is more foundational than any
structure of affections. Ethics as responsible choosing begins not simply with the push and pull
of desire, but with the choice of a normativity to operate as the criterion for ethical judgements

and decisions about any such pushing and pulling. And we are that normativity. Nor is this a

“Lonergan, Topics in Education, p. 103.
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type of decisionalism, for judgement and decision are not conceived of in a reductionistic
manner: judgements are entirely uninteliigible when they are cut off from the normativity of the
overall dynamic structure of evaluation or when that structure is not integrated with the structure
of cognition.

This should not surprise us. We created ethics. It would be as absurd to expect there
to be a normativity already-out-there-now-renl that could operate as the ground of ethics as it
would be to find some sort of cosmic litmus paper to tell us when we had understood something
correctly. [If we created ethics, then part of that creation is our choosing the normativity that
will be at the heart of ethical decision-making. - After all, every science is created, and the
operative norms were chosen in one way or another. Such norms are constitutive, and to change
them radically would be to opt out of the science.’® That said, the selection of norms in science
has rarely been arbitrary. So-called scientific method, as Lonergan insisted, is precisely
methodical and hinges on the desire for verification. The non-arbitrariness of the norms used
in science stems from their being an extension of the dynamic structure of cognition, which
heads away from arbitrariness towards verification.”” This extending of the dynamic structure
did not happen on its own, nor need it have happened. It had to be explicitly chosen. Indeed,
method only begins when norms are made explicit. Other norms could have been chosen,
though there is not much else to choose if verification is considered key. Similarly in ethics,

choosing to affirm our structure of evaluation which happens to be, choosing to affirm our

*This is arguably the strength of Alasdair Maclntyre's approach in Three Rival Versions of Moral Enquiry:
Encyclopedia, Genealogy, and Tradition and Whose Justice? Which Rationality? In these books, the need to
construct ethics from within a tradition is highlighted. This same question was addressed long before Maclntyre
by Lonergan in his distinction between minor and major authenticity. See Method, pp. 80, 162, 299,

SLonergan, Insight, pp. xxi-xxii.
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foundational desires which happen to be, choosing scaled values, as Doran does, as foundational
for ethics—none of this is arbitrary if the need for preferential choosing, for purposefulness. is
identified as being prerequisite for the kinds of decisions we call "ethical” decisions.

In Lonergan’s terms, then, self-transcendence is the criterion for value judgements, but
it is not the structure of self-transcendence, not even the accomplishment of moral self-
transcendence, but the accomplishing of moral self-transcendence, the being responsible, that is
normative. This accomplishing is not just one act, one operation, but a process of normative
operations within a normative structure that links the particular good of desire to the concrete
functioning good of order, which in turn links to other particular goods. The value judgement
is not the comparative application of some external normativity onto the particular good or good
of order. As suggested in Chapter 5, the value judgement is the correct grasp of a network of
sustainable values in relation to one another, among which is the value of the structure of
intentional consciousness.

This may not yet appear very satisfactory, because we can certainly desire false values,
and we know full well both that not all orders are worth sustaining and that we choose them
nonetheless. A brief look at Lonergan’s treatment of bias is thus in order; for in Lonergan’s
terms it is our biases that explain our failure to understand reality and to act responsibly, and

it is in conversion—religious, moral and intellectual—that bias is confronted.

7. Confronting Bias through Conversion
In ordinary language, we tend to think of bias as an affective distortion: an inclination,
predisposition, or prejudice, resulting in some defect of willingness. But the importance attached

by Lonergan to bias had more to do with how bias is "a block or distortion of intellectual
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development,"* how moral conversion arms us against bias,*® and how bias is the principle of
cycles of decline in culture.® Rather than repeat what Lonergan has said, this section simply
introduces the topic of bias, which will allow a more precise concentration on something not
always emphasized by Lonergan: namely, how bias affects transcendence, how it reflects an
upset in the order of sublations in both cognition and evaluation.®!

Lonergan outlined four major sources of bias:

There is the bias of unconscious motivation brought to light by depth psychology. There is the bias
of individual egoism, and the more powerful and blinder bias of group egoism. Finally, there is the
general bias of common sense, which is a specialization in intelligence as the particular and the
concrete, but usually considers itself omnicompetent.*

Lonergan considered bias to be the heart of the problem of breakdowns of civilizations. The
bias of unconscious motivation, or neurotic bias, for instance, is the neurotic refusal of crucial
insights,* often as a way of avoiding pain.* Without insights, there is no moving forward, no
progressive and cumulative solving of our problems. No doubt, such neurotic bias also results
in the neurotic refusal of certain feelings, without which there is again no moving forward, no
progressive and cumulative solving of our problems.® Individual and group bias can interfere
both with the spontaneity proper to the desire to know and to desires generally. Like other

forms of bias, individual and group bias reflect an inversion of evaluative structure, for "each

“Lonergan, Method, p. 231.
*Ibid., pp. 242, 270.

“Lonergan, Insight, p. 235. Lonergan's extended treatment of bias is to be found in Chapters VI and VII
of Inyight; and in Method the reader is referred back to those parts of Insight several times. See also the
references in the note appearing on the bottom of pp. 284-5 of Merhod.

On p. 53 of Method, Lonergan says as much when he lists several ways in which evaluation can be biased,
each of which may be understood as refusing proper sublation or getting the order of sublations incorrect.

L onergan, Method, p. 231. See also Insight, pp. 218-38.
“Lonergan, "Healing and Creating in History," A Third Collection, pp. 104-5.
“Vernon Gregson, "The Desire to Know,” The Desires of the Human Heart, Vernon Gregson, ed., p. 31.

“See Matthew Lamb, "The Social and Political Dimensions of Lonergan’s Theology," The Desires of the
Human Heart, Vernon Gregson, ed., p. 260.



Chaprer Seven: Transcendence as Foundational Criterion 299

of the biases in its own way involves a choice of satisfaction over value."* Bias can so severely
restrict sensitivity and openness that one has virtually no chance of insight or of appreciating
different possibilities, that is, until a sort of dialectical discomfort arises and our lack of
sensitivity and openness becomes an explicit problem. Thus effective freedom and the exercise
of horizontal responsibility are limited, for the possibilities of responsible action are restricted:
if insight and projection are lacking, then there are fewer options to judge, there is less of a
basis on which to choose reasonably and responsibly, and less chance of the options for choice
being the best ones (given a perspective apart from bias).

Lonergan treated bias in terms of a tension within community between individual desires
and the desires of others, the latter finding expression in the éc;bd of order.”” But rather than
say we had to sacrifice individual desires for the sake of the group, Lonergan wrote of an
ongoing "radical tension," which is addressed within the dialectic of community, the latter being,
in Robert Doran’s estimation, a dialectical method that reconciles contraries, rather than a
dialectical method that identifies contradictions.® Bias, then, is opting for one pole of the
dialectical tension, opting to resolve the tension as if it were between contradictories, opting for
one level of the good rather than acting creatively within the tension.

Combining Lonergan’s work in Insight with the identification of a structure of evaluation
allows for an especially apt explanation of bias. The dialectical tension within community (or,
better, the dialectical tensions that constitute community, given that opting for one or the other

pole either collapses the social or turns the social into a straight-jacket that cannot continue

%Vérmon Gregson, "The Desire to Know," p. 30.
§'Sec.the section on the tension of community in Lonergan, Insight, pp. 214ff.
%8See Robent Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, p. 10 and passim,
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indefinitely) can also be explained in terms of the need to sublate each level of evaluative
structure. Sublation of one level by a "higher"” level does not annul or destroy the lower level.
Higher levels preserve and direct lower levels; they enlarge the focus; they suggest a new
horizon; they add a "for the sake of" to the intentions of the previous level.* Each of the biases
Lonergan suggested is a refusal to have the operations of one level sublated by the next, so that
evaluative self-transcendence is stopped dead in its tracks. Or it is a refusal to allow previous
operations of evaluative structure to be sublated by newer ones.™ Or it is a matter of getting
the order of the sublations wrong. For instance, with evaluative structure in mind, it can be
appreciated that the mistake made by a narrowly-conceived natural law approach is the refusal
to let the second level of evaluative operations be sublated by the third: one of the existing goods
of order (natural processes of one sort or another) is uncritically given normative status such that
it is supposed somehow fo direct value judgements, which is tantamount to having the second
level sublate the third. Even though Lonergan might not have diagnosed the problem of such
a natural law approach in quite the same way, nonetheless it arguably captures his idea of bias.
What is especially interesting is realizing that, if "getting stuck” with such an inverted sublation
is a paradigmatic example of bias, then the solution is getting the sublations correct—in other

words, a conversion,

“Lonergan, Method, p. 241.

"Though Kenneth Melchin does not use the language of sublation to express this last point, he made the
point most clearly when he described the need for dialectics to address "the inertial character of past experience,
past insights and judpments, past responsible p"actlce See Melchin, "Military and Deterrence Strategy and the
‘Dialectic of Community'," Religion and Culture, Timothy Fallon and Philip Boo Riley, eds (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1987), p. 295.
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In the same sentence where Lonergan wrote that bias is the principle of decline in
culture, he noted that freedom is the principle of progress.” If bias is refusing to let levels of
consciousness sublate one another, and if overcoming bias is progress, and if the ﬁrinciple of
progress is freedom, then an authentic sublation of the levels of consciousness is freedom.
Insofar as evaluative structure is concerned, then, freedom is exercised in making choices
according to the order of sublations. That way, the native normativity of evaluative structure
sets the stage for real, deliberate, free choices, which is an exercising of vertical freedom—"an
opting for the truly good, even for value against satisfaction when value and satisfaction
conflict. "™

From a Lonerganian perspective, bias is not something solved once and for all. There
can be no proof that any and all bias has been confronted. Instead, what we have is a way of
conceiving of the ethical task precisely as an ongoing confrontation with bias, and with its
product: suffering. Indeed, Lonergan himself made a few remarks that suggest much the same
thing. Ata 1979 workshop, he said that "physical evil provides a strong motivation for applying
the wisdom and virtue that will improve emergent probability;"” and he earlier wrote that it is
"the painful experience of particular evils [that] reveals what good order is...."™ The existence

of suffering is, of course, one of the primary indications that a critique is needed, and it is one

TLonergan, Insight, p. 235.

™Lonergan, Method, p. 240. The chart of the human good on p. 48 of Method suggests much the same
thing: freedom is something that belongs to the third level of the good. On p. 50, where Lonergan explains the
chart, he remarked that freedom has more to do with choice and execution than with deliberation and
evaluation. Here it is apparent that a differentiation of levels of evaluative operations might have helped clarify
matters by distinguishing among deliberation, evaluation, choice and execution; and it would have suggested the
need to add a fourth level to the chan.

"Question and answer session at 1979 Lonergan Workshop at Boston College (Transcript [photocopy],
Lonergan Centre, Toronto), p. 18.

™Lonergan, Supplement to The Incarnate Word, p. 20.
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of the chief triggers of the dialectical process called learning. Moreover, the dialectical nature
of that critique is to be emphasized, because bias is not just a matter of sorting out competing
desires, adverting to this or that experience, or pointing to a missed opportunity. Rather
identifying, understanding and confronting bias can help to explain why we have not had certain
experiences, why we have repeatedly misunderstood one another, why certain feelings fail to
emerge, why some desires seem foreign or strained, why possibilities are not just dismissed but
never even get that far.”

In some ways, once such bias has been pointed out, the task is precisely to be converted,
to do the scrutinizing, to ask the questions, to open ourselves up to the data of human suffering.
And this cannot be done in any a priori manner. For the problem is not just the possibility of
individual or group bias, but the reality of such bias as it exists in, obfuscates, and causes real
human suffering in our daily lives. In effect, beyond describing bias, the real challenge is to
engage the project: to be sensitive and open enough to experience suffering, and to allow
suffering to arouse in us not just feelings of sadness, but intentional feelings borne of
complaint—the insistence of unsatisfied desires—which opens us up to making those desires our
own, working out various possibilities for recurrently meeting those desires/needs, and deciding

how best to do so:

[We need] an analytic turn to the negative. We begin, as we said, with the givenness of the human
negative reaction to suffering. We can do this in concert with an Old Testament heritage that assures
us that our laments are heard by God. We focus on the contrast experience which insists that what
is should not continue to be. We leave room for hope to say No, to bring the clash between what is
and what could be to the fore, to create a space for possibility, for imagination, for meaningful action
in the face of . . . suffering. Hope is the experience that reassures, insisting that meaningful human

"*For an extended discussion of how confrontations with suffering bring about a dialectical critique, see
Joseph Cassidy, "Negative Dialectics, the IS-OUGHT and Green Theology," Theology in Green (October 1993),
pp. 30-40,

e
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action is possible, that suffering is not the full story, that human action can make a difference. that the
future need not be a rigid extension of the present....

If history must include a negative history, then history cannot be a simple recording of what
happened. It therefore cannot be thoroughly empirical. The data are not simply the recorded events,
for the data include the non-events: non-events that were never ouf there to he discovered, non-events
that are only pointed to by suffering. The suppressed possibilities precisely never led to events. That
is the problem. To grasp our negative history, we have to go beyond empiricisim. We have to eschew
any snap-shot notions of human reality that freeze human potential. We have to look at possibilities,
aspirations, hopes, dreams, dynamisms, regrets....”

Recognizing bias is thus not simply a mater of introspection. It is not so much an intellectual
exercise as an affective exercise. Hence the importance of the affect in ethical decision-making.
When there is suffering due to human decisions, then recognizing bias is a matter of suspecting
that self-transcendence was lacking, that cognitional or evaluative operations were not sublated
properly, that unsublated desires were satisfied instead of sublated desires within a good of
order, that some people’s unsatisfied desires were given a cursory dismissal.

This may sound too shallow a way of describing the challenge that human suffering
represents, but what it does suggest is that there is no magical solution, no short-cut, no way
of skirting around the need to do the very hard work of listening to one another, of scrutinizing
desires and their sources, of imagining (perhaps costly) alternative futures, of increasing the
emergent probability of solutions via a praxis that entails "a partial direction of emergent
probability itself . . . [which is] a product of the probabilities about insights, about discoveries,

"7

cooperation and so on. Again, Lonergan’s various conversions represent an habitual

exercising of our cognitional and evaluative operations according to the order of sublation, and

moral conversion means committing ourselves to allowing desires, various goods of order, and

*Ibid., p. 35.

7_onergan, Question and answer session at 1977 Lonergan Workshop at Boston College (Transcript
[photocopy] [File no. 915), Lonergan Centre, Toronto), pp. 9-10.
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value judgements to play their proper sublated roles in our long-term efforts at discovering and

pursuing the good.

8. Another Reply to Finnis
Chapter 4 differentiated and highlighted the indispensable role of intentional féelings in
ethical decision-making. Robert Doran’s work pointed to the need to take responsibility for our
fundamental (sublated) desires; the treatment of bias immediately above suggested what could
go wrong if feelings Awere left unsublated. Intentional feelings must remain at the heart of
decision-making both to allow our response to suffering to inform our decision-making and to
safeguard human freedom, which requires the exercise of all of our sublated evaluative
operations.
Keeping desires in the picture reinforces the case for an empirically-based ethics, for this
maintains the link between the empirically-verifiable structure of decision-making and the ground
~of ethics. [f ethics is to be empirical, then desires have to be considered. If desires can be
dismissed as not being at the heart of ethics, then we need an ethical theory to tell us how we
should make decisions. Inasmuch as desires must enter into the picture to fuel our willingness
to act, we end up with an ethics that tells us what, as a matter of fact, we ought to desire.
John Finnis seems to have grasped much the same point, and so he decried any reduction
of ethics to any sort of empiricism. As far as he was concerned, ethical deliberation cannot start
with any sort of elemental desires. Not unlike Kant, Finnis wanted ethics to be thoroughly
rational, thinking that this was the key to the possibility of ethical objectivity. However, in
doing so, he made the same mistake as is made in naive realism in the cognitive sphere, thinking

that subjectivity and objectivity are somehow irreconcilabie. He had failed to make a distinction
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in the evaluative sphere that corresponds to the distinction in the cognitive sphere between naive
realism and critical realism: the former leads to a naive empiricism, which should be rejected:
but the latter leads to a critical sort of empiricism, which should not be so easily rejected.™

In Fundamentals of Ethics, Finnis characterized Anthony Kenny’s position in Kenny's
Will, Freedom and Power as follows:

Conclusions can be questioned for their satisfactoriness, and thus there can be questioning and critique
of the many desires which are for things wanted as apparently satisfactory. But there will (on this
view) be some desires which are beyond such questioning, which simply exist as "natural facts” about
me or about everyone, and which make practical reasoning and reasonableness possible without
themselves geirig matters af reason or understanding at all. Here we obviously have jeined Hobhes
and Hume.

Here, then, Finnis’s objection can be appreciated: there can be no foundational desires because
they would have to be beyond questioning. [f they are not beyond questioning, then the
questioning is more foundational than the desiring. Several points can be made. First, Fin]ﬂs
made no advertence to the important concept of limit qﬁestions. Even if he were (o insist that
absolutely every desire had to be subject to decisive scrutiny via reason or understanding, he
would eventually have to face the limit questions as the boundaries of reason and understanding:

Why be reasonable? Why bother understanding? Eisewhere, Finnis wrote:

The principle that truth is worth pursuing, knowledge is worth having, is thus an underived principle.
Neither its intelligibility nor its force rests on any further principle . . . Non-derivability in some cases
amounts to a lack of justification and of objectivity. But in other cases it betokens self-evidence; and
these cases are to be found in every field of enquiry. For in every field there is and must e, at some
point or points, an end to derivation and inference. At that point or points we find ourselves in face
of the self-evident, which makes possible all subsequent inferences in that field.”

At some point, then, we all have either to affirm reason and understanding as “natural facts”

about who we are, or to affirm, as Lonergan does, reason and understanding in a responsible

%See John Fimmis, Fundamentals of Ethics, p. 43.
BIbid., p. 32.
®John Finnis, Natural Law and Natural Rights, pp. 69-70.
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act of self-affirmation—an affirmation that is implicit whenever we act reasonably. Now if
reason and understanding have to be affirmed in such a manner, why cannot certain fundamental
desires be affirmed as being part of ethical normativity in a responsible act of self-affirmation
which is itself expressive of the dynamism expressed in evaluative structure? Moreover, if basic
human goods can be affirmed as being self-evident, as Finnis does in his Natural Law and
Natural Rights.** why cannot certain fundamental desires for certain goods be likewise affirmed
as part of the normativity of ethics, so long as those desires are sublated?®

Second, we can affirm some desires as simply given without thereby concluding that we
ought to do such-and-such all the time and in every instance. In other words, affirming some
desires as foundational does not lead directly to any ethical judgements at all. To assume this
would be to engage in the kind of reductionisn;Finnis rejected. It has to be insisied that desires

do not exist as atomic elements in an evaluative vacuum but as parts of a larger structure.

81bid., pp. 85ff. For a discussion of self-evidence, see p. 69 of the same book. Self-evidence is Finnis’s
term for an a priori affirnation, not dissimilar to the Kantian categories. We can note that Lonergan was no
fan of self-evidence, for this seems to skirt around the need to make judgements, whereas Lonergan insisted on
the need for verification. So, for instance, if Finnis regards the value of knowledge to be self-evident,
Lonergan would have asked how we verify that knowledge is valuable. And the answer depends, of course, on
what we mean by "valuable." [If the term means "necessarily valuable” then a proof is needed, and if one
despairs of ever finding a proof, one is likely to follow Finnis in taking cover under self-evidence; but if the
term means “actually valued,” or, more in keeping with Lonergan’s approach, "actually and authentically
valued," t};;lgd’lg-ﬁucstioxn is empirical and can be veritied.

*This line of argument may seem to be at variance with comments above vis-3-vis the fundamental desire
identified by Robert Doran. The comments vis-3-vis Doran's fundamental desire were meant to suggest that 2
desire is fundamental not because it is very "basic” but because it is fully sublated. But this does not mean that
we cannot or should not identify fundamental desires. Nor does it mean that we shail be able to argue for such
fundamental desires, for the normativity of sublation is not based on an argument, so much as on a discovery
that this sublation is actually occurring and is in fact constitutive of evaluation itself. Thus we shall have to
identify fundamental desires, but not in any a priori sense. For instance, the desire to love one’s neighbour can
be affirmed as foundational because it heads towards self-transcendence: the desire can be sublated by the other
levels of evaluation, The desire to put oneself first all the time cannot be sublated by subsequent levels. This
suggests that accepting the normativity of evaluative structure does allow us to affirm fundamental desires and
{perhaps more significandy) it allows for the construction of an ethics.
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Third, Kenny’s position is not easily reduced either to Hobbsean or Humean positions.
Kenny was at pains to account for how we get from the descriptive conclusion of practical
reasoning—"this is the way to get/do such-and-such” (i.e., a description of means)—to an action,
Hobbes and Hume reduced ethics to passions because they held that the only pertinent reason
for acting in a given way was the mere fact that we want to. Kenny knew that we can reason
our way via practical inferences to an act to be done, but he also knew that that does not mean
that the act is thereby done. Finnis criticized Kenny for implying that "wants themselves are
not an ‘output of reason.”"® But all that Kenny had done was make a distinction between
wantmg and concluding a practical argument. Kenny’s point is that there is no necessary
connection between the conclusions of practical reasoning and wants; nor, it may be added,
there a necessary connection between desiring/wanting and making a value judgement. Desiring
is not the same thing as preferring. The intention is (or at least can be) different.

The difficulty in Finnis’s approach is that it suggests that desires are to be dismissed for
being somehow arbitrary: even if they do not always oppose reason, he holds that they do not -
inform reason; and if ethical choice is to be reasonable, then desires must be beside the point—at
least for the determination of the good, though not for willing the good. If we acted on every
desire, then Finnis would have had a point. Or if we cavalierly decided on some desire or other

as a "brute good,” he would again have had a point.*

%John Finnis, Fundamentals of Ethics, p. 32. ‘

#Any such approach will run iito the same problems faced by the logical positivists when they tried to
identify some basic Anscombian "brute facts" upon which a system of knowledge could be built via a criterion
of consistency with these fundimentals. The major problem with these brute facts (and it would be the same
problem with brute values) is separating them from everythmg else—from the whole structure of knowing and

evaluating, from the whole interrelated coustellatlon of meaning, which grounds the intelligibility of any and all
statements and pursuits.



Chapter Seven: Transcendence as Foundational Criterion 308

There is no need for brute values or brute desires if by that are meant objects or desires
that are self-evidently good. There is an admitted need to affirm (which is to say, fo believe or
to judge) the goodness of some of our desires, but this does not mean that they are self-evident,
or that they are affirmed by some other process than evaiuation’s dynamic structure. There
really is a need to make a judgement about which desires we are going to consider to be the
basis for constructing our mediated world of moral meaning. This does not mean that our
intentional feelings constitute the value of a particular desire, but it does mean that our judging
that the object of intentional desires is really a value and our actually valuing it as such does
indeed constitute value. As mentioned previously, sublation means that the judgement of value
does not replace desire: "far from interfering with the sublated or destroying it, on the contrary
[the sublating operation or level of consciousness] needs it, includes it, preserves all its proper
features and properties, and carries them forward to a fuller realization within a richer
context. "

This, then, could be called the critical realist stance in ethics. It is similar to Lonergan’s
critical realism, which (among other things) refuses to sever the link between the subject and
object, the knower and the known, understanding the object in terms of the differentiated
operations of the subject.*® Asking whether such-and-such is an objective value brings us face-
to-face with the same critical question at the heart of Lonergan’s critical..tl'ea]ism. The answer
is identical: a conversion;¥ and inasmuch as conversions are freely chosen, at some point we

have to decide. We have to choose meaning. We have to choose a mediated world of meaning

Lonetgan, Method, p. 241.
“bid., pp. 238-40.
Ibid., p. 240.
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over the ostensive world of mere looking and pointing. It is a free choice, though one which
carries notable consequences, and such choices constitute our taking of responsibility. As

Lonergan said vis-a-vis practical reasoning, at some point you have to decide to decide:

One can advert to the possibility of reflection expanding indefinitely, to the incompatibility between
such expansion and the business of living, and to the unreasonableness of the expansion. Still such
advertence is simply a transposition of the issue. Reflection on a course of action is replaced by
reflection on reflection. As the former heads beyond itself to a decision, so the latter heads beyond
itself to a decision to decide. As the former yields the conclusion that I should act or not act in a
given manner, so the latter yields the conclusion that I should decide to decide or not decide in that
manner. But it is one thing to know what [ should do, and it is another to do it.*

The alternative to choosing foundations is some sort of argument that stipulates that as
a matter of fact we ought to desire such and such because of this or that reason. This would
appear to be Finnis’s position. The good is then not the affirmed dér;ire, but whatever ought to
be desired. In that approach, feelings and desires are not intentional responses to value, but are
at the service of the intellect, which somehow is the cause of feelings which can be directed
towards rational ends. Feelings would then have no anticipative or verificatory function, the
supposition being that t!}e only good desires are those that spring from rationally-based
obligations. This is natural law, where the good is not a notion distinct from the true; and it is
no wonder that Finnis is one of the more notable proponents of natural law today: his position
is remarkably consistent.

Lonergan’s empiricism saves him from having to agree with Finnis’s position. As
mentioned above, Lonergan was concerned with the actual way we make value judgements, not
with someone’s theory about how we ought to make them (though there is an admitted
prescriptive aspect to the descriptive project of identifying structures of evaluation). The thing

that moved Lonergan from his position in Insight (which, criticisms aside, was actually not all

¥ onergan, Insight, p. 612.
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that different from Finnis’s position) was the way feelings actually change value judgements.
The key is the experience of being loved (be it an experience of human or divine love)}, which
radically reorders our values. The key was again conversion, but this time it was religious or
affective conversion—the transformative shifting of values and horizons of the person in love.
As mentioned in the last chapter, Lonergan called this sort of shift the above downwards mode

of human development, and it is what Finnis seems to have overlooked.

9. Conclusion

This chapter began with a discussion of Lonergan’s treatment of self-transcendence,
showing how moral self-transcendence is concrete, how it consists of acting according to the
orderxof sublations, and how this is the criterion for the objectivity of value judgements. This
objectivity is not a matter of independence, but of interdependence, and we actually create a
universe of interdependence by living responsibly. As was said, this is a daunting task, and
especially so when we appreciate that the universe of moral meaning we actually create together
is the only real universe.

What emerges as foundational for ethics as a discipline and for ethical living {being
responsible for being responsible) is our ability to consider and affirm as normative the structure
of evaluation that we are, a structure which includes desires and the other evaluative operators,
a structure which harmonizes with parallel cognitive operations at every turn, bringing together
our knowledge of the way things are and our hopes for the way th}ings could amﬁiﬁshould be.

i

When we operate outside the order of sublations, say by putting immediate personal

A

. . . . . R e T
desires ahead of mediated social desires, we are operating accordiiig-to a bias—a refusal to let

levels of consciousness properly sublate one another. Getiing the order of ‘sublations right is
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overcoming bias, and this constitutes real freedom: the freedom to make responsible decisions,
the freedom to opt for the good, the freedom to constitute our freedom.

In all of this it is important to allow feelings and desires to play their various roles. The
alternative is some sort of rationalism that stipulates that as a matter of fact we ought to have
this or that desire. But that means that desires and feelings would have neither an anticipative
function, nor (perhaps more importantly) a verificatory function, and the pleas of human
sutfering would have no way to check rationalism’s various certainties.

The final chapter focuses chiefly on Lonergan’s above downwards dynamism to human
development. As noted in the Introduction, without this dynamism, there is no reason for any

confidence that our value judgements actually intend real value.



Chapter Eight

The Above Downwards Dynamic of Grace

1. Introduction

This final chapter focuses on the above downwards vector in human development, as
: I‘ éxplained both by Lonergan and by Frederick Crowe. When applied to evaluative structure, this
above downwards dynamic means that responsible human iiving is not simply a matter of
progressing from desires, moving on to the good of order, making value judgements, and then
acting. Rather, the origin of this complementary (and arguably more basic) dynamism is the
highest level {ultimately God), which/who draws us to the responsible level (responsible action),
then to the level of value judgement, and so on. The above downwards dynamism is the
direction of sublation, as opposed to the direction of operation. It is this above downwards
dynamism that Finnis’s approach overlooks; and, Just as this sublating dynamism constitutes the
very heart of Lonergan’s ethics, so too its absence constitutes the primary weakness of Finnis’s
ethics.

Frederick Crowe’s work suggests the need for a further discussion of the role of feelings,
and in this chapter a possible clarification of Lonergan’s approach is suggested, one based on
distinguishing the apprehension of values in feelings (as an instance of valuing) from the process
of evaluating proper. As emphasized in Chapter 6, the affective apprehension of value is a
response 0 an already-existing value; it is not an implicit making of a value judgement that will

lead to a responsible decision somehow bypassing evaluative structure.

312
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This chapter will suggest that the above downwards sublating dynamism (or vector) is
not the same evaluative process in reverse gear: we do not move from the apprehension of
values, to value judgements, to goods of order, to desires—and end up with exactly what we
would have had, had we worked through the same process in reverse order. The above
downwards dynamism is our response to actions—actions which, once enacted, now stand
independently of the desires, the projected goods of order, and the value judgements that may
have brought them about.'

From there the chapter’s focus shifts to Lonergan’s late realization that the fourth level
of intentional consciousness ought to be divided into two: a level of responsibility (which
remains the fourth), and a fifth level of love or religious consciousness, which is characterized
by the affectively experienced fulfilment of our intentional consciousness by God’s gratuitous
gift of God’s self in love. This shift has been noted several times earlier, but here it points to
the theological basis for Lonergaﬁ’s whole approach to ethics. The sublation of the fourth level
by the fifth means that this affectively experienced fulfilment must be part of the very ground
of ethics. This experienced fulfilment is the terminus towards which the normativity of ethics
aims, suggesting that the objective of ethical deliberation is not simply to make this or that
particular value judgement (for that would be to remain on an "unsublated” third or fourth
level), but to affirm the possibility of values generally, as being grounded in an ultimate valuer
who is actually experienced at the fifth level, at the level of religious consciousness.

A very brief discussion of the efficacy of grace then follows. If grace is not somehow

or ultimately efficacious, then Lonergan’s ethical project is doomed before it begins, for the

"The fifth level (the level of grace) is not about our actions, but God’s.
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ethical ship is rudderless: the normativity of the fifth level would not sublate the fourth, and we
should be left (as Finnis suggested would be the case) simply with the desires we happen to
have. Evaluative structure would still operate normatively, but it would not necessarily be going
anywhere worthwhile. Efficacy is then discussed in terms of "promptings,” in terms of "doing
what the heart suggesés," which completes the discussion of conscience which has been a theme
in a number of the preceding chapters.

All of this (even experiences on the fifth level of religious consciousness) can still be
empirical if Lonergan’s generalized empirical method is taken to heart, for that method has room
for affective, religious and/or mystical experiences. If we are "allowed" to take such
experiences seriously, as seriously as we take seeing or measuring something, then Lonergan’s
ethical approach can still remain empirical in the fullest sense of that term,

A way in which these "promptings" may be factored in as part of evaluative structure
arises out of Robert Doran’s work on scales of values, which is (again very briefly) treated in
the final secltibn of this chapter. The persistence of a prompting, especially an unfulfilled
prompting, can be the impetus for sorting out a "better" scaling of values, which then leads to
deliberation on which orders can accommodate that scale of values, which in turn leads to a
judgement of which order accommodates the scale the best. The promptings, which may be
experienced as an attraction, as a nagging feeli:r:i}g;:i(gf_ ;qge_&ing else), do not however tell us

P e

what we should do, but only that we should do something. The promptings do not make things

e

happen, but point either to possibilities or to the need for new possibilities. It is proposed that,
if this i"s-\\how grace "gets into" evaluative structure, then that is enough to base our confidence
RN

in the gra&ﬁal emergence of the good, in the ultimate efficacy of grace.
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2. The Above Downwards or Healing Vector

Intentional feelings (including desires) are not only part of ethical deliberation, they also
affect future decisions via our reactions to decisions already taken. This suggests that self-
transcendence cannot simply be defined in terms of the movement from below upwards through
each level of cognitional or evaluative structure. In addressing human development in "Healing
and Creating in History," Lonergan noted that "a single development has t\iré vectors, one from
below upwards, creating, the other from above downwards, healing."* Right from the start, it
should be emphasized that both vectors are necessary, that both:"\fectgrs are complementary and
must coincide: the healing is for the sake of creating; the healing has to occur before any new
creating takes place.

This aspect of development is significant for a study of the structure of evaluation, for
it suggests two logics, as it were: one that moves from desires up through value judgements to
actions, and another that moves from the results of actions down through judgements to desires.
This dual aspect will be addressed in three parts. The first analyzes a few key points made by
Lonergan vis-a-vis this second dynamism, the second is a consideration of Frederick Crowe’s
approa:{gﬁ; the third is a reflection on self-transcendence as both a movement towards a;id a

response to gratuity.

2.1 Lonergan’s View
The above downwards vector or dynamism parallels what happens naturally. As
Lonergan noted at a question and answer session at Boston College, acting according to the

direction of the second vector is the.way we all start:

2Lonergan, "Healing and Creating in History,” A Third Collection, pp. 107-8.
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So you can go from below upwards or from above downwards. We [actually] start the second way.
Children have to be loved or they don’t grow up; they respond totally, and it is only by analysis that
you get these different things [the below upwards approach].?

A year after writing "Healing and Creating in History,” Lonergan expanded his idea of tHese
two vectors. The healing vector, the above downwards vector, was not just the intrusion of love
turning everything on its head. In "The Ongoing Genesis of Method,"” Lonergan noted that
"while empirical method moves, so to speak, from below upwards, praxis moves from above

"downwards."* Throwing what seemed like a surprising curve, Lonergan went on to say that

praxis acknowledges the end of the age of innocence. It starts from the assumption that authenticity
cannot he taken for granted. Its understanding, accordingly, will follow a hermeneutic of suspicion
as well as a hermeneutic of recovery. Its judgment will discern between products of human
authenticity and products of human unauthenticity. But the basic assumption, the twofold hermeneutic,
the discernment between the authentic and the unauthentic set up a distinct method. This method is
a compound of theoretical and practical judgments of value. The use of this method follows from a
decision, a decision that is comparable to the claim of Blaise Pascal that the heart has reasons which
reason does not know.*

This text echoes a similar statement in Method:

Faith is the knowledge born of religious love . . . Of it Pascal spoke when he remarked that the heart
has reasons which reason does not know . . . The meaning, then, of Pascal’s remark would be that,
besides the factual knowledge reached by experiencing, understanding, and verifying, there is another
kind of knowledge reached through the discernment of value and the judgments of value of a person
in love.®

The emphasized text in the first quotation is perhaps the only example in Lonergan’s writings

where he makes a distinction between theoretical and practical judgements of value.” In Method,

*Question and answer session at 1978 Lonergan Workshop at Boston College (Transcript [photocopy] [File
no. 939] Lonergan Centre, Toronto}, p. 19.

‘Lonergan, "The Ongoing Genesis of Methods," A Third Collection, p. 160.

’lbid., pp. 160-1 [emphasis added].

*Lonergan, Method, p. 115.

"It may be difficult to reconcile such a late hint (1976) that there may be two “distinct methods” to value
judgement with Lonergan’s earlier work. There was a possible basis for a distinction in Insighe: “While
practical people wait for concrete situations to arise before attempting to work out their consequences,
theoretical minds are given to anticipating ideal or typical cases” (p. 46). Hence there may be room for a
distinction between a value judgement that anticipates the possible good, and an on-the-spot value judgement that
is made on the basis of concretely existing options at the moment of decision. But this is not the same
distinction being made here by Lonergan,
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the existence of two separate judgements of value could perhaps have been concluded, but it was
not specified, and it certainly was not tied to praxis. It would appear that lLonergan was
speaking of a distinctly different method of arriving at a value judgement, a method of praxis,
an above downwards method—one which can take precedence over the below upwards method,
which Lonergan explained in the minutest detail in Insight.

It is important to note that in the above quotation Lonergan suggesied that "its judgment
[the judgement of praxis] will discern between products of human authenticity and products of
human unauthenticity.” To appreciate the significance of that suggestion, a step backwards can
help. Earlier, Lonergan characterized praxis as follows:

Praxis, finally, raises the final issue, What are you to do about it? What use are you to make of your
knowledge of nature, of your knowledge of man, of your awareness of the radical conflict between
man’s aspiration to self-transcendence and, on the other hand, the waywardness that may destroy his
traditional heritage and even his own personal life?*

A bit later, he referred to the Christian community devoting "its efforts to overcoming
unauthenticity and promoting authenticity." "It is," he said, "praxis alive and active. But as
yet it is not praxis questioned, scrutinized, made expiicit and thematic. Theology comes out of
such questioning.”® If Method is taken to heart, such questioning i; normative; among other
things, it involves the use of dialectic, and it involves a search for forundations. So within the
space of a page, we have Lonergan asserting that praxis constitutes a distinct method of vaiue
judgement, that such value judgements can have a primacy (a reasonableness that reason cannot

understand); and vet this same praxis, this above downwards approach, is subject to questioning

via a below upwards approach.

8Lonergan, "The Ongoing Genesis of Methods," A Third Collection, p. 159.
'Ibid., p. 161.
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This all sounds similar to the hermeneutical circle, and it may appear that Lonergan is
caught mid-cycle.’® He apparently wanted to explain how there could be a way out of an
unauthentic tradition (or out of a process of decline within a tradition), so he described an above
downwards method that can result in a value judgement that is not merely a projection of "the
waywardness that may distort his traditional heritage and even his own personal life.""
Lonergan apparently also wanted to ensure that we do not rigidly assert a priority of intellect

over the will, of knowing over doing, of orthodoxy over orthopraxis:

Let us note too that the old questions of priority, of intellectualism and voluntarism and the like, are
removed amdl in their stead comes what at once is simple and clear. Lower levels of operation are
prior as presupposed by the higher, as preparing materials for them, as providing them with an
underfooting and, in that sense, with foundations. But the higher have a priority of their own. They
sublate the lower, preserving them indeed in their proper perfection and significance, but also using
them, endowing them with a new and fuller and higher significance, and so promoting them to ends
beyond their proper scope. Further, when so understood, priorities lose their rigidities. One might
accord metaphysical necessity to such adages as ignofi nulla cupido and nihil amatum nisi
praecognitum.” But while they assert the priority of knowledge as one ascends from the lower to the
higher, they tend to overlook the inverse priority by which the higher sublates the lower. It is in the
latter fashion that orthopraxy has a value beyond orthodoxy."

Lonergan is not simply making this up as a convenience: many will testify that the experience
of falling in love or of religious conversion can wake us up to real value, to new value.

It should be recalled that, as important as the above downwards vector may be,
development from above downwards does not itself constitute a new scheme, it does not
automatically shift a cycle of decline into a cycle of progress: it offers only an opportunity to
break down the old scheme, or to improve the existing scheme. This has not always been noted

in past analyses of Lonergan’s writing, as some others have approached the two dynamics (the

““But note that Robert Doran has criticized that circle (known by various names) for failing to specify steps
around the circle that correspond to the operations of each level of consciousness. See Robert Doran, Theology
and the Dialectics of History, p. 697, n. 11,

""Lonergan, "The Ongoing Genesis of Methods,” A Third Collection, p. 159.
"*"The unknown cannot be loved” and "nothing is loved but what is already known."
BLonergan, "Mission and Spirit," 4 Third Collection, pp. 30-1.

-
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below upwards and the above downwards) as though they operated in tandem. As mentioned
several times before, the above downwards dynamic leaves us with the hard work of creating
new alternatives that can be sustained in concrete goods of order.

Lonergan seems to have been suggesting that an analysis of praxis, of actual choices
made, and of actual values pursued can reveal authenticity and unauthenticity—a "by their fruits
you shall know them" approach. This is how feelings apprehend concrete values. It is always
a matter of an above downwards vector, It is practical, inasmuch as it deals with what is given,
just as practical judgements of value deal not with the question of value, but with the question
of how to achieve a given value. It is not theoretical, for theoretical judgements of value deal
with potential and formal values.

As mentioned earlier, being grasped by God’s love is always an example of the above
downwards vector. The experience of grace is not hypothetical or conditional. It is never about

potential or formal values. It is a matter of concrete religious experience, an affective

apprehension of divine love actually "flooding our heart;"';‘”"

it remains absolutely crucial to note, however, that affective apprehensions of value or
any instances of the above downwards vector do not reveal the good object in the formal context:
of a good of order. For instance, when hungry, the apprehended value of a banana is not a
judgement about the North-South economic relationships that constitute part of the good of order
that makes it possible for me to buy bananas at the local shop. Rather, affective apprehensions

of value start the deliberative ball rolling; they impart an initial confidence that the grasp of

actual value may be projectible for the future, a confidence which is translated into an ardent

“Lonergan, Methaod, p. 107.
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dedication to deliberating on how that good can be instantiated in the future by decisions within
the context of an actually operating good of order. It may well be that the good apprehended
is not possible everywhere and for everyone at every time, given who and where we are and the
structures actually extant. It may not even be preferable. The key insight, however, is that in
the above downwards direction there is a normativity at the level of apprehension of value
constituted by the authentic feelings of the self-transcending subject: this cannot be replaced by
a theoretical analysis of the good beginning with this or that concrete desire, but nor shouid it
replace such a theoretical analysis.

This is perhaps adequate to explain why Lonergan could call the above downwards and
the below upwards method "a compound of theoretical and practical judgments of value." The
theoretical is the below upWards grasp of potential value that occurs in the making of every
deliberative value judgement, and the practical judgement is the above downwards (implicit)
judgement that is made when actually acting. This may not be the most felicitous way of
expressing things, for the practical judgement is only an implicit judgement of value, but
Lonergan is stressing that the two ought to go together, that theory and praxis should relate, and

that the relating can come from either direction.

2.2 Crowe’s Explanation of the Above Downwards Dynamism

In his article “An Expansion of anpggﬁn’s Notion of Value," Frederick Crowe uses
Lonergan’s spatial metaphor of a be‘lv,»'t;w:‘ upwards and an above downwards development to
distinguish these same two modes of operation or two dynamisms:

[Wle may go on to notice the great difference in modes of operation as the two dynamisms move us
in opposite directions from level to level. To start at the top: it is one thing to move up from
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judgments of facts and values to a responsible decision (third level to t‘ourth) it is quite another for
a mother to ponder in love what is best for her child (fourth level to third).”

Gne implication of this second dynamism is that, if it is also normative for ethical deliberation,
then it must also pertain to self-transcendence.
Lonergan described human development in two modes:

Human development occurs in two distinct modes. 1f [ may use a spatial metaphor, it moves (1) from
below upwards and (2) from above downwards.

1t moves from below upwards inasmuch as it begins from one’s personal experience, advances
through ever fuller understanding and more balanced judgment, and so attains the responsible exercise
of personal freedom. ,

It moves from above downwards inasmuch as one belongs to a hlerdrt.hy of groups amd so

owes allegiance to one’s home, to one’s country, to one’s religion. Through the traditions of the group
one is socialized, acculturated, educated.'®

Lonergan was speaking ,of a set of beliefs as opposed to a set of judgements which were made
via verifying correctly understood experience. The above downwards mode is still experienced,
understood, and judged, but the context of all that is not so much a question as a belief or even
a dynamic state of being.

The relations among beliefs, affectivity, the apprehension of values, and value judgements
in Lonergan’s work have not been explained adequately. For instance, in "Natural Right and
Historical Mindedness," Lonergan wrote that the origin of (apparently ail) beliefs is in feelings:
"On affectivity rests the apprehension of values. On the apprehension of values rests belief.
On belief follows the growth in understanding....""” This is an important little statement, and
it des.erves some comiment.

The first comment is that beliefs are not constituted by judgements. They are constituted,

rather, by accepting as true or valuable what someone else, the group, or the culture has judged.

“Brederick Crowe, "An Expansion of Lopergan's Notion of Value," pp. 42-3.
1As quoted in Crowe, "An Expansion of Lonergan’s Notion of Value,” p. 37. The original is Lmn:rgan
"Questionnaire on Philosophy," Methaa' Journal of Lonergan Studies 2/2, p. 10.
"Lonetgan, "Natural Right .md Historical Mmdedness, " A Third Collection, p. 181.
i

P
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Acting on such beliefs and realizing that there is no other place to start constitutes, for
Lonergan, minor authenticity. Inasmuch as we are always operating from positions constituted
by correctly understood experience, by personal and social apprehensions of value, and by
beliefs, we are always operating in both the below upwards and the above downwards modes.

Distinguishing between the two "directions,” realizing that there is some need to question,
confirm or repudiate certain of my/our beliefs—this is the beginning of major authenticity.

The second point is that there are beliefs, and then there are beliefs. Some beliefs are
constituted, as Lonergan claimed, by apprehending values in feeiings, and then formulating a
belief that carries the value. But Lonergan also spoke of beliefs in terms of our understanding
resting not only on our own experience, but also on the experience of others.'® Thus he was
using the single werd "belief" to refer both to facts and values. The conclusion is that the above
downwards approach is not simply the movement from an apprehension of values in feelings to
understanding, but also from believed understandirjfésnt;:) verified understandings. This does not
mean that there is nothing to the insight iﬁai‘f’.;\,s.f_r:'bften do start with apbrehensions of value in
feelings and then try to justify them, but only that the above downwards approach encompasses
much more than that.

Several further comments can be made. First, re-examining the above quotation—"it is
one thing to move up from judgments of facts and values to a responsible decision (third level

to fourth); it is quite another for a mother to ponder in love what is best for her child (fourth

level to third)"—it is clear that Crowe positioned value (or at least practical judgements)' on the

“Lonergan, Method, p. 41.

PRecall that practical and value judgements were no longer distinguished by Lonergan when he was writing
Method.
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third level. This is what Lonergan did in Insight, where he had not distinguished sufficiently
between facts and values.” But Lonergan subsequently separ-a.ted the two types of judgement
into different levels in Method: "There is the responsible level on which we are concerned with
ourselves, om own operations, our goals, and so deliberate about possible courses ot action,
evalqate them [and hence judge them), decide, and carry out our decisions."' It would have
bcén interesting had Crowe adverted to his own placing of the practical/value judgement on the
thi‘rd level, but he was evidently concerned to make a different point, trying to understand how
feelings and value judgements affect understanding. This he explained in terms of another
dynamism operating which begins with feelings and leads to experience.

But there is another seeming discrepancy. Crowe moved from feelings to value
judgements as if this were an above downwards approach; but, on the fourth level, Lonergan
moved from the “apprehension of potential values in feelings, to deliberation, to decision, to
action. The explanation for this discrepancy has to do with the lack of clarity surrounding the
apprehensiori of values in feelings, thch was noted in Chapter 4. Feelings are omnipresent.
They are present as desires within the process of evaluation; they are present as we consider
goods of order; they are present when we deliberate, trying to ascertain whether this good of
order entails a sacrificing of any perﬁnent desires; they are present again as we look for any
signs of affective harmony or dissonance when we make value judgements, alert to the

possibility of an affective grasp of a "skewedness” among the operations leading to value

“Crowe might have thought that this was a practical judgement which belonged therefore on the third level,
but that would have been to use a term that was more characteristic of Lonergan’s work in Insight than of his
work in Method.

] onergan, Method, p. 9. Note that deliberating about possible courses of action would formerly have been
called "practical reasoning.”
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judgement—all of these "moments” have been identified as being part of what has been called
the process of conscience, but they also suggest that there cannot be one univocal account of
how feelings affect evaluation. That said, among all those moments, there is one particular
verificatory moment when we apprehend or do not apprehend values in concrete actions or
situations. This is properly what the above downwards movement is alt about: our affective
response to what is, to decisions madé—not our affective responses to our creative considerations
of what could be.

Thus Crowe was absolutely right to note that we can, and very often do, proceed from
values to knowledge.” But Crowe’s point was somewhat different. He said that it is "quite
another [thing] for a mother to ponder in love what is best for her child (fourth level to third),"*
which is to say that Crowe is asking how we get from the apprehension of values in feelings to
concrete value judgements concerning decisions to act. The answer suggested by the last few
chapters is that we do not, or, at least, not directly. The apprehension of values in feelings is
an instance of valuing not an instance of evaluating; it is a response to an already-existing
value,* not an affective making of some other sort of value judgement that would lead to a

responsible decision. As mentioned earlier, it is one thing to apprehend a value, quite another

.= thing to figure out what to do about it.

ZThis is the basis of Louergan’s functional specialty of dialectics. Dialectics is a method that considers
decisions both in terms of positions and counter-positions and in terms of value judgements actually made.
Foundations is the functional specialty that actually chooses the position (as opposed to the counter-position) or
the value (as opposed to the disvalue), and it begins the above downwards direction in elaborating a theology.

BFrederick Crowe, "An Expansion of Lonergan’s Notion of Value,” pp. 42-3.

*In terms of grace, the same holds. An above downwards movement of grace is an experience of
value—not of the potential desirability of God, but of the actual desirability of the God who reveals God’s self
in love,
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tad

None of this should detract from Crowe’s major point, which is that there is a second
mode or dynamism operating from above downwards: from love through judgements to
experience (and presumably desires). The point being hinted at is that the above downwards
approach is not the same evaluative process in reverse gear: you cannot go from an apprehension
of values, to value judgements, to goods of order, to desires—and end up with exactly what you
would have had, had you worked through the same process in the other direction.® n other
words, the above downwards approach responds to actions, and these actions stand independently
of the desires, of the projected goods of order, and of the value judgements made by those who
did the acting, who brought about the situation. (This is an important implication of what was
said in the last chapter about interdependence.) What can occur, however, is a critique or
appreciation of the situation or action, and out of that there may be a call to make better or
further judgements of value, which will entail a deliberation of possible goods of order, based
on a comprehensive consideration of our desires. The above downwards direction thus alerts
us to values and to the need to make decisions. It does not obviate the need to do the hard work

of considering possibilities, comparing alternatives, and so on.*®* Hence, the above downwards .

It may be thought that we can reverse the process for factual judgements. We often start with a factual or
explanatory belief, we then try to work out what would have to be the case for it to be true, and then finally we
look for evidence. In other words, we start with a rentative judgsient, work through understanding, and finally
advert to our experience. Of course, when we try to verify or represent our findings to others, we turn the
process upside-down, and begin with the data, then give the descriptions and explanations, and finally the
judgement. But this approach does not really evidence a different direction so much as it points to the way we
work on hunches. If judgement is verification, to use Lonergan’s approach, then the initiai route to finding the
data is less important than the use of that data in formulating the argument that makes the judgement a
reasomable conclusion. So too with values. The apprehension of value in feelings can operate as a hunch that
something ought or ought not to be done, and we can work our way back and begin deliberating and evaluating,
In the end, though, the ethical judgement is still about the preferability of alternative acts to be done.

*This point was made in Chapter 4, where it was suggested that apprehending values is not the same thing

as deciding what to do. Deciding what to do requires the operations of evalvative structure, and this cannot be
figured out in revetse.



Chapter Eight: The Above Downwards Dynamic of Grace 326

direction or dynamism does not constitute a competing (reverse-direction) vector for self-
transcendence. Rather it calls precisely for a below upwards response. The above downwards
dynamism is the call from one end of the structure, and the below upwards dynamism is the
corresponding response, beginning with desire and working through to responsible action. This
response is so key that Robert Doran wrote: "even the sense of basic trust communicated from
above is for the sake of the successful operation of the creative vector from below."*

The above downwards dynamism is not just a call, but a call within a context. Even if
it does not ineluctably lead to the making of any particular value judgements (or decisions), it
does lead to beliefs, which can include an embracing of value judgements made by others.
Choices have already been made. We are part of a world in which values have already been
judged and chosen. Unless we take on board at least some (if not most) of those values, we
never get to the point of questioning those or any other values. For this reason, it could be said
that the above downwards dynamism entails or requires minor authenticity.

Minor authenticity is our acceptance of the above downwards direction as initially
normative. We are all born into a mediated universe of meaning, into already-existing
structures. We begin by responding. Thus there are good grounds for identifying this above
downwards dynamism (as Lonergan did) as the way we all start out, as the operative mode of
culture, and for identifying dialectical tension (whihckﬁ"Doran did) in our concrete living, which
can be resolved into the transformation of all our thinking and doing. Lonergan’s point is that,

though we can move in both directions, we actually start from above and move downwards.*

TRobert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, p. 48.
*See quotatics above on p. 316.

i
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But minor authenticity is not enough. The above downwards direction without any
critical response, without the below upwards analysis, may lead to uncritical beliefs, and it may
lead to our repeating the same mistakes over and over again. Major authenticity is required,
which, for Lonergan, is a judgement not about this or that belief, but about the whole system.*

This means that outside of the good of order there are no grounds for saying that capital
punishment, for instance, is right or wrong: the value or goodness of capital punishment
depends on how it is structured into a particular culture, into a particular good of order. This
may sound similar to Collingwood’s argument about incommensurable world-views, or it may
sound like an extreme relativist position, but the difference is crucial: from Lonergan’s point of
view, the world-views that are part of any good cf order are precisely open to commensuration.
So capital punishment can be discussed within any good of order, any world-view, any horizon,
but the important thing is fo judge the world-view, the horizon, in which capital punishment has
been deemed reasonable or unreasonable. This is why both sublation and major authenticity are
S0 important.

Within any scheme of recurrence, within any good of order, there is some consistency:
that is why the scheme is recurring. The relationships within any particular scheme of
recurrence are systematic. EL‘EY are intelligible. They can be defended. What is key, at least
from a Lonerganian perspective, is to be open to something non-systematic, for without the non-
systematic we have the world of necessity—not the world of emergent probability. Using the
same ethical example, what is needed is not to find some inconsistency in the arguments for or

against capital punishment, but to be open to the possibility that the consistency is itself the

¥ onergan, Method, p. 80.
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problem: the whole interlocking system of reasonableness that constitutes a given culture may
be at fault, so that it makes capital punishment seem as though it were just a matter of plain
common sense. What is needed is a jolt to the system. The jolt can come from within a
culture, as people respond to the suffering they have created, as people recognize and try to
resolve the contraries and contradictions that have become part of the tradition; or the jolt can
be non-systematic and can come from outside the system (though not from outside of reality).*

The non-systematic, the jolt, the single factor that saves Lonerganian ethics from being
relativistic, the consideration that challenges Finnis’s rationalistic ethics, and the feature that
saves Melchin’s approach from being a justification of idiosyncratic desires on a social scale is
the probability of efficacious grace: the probability of a gracious horizon that sublates us all:
all actions, ali judgements, all goods of order, all desires. This is a huge claim, but it is
important (o insist that the type of self-transcendence being spoken of is not some magical feat
of being lifted out of our human context. It is nothing more occult than the very natural
recurrent operations of cognitional and evaluative structure—but with one important proviso,

namely that they are exercised not in a vacuum, but within a world sublated by grace.

2.3 A Fifth Level of Gratuity
Above it was suggested in passing that self-transcendence can be approached as a
movement towards and a response to gratuity. [f, as Lonergan said, "being in love with God

is the basic fulfilment of our conscious intentionality,"** and if "that fulfilment is not the product

“It should be remembered that human actions are not governed only by the systematic, but by a
combination of the systematic and non-systematic—a point which is key to appreciating Lonergan’s distinction
between effective and essential freedom in Insight, pp. 619-24, 627, 692-3,

MLonergan, Method, p. 105,
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of our knowledge and choice," then it is in some sense gratuitous. At various times, Lonergan
suggested that "the gift of God’s love occupies the ground and root of the fourth and highest
level” of our being;> but, late in his life, Lonergan spoke of a fifth level of love. so that this
gift of God’s love would no longer directly constitute the ground of deliberation, evaluation,
decision and action, but would do so via a sublation of the fourth ievel by the fifth.

Distinguishing another ll"‘"‘,",!:_ 153 as was suggested in the third chapter, also a distinction
of operative normativity. So, in adverting to a distinct fifth level, Lonergan (assuming that he
thought this through, of course) was allowing that there is a proper normativity at the level of
responsibility, but that this normativity (and indeed all conscious intentionality) is sublated by
the fifth level, which is a dynamic state of being in love with God through the entirely gratuitous’
gift of God’s love.

This dynamic state of being in love with God is conscious, but that "is not to say that it
is known . . . the gift of God’s love is an experience of the holy, of Rudolf Otto’s mysterium
fascinans et tremendum."* Even when he was still writing of this consciousness of being in love
with God as belonging to the fourth level of consciousness—a level that "deliberates, makes
judgments of value, decides, acts responsibly and freely"**—Lonergan provided an extremely
important proviso, insisting that this consciousness, this conscious dynamic state of being in love

with God, is a consciousness

2bid., p. 106.
bid., p. 107.
“Ibid., p. 106.
*Ibid,, p. 107.
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as brought to a fulfilment, as having undergone a conversion, as possessing a basis that may be
broadened and deepened and heightened and enriched but not superseded, as ready to deliberate and
judge and decide and act with the easy freedom of those who do all good because they are in love.™

This suggests something more than what occurs at the fourth level: it suggests precisely that the
fourth level was being sublated by something else. Thus, even though Lonergan only indirectly
adverted to a fifth level in Method,” it could be argued that it had been implied throughout.
Moreover, it can help to explain some of the confusion about virtual unconditionality on the
fourth level, for at the fifth level we are receptive to God’s activity, which is actually
unconditioned, and which is grasped precisely as unconditioned .at that fifth level.

The last quotation is important, for it reaffirms the ethical role of feelings in being
responsible. This fulfilment of deliberation, value judging, etc. is not known or chosen. It is
experienced ("consciousness is just experience"*) rather than grasped in insight or judged in
reflection. Thus Lonergan is asserting that part of the ground of ethics is actually a type of
feeling, and that feeling is the experienced fulfilment of the dynamism towards responsibility,
the fulfilment of finding the ultimate answer to the question of "what to do." But this fulfilment
is an experience of the utter gratuity of God’s love. This experienced fulfilment is the terminus
towards which the normativity of ethics aims. The aim of ethical deliberation is thus not simply
the particular value judgement (for that would be to remain on the fourth level), but values
generally, as grounded in an ultimate valuer who is experienced at the fifth level of religious
consciousness. That is why there is no operator on the fifth level: the operator is God, and the

experience is gratuitous.

*Ibid. [emphasis added].
bid,, p. 268.
*[bid., p. 106.
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Several implications arise from this. The first is that if the terminus of our taking
responsibility is an experience of gratuity that somehow confirms or puts into question our
judgements, decisions and actions, it would stand to reason that there be some aspect of this
gratuity present in our making of value judgements—something creative, as opposed to
necessary, something that is done freely, rather than out of obligation. This was adverted to
above: namely, that the ground of ethics is not rational necessity so much as it is the free
communal exercise of responsibility. The taking of responsibility has (or can have) an element
of gratuity inasmuch as it too is not necessary. When the exercise of that freedom is in harmony
with desires. with the projections of possible orders, with the making of value judgements, then
the freedom expresses the lack of compulsion associated with virtue.

The second is that, inasmuch as this experienced fulfilment is the terminus of ethical (and
indeed cognitive) normativity, it can also be called the ultimate norm, which is to say that, for
Lonergan, an affective response, a feeling—not any feeling, but a feeling nonetheless—has a
pivotal role in constituting the ground and nor;nativity of both ethics and knowing. This
dynamism or notion reaches (or at least barely "glirﬁpses") its fulfilment in the experienced
fulfilment of intentional consciousness in God’s gracious gift of God’s love. Thus, from
Lonergan’s later perspective, any confidence we have in our value judgements should ultimately
be based not on true statements of fact, nor just on insights into the good of order, nor on
anything else unless and insofar as these are sublated by the affectively apprehended gift of
God’s love. This is what identifying a fifth level means from a Lonerganian perspective: the
sublation must somehow be normative for all the ﬁther levels and for all the operations that

occur on the other levels, else the fifth level is not a true level in Lonergan’s sense.
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With this in mind, the impact of Lonergan’s contention that religious conversion sublates
moral and intellectual conversion can be better appreciated. Lonergan wrote that "questions for
intelligence, for reflection, for deliberation reveal the eros of the human spirit, its capacity and
its desire for self-transcendence;"* but he implied that these questions reveal a capacity and
desire for self-transcendence which cannot be achieved by an affirmation of the truth nor by any
doing of the good: "that capacity meets fulfilment, that desire turns to joy, when religious
conversion transforms the existential subject into a subject in love, a subject held, grasped,

possessed, owned through a total and so an other-worldly love."*

3. The Efficacy of Grace

If grace is not real, if it does not sublate, if it is not transformative at the level of desires,
if it does not then spur on the imagination to new construals of what is possible, if it is not
somehow key to the experienced fulfilment of the dynamism uf:ging us to judge value, to choose
the good, to act/pursue/create the good in action—if it fails on any of these counts, then the
identification of a fifth level is empty. It would be true to say that if grace is not efficacious,
then Lonergan’s ethical project is doomed before it begins, for the ethical ship is actually
rudderless. Ethical disputes would be akin to silly disputes about the superiority of certain
languages over others. Radical conversion would not be possible, but would be reduced to a
gratuitous changing of mind. For Lonergan’s approach to be correct, grace must be constant
and sufficient, and it cannot be put off to the future: it must somehow affect &ay-to—day decision-

making.

¥Lonergan, Method, p. 242,
“bid.
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In fact, then, Lonergan’s framing of the ethical task as a question of self-transcendence,
and his characterizing of self-transcendence as our deciding what we are to make of
ourselves—these were never the whole story. Rather, what was always key. even if it was
sometimes in the background, was God’s facilitation of such a decision by making self-
transcendence desirable and possible. But given what Lonergan has said about feelings
apprehending values, real self-transcendence is only possible if we actually experience God’s
love as our fulfilment, for only then can we be sure that we are directly apprehending real value,
that we are making of ourselves something that is ultimately worth making. If we cannot be
certain of that, then we cannot be fully responsible. It would all be guessing. It would not be
a making of ourselves so much as a making of tentative models of ourselves. To the believer,
this would boil down to a horrible game in which the goal of life is to guess the meaning of life
correctly.

In response to a question put to Lonergan about his treatment of the above downwards
healing movement in human development as both God’s grace and affectivity, Lonergan
responded by making a distinction between God's grace as operative and our affectivity as our
response to cooperative grace (presumably as those affections that constitute antecedent
willingness):

Well, itis both. "What God does" is God’s operative grace. Operative grace is plucking out the heart
of stone (Ezechiel) and putting in a heart of flesh. The heart of flesh does not replace the heart of
stone because the heart of stone wanted replacement. God is causing the change; you contribute

nothing to it. After he has caused the change, grace becomes cooperative; it helps you carry out what
the heart of flesh suggests; you don’t choke it off."

3] onergan, "Questions with Regard to Method: History and Economics,” Dialogues in Celehration,
Cathleen M. Going, ed. (Montreal: Thomas More Institute, 1980), p. 306. /
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The questioner, Cathleen Going, then asked whether in this movement from above downwards
the above was "responsibility.” Lonergan re§ponded affirmatively, but (perhaps as a correction)
he in effect pushed it one level further by associating this movement with being in love, He
gave an account of a young woman who was going to marry outside the Roman Catholic
Church. Lonergan asked her a few questions, but the woman responded that she would not
answer without consulting her fiancé. Lonergan said, "They were already two in one flesh and
heart. She’d ask him,"*

‘The example was given by Lonergan to illustrate an above downwards move;ment; and
it was illustrative of what. for Lonergan, goes on in the value judgements of those who are in
a dynamic state of being m -iove, as the young woman was. The analogy was between operative
grace and the communication involved in the woman consulting her fiancé. Such communication
is implied by Lonergan’s speaking of "what the heart of flesh suggests." In Lonergan’s terms,
such communication must be a prompting by God, otherwise there would be no question of
cooperative grace helping you carry out what the heart of flesh suggests. In short, for
Lonergan, the ground of trustworthy value judgements is our taking responsibility in the context
of God’s self-communication of God’s self, a communication which is affectively palpable and
intentional enough to be discerned as promptings, which is to say, as affective promptings
apprehended affectively. Values can be apprehended absolutely if one is actually in a dynamic
state of being in love with God,*” or they can be apprehended mediately and tentatively, in which

case, and as was mentioned in the last chapter, the conscience of the virtuous person is the

“Ibid., pp. 306-7.
“Consider Ignatius of Loyola’s "consolation without previous cause," or Teresa of Avila’s "delights." It

should be recalled that such apprehensions do not take away the need to figure out what to do: they are not
judgements.
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guide, for it is in the conscience that "what the heart suggests" is experienced as being in
conflict with the projected goods of order or with what judgement has tentatively atfirmed.
This "doing what the heart suggests” is not a matter of rationally examining motives.
It too has more to do with the apprehension of values in feelings. Indeed, Lonergan once
implied that one’s fundamental option has more to do with cooperating with the suggestiéns of
the heart than with taking a calculated stand. In more personal terms, when answering a

question about what becoming a Jesuit had to do with his "fundamental option," Lonergan said:

Well, my fundamental option wasn’t Father Roothan's version.™ That was the: stone offered when |
was asking for bread (not that I thought of it that way), and so was the other business: "examine your
motives.” When you learn about divine grace, you stop worrying about your motives; somebody else
is running the ship. You don’t look for reasons why you are doing thus and s0.*

In response, Charlotte Tansey suggested that such an approach was obscurantist, and Lonergan
replied that it is obscurantist if you don’t believe in grace, but that if you do, the approach is
very reasonable.*® In his insistence on this point, Lonergan was identifying operative grace as
the foundation, and this was very much in keeping with his view on the possibility of operative
grace, as opposed to motives in every case, being at the core of our willingness. Making a
similar point after a lecture in Boston College in 1978, Lonergan was asked whewier Ignatius
of Loyola’s "consolation without previous cause” and Lonergan’s notion of unrestricted love
were parallel. Using the Ezechiel image again, he answered:

[They arej connected. It [the conneciion] is what Thomas calls operative grace: when you begin 1o
will to do what previously you were unwilling to do, when you begin to will te do the good that

“1 onergan referred to Roothan’s commentary on the Spiritual Exercises as "decadent conceptualist
scholasticism.” Lonergan, Caring abour Meaning, p. 145.

“1bid.
“STbid.
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previously you wouldn’t. That has not got a cause in you; it is a case of the heart of stone being
replaced by the heart of flesh.”

If gracious acts on God’s part are so necessary to give direction to our elemental desires, our

~ projected goods of order and our value judgements, then we should expect such gracious acts

to be constant on God’s part. We should expect God to be plucking out hearts of stone ail the
time. This seems to have been Lonergan’s conviction. In response to a question about whether
God can do this sort of "plucking” without mediation, by "zapping" people as it were, Lonergan
responded, "Of course you have to be very careful not to get zapped. "**

The “"being zapped” is operative grace, | which in Method is identified as religious
conversion.” But this need not be understood as a profound religious conversion occurring at
some single, never-to-be-forgotten instant in time. In Method, Lonergan wrote that the question

of God is already there in all of our horizons:

The reach, not of his attainment, but of his intending is unrestricted. There lies within his horizon
a region for the divine, a shrine for ultimate holiness. It caneot be ignored. The atheist may
pronounce it empty. The agnostic may urge that he finds his investigation has been inconclusive. The
contemporary humanist will refuse to allow the question to arise. But their negations presuppose the
spark in our clod, our native orientation to the divine.” '

To use the language of fundamental option again, Lonergan was suggesting that, in considering
the question of God (if only to dismiss it}, one is already responding to grace, not necessarily
thematically, but through the operations of human intentionality that are heading towards "the

intelligible, the unconditioned, the good of value."*!

Question and answer session at 1978 Lonergan Workshop at Bostou College (Transcript {photocopy] (File
uo. 939] Lonergan Centre, Toronto), p. 9.

L onergan, "Questions with regard to Method," p. 311,

“See Robert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, pp. 246-7.

®1onergan, Method, p. 103.

$Corresponding to the second, third, and fourth levels. Lomergan, Method, p. 103,



Chapter Eight: The Above Downwards Dynamic of Grace 337

All of this is to say that, even when Lonergan’s language becomes explicitly theological,
or even mystical,” his ethical approach remains empirical in the fullest sense of that term. For
believers, the question is whether they actually experience God as both the prompter and the
fulfilment of their fundamental dynamisms.*® Subsequently, the question for Christian ethics
becomes whether the apprehension of values while in a dynamic state of being in love with God
is a trustworthy enough guide for concrete decision-making, i.e., whether it establishes enough
commensurability to corroborate an integral scale of values which can be used to decide the

preferability of one good of order over others.

4. The Integral Scale of Values

Understanding how grace can affect value judgements, how its normativity expresses
itself, requires a revisiting of Lonergan’s notion of an integral scale of values. Robert Doran
explained that the good, while being clearly defined in terms of self-transcendence, is the answer
to concrete problems; and concrete problems are presented dialectically as contlicts among
religious, originating, cultural, social, and viti;?l values, where "value" is the object of intentional
feelings, or desires.® Kenneth Melchin saysrmuch the same thing about truth and value being
concrete solutions to concrete problems in his History, Ethics and Emergent Probability.” In
their view, "the good" is the resolution of the conflicts, and the problems at the lower levels of

the scale of values (say the vital level) can only be solved by "proportionate developments at the

%Ry "mystical" is meant explicitly referring to religious experience (mediated, immediate, or "mediated
immediately").

9Bgee Robert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History, pp. 200ff.

*Ibid., pp. 96ft.

S5Kenneth Melchin, History, Ethics and Emergent Probability, p. 154.
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higher levels."® This development, then, which is dependent on the dynamism of
transcendence, on a pull towards transcendence by the Divine, is in some real sense the impetus
for the sorting out that leads to deliberation on which orders can accommodate the scale of
values we responsibly come up with.

Daniel Vokey noted this relationship, saying that,

given that “truly worthwhile” has no ultimate meaning if God is not affirmed as the moral ground of
the universe; and given that the apprehension of values presupposes faith, the "eye of love”; it seems
reasonable to conclude that it is only with reference to transcendent value that one may differentiate
between those goods of order and particular goods which are values, i.e., truly worthwhile, and those
which are merely apparently so.”

It would have been truer to say that Lonergan held that the apprehension of values "presupposes
that faith has an object” rather than to say that it "presupposes faith,” but Vokey was wise to
situate value judgements within the context of transcendent value. Lonergan wrote that

transcendent value

consists in the experienced fulfilment of our unrestricted thrust to self-transcendence, in our actuated
orientation towards the mystery of love and awe. Since that thrust is of intelligence to the intelligible,
of reasonableness to the true and the real, of freedom and responsibility to the truly good, the
experienced fulfilment of that thrust in its unrestrictedness may be objectified as a clouded revelation
of absolute goodness and holiness.*

N

U

Ultimately, ethical self-transcer;dence means cﬂoosing/acting according to the scale of values that
allows this apprehension of transcendent value (however "clouded” it may be) to operate
criterially vis-a-vis the scale of values that we live by. For non-believers, the approach need
be no different. From Lonergan’s perspective, an openness to the real and to the good fs all that
is initially required. The broad horizon of that openness is the horizon in which grace actually

operates——whether we realize it or not. Lonergan did not insist on securing agreement on

*%Robert Doran, Theology and-the Dialectics of History, p. 95.
*Daniel Vokey, Lonergan on the Mjectivity of Judgements of Value, p. 106,
.. ®Louergan, Method, pp. 115-6. -
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terminology, so whatever the source of the dynamism, whatever the ultimate terminus of the
dynamism, whatever we call it, the dynamism remains operative and normative for ethics.
Believers may think that they have already apprehended (or have been grasped by)
transcendental value. They may testify (in so many words) that they have experienced (if only
momentarily) the fulfilment of their fundamental desires in an unrestricted fashion (Lonergan’s
dynamic state of being in love with God), that they have experienced "this clouded revelation
of absolute goodness and holiness.” If the believers are correct, then (presuming that we do not
destroy ourselves first) their scale of values wili emerge as gictually foundational and effective,
while aiternatives fail because of their unsustainability (again over the very long-term). If
believers are incorrect, then their scales will be in dialectical tension with other scales, and
something else will emerge. Either way, the method is dialectical criticism: detecting dialectical
tension in concrete situaiions requiring choice, and resolving such tension by an appeal to an
integral scale of values. In the long-term, such preferences have to be structurally supported
if they are to support the culture that mediates that particular scale of values. Believers, non-
believers, and those who eschew such labels will all have to sit down and work out the structures
they want. They will have to choose, implicitly at least, a scale of values that reflects people’s
actual preferences, i.e., a scale which has some probability of being chosen and acted upon.
What this means is that, even though Lonergan’s approach depends on the constancy and
efficacy of grace, and even though the experienced fulfilment of the Whole dynamism of
intentional consciousness is somehow normative for all operations of intentionality, grace does
not provide a short-cut for ethical decision-making. It isch,_ver' a factor; it is to be constantly

discerned; but its presence becomes especially apparent as it emerges in history in our dialectical
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reflection on our decisions. Its influence may be manifested by little more than the simmering
of a nagging, barely conscious feeling in a whole culture. Grace is the gentle dynamism, the
slightest push or pull, that remains an affective cog in the wheel of an otherwise acceptable
system based on a particular scale of values which serves as the basis for our decision-making
norms. The nagging feeling—the affective "but"—gets satisfactorily addressed only when a
culture comes up with a possible order that recurrently resolves whatever is the (perhaps hard-to-
pinpoint) conflict among our desires. It does not happen ahead of time. The nagging feeling,
the inability to experience satisfaction or fulfiiment, does not tell us what we ;hould do, but only
that we should do something. It does not make things happen, but it points either to possibilities
or to the need for new possibilities. This is not at ail to minimize the role of grace, but only
to hint at the efficacy possible in a gentle divine obduracy, to hint at the ultimate effectiveness
of grace over the long term in keeping possibilities open. It is to see in enduring grace the
grounds for an enduring hope.*

The history of suffering is enough to suggest that these divine promptings, as gratuitous
and continuous as they may be, do not always get translated into scales of values, possibilities,
good judgements, good decisions, and good actions. But when they do, and when they do so
repeatedly, shifts have occurred not only in the valued but also in the valuer, which is why for
Lonergan the solution to the problem of a pernicious cycle of moral, intellectual or cultural

decline in a culture remains "conversions."

¥See James Gustatson, Theology and Ethics vol. 1, Ethics from a Theocentric Perspective, p. 248.
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5. Conclusion

This chapter began with a discussion of Lonergan’s above downwards dynamism, This
dynamism is the direction not of operations, but of sublations, and it brings us face-to-face with
.fhe results of our freedom. It is not the same evaluative process in reverse gear. Rather it calls
for a creative response to grace via the exercise of evaluative operations. The above downwards
dynamism is ultimately God’s doing, and at the fifth level it consists of our experiencing
affectively the fulfilment of our intentional consciousness by God’s gratuitous gift of God’s self
in love. If this is the terminus towards which evaluation aims, then grace must be constant and
efficacious, else it leaves evaluation directionless. And if it is not directionless, then this above
downwards sublating dynamism actually makes a difference in our choices. It allows a way of
distinguishing between scales of value that are heading towards ultimate value and those that are
not. However, it does so not by providing a short-cut, but by ﬁrging us again and again to
exercise the dynamic structures that we are.

All of this needs to be verified in people’s understanding of their experience. If
Lonergan is right about the five levels of consciousness, then verification requires that ethicists
take people’s religious experience seriously. But it also requires that they not permit religious
experience to replace other experiences. Rather religious experience should be allowed to
sublate other experiences: to provide a key to interpreting and evaluating other experiences.
What this means is that Christian ethicists (and anyone else) can expect to be able to recommend
their value judgements on the basis of the first four levels of consciousness, appealing to
people’s ability to exercise their evaluative operations. Christians (or Jews ar Moslems or

Buddhists or Hindus, etc.) can however have their value judgements confirmed (or not
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confirmed, as the case may be) by the experienced fulfilment or nonfulfilment of their dynamism
towards ultimate value, which they may differentiate as religious experience, but which others
may leave undifferentiated. This would provide a unique form of value confirmation as well as
a unique motivation for pursuing value for those whose stance is marked by critical religious
conversion, but it would not predetermine or rationally prove the content of their value

judgements, nor would it preclude ethical dialogue.



Conclusion

This dissertation has argued that a critical reading of Bernard Lonergan’s writings on the
human good, especially his analysis of the three levels of the good, can lead to the identification
of a series of recurrent, normative evaluative operations. Once these operations aréf
differentiated, and once their normative role vis-a-vis evaluation is grasped, a normative
structure of these same operations becomes evident—an evaluative structure which is parallel
level-by-level to cognitional operatim:ns on the first three levels of intentional consciousness.
This leads to a significant development of Lonergan’s own approach to the human good, for
Lonergan had schematized our taking of responsibility as belonging to a fourth-level of
consciousness. Differentiating evaluative operations and identifying evaluative structure spells
out what it means to take responsibility for being responsibie.

Such a development in Lonergan’s thought helps resolve a host of unanswered questions
that ‘i-iave puzzled Lonergan scholars over the last several decades. More than that, the
identification of evaluative structure challenges much in contemporary ethics:, especially when
ethicists still attempt to identify the ground of ethics in terms of one operation (even if the
language of "evaluative operations” is foreign). Thus, ethicists have sought to ground ethics in
desire, in our sociality, as a type of grammar for living, or in rational judgement. Just as
Lonergan argued that objectivity is not a matter of looking hard and finding something already-

out-there-now-real, but is a matter of exercising subjectivity authentically, this dissertation has

argued that the ground of ethics is neither out-there nor a matter of any one operation. Rather,
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the ground of ethics, the source of ethical objectivity, is the very process of ethical decision-
making itself, a process that is normative because it organizes normative operations normatively:
real ethical normativity is what we come up with when we exercise evaluative operations

according to the correct order of sublations, and so decide "responsibly."”

1. Overview

These evaluative operations can be affirmed empirically via Lonergan’s generalized
empirical method, which considers the data of intentional consciousness as real data. That the
structure of normative operations is rightly labelled ."émpirical“ should be clear: if we cannot
affirm evaluative operations empirically, if we cﬁnnot affirm the intentionality of those
operations empirically, if we cannot affirm the objects of that intentionality empirically, then by
the same token we should not affirm sensitive operations, their intentionality, and their objects
empirically. This was the link between Chapters 1 and 2: the same method—generalized
empirical method—used to identify cognitional operations can be broadened to identify normative
evaluative operations.

The third chapter considered whether Chapter 2’s proposed schema of three evaluative
operations could be defended in the light of other ways of schematising evaluation. The chapter
suggested that the very arguments Lonergan himself used to identify a normative structure of
normative cognitional operations (which were explained in the first chapter) can also be used to
atfirm a normative structure of evaluative operations. The chapter framed its discussion in terms
of the shifts between Insight and Method, noting especially the emergence of the good as a

distinct notion, This differentiation of the good as a distinct notion did not go far enough,
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however, for there are other notions that can be differentiated, which suggested a series of
differentiated evaluative operations.

Even though Lonergan’s own arguments were used, this dissertation’s conclusion was
very definitely at odds with what is found in the first chapter of Method. There, deliberation
and evaluation (which were arguably insufficiently differentiated evaluative operations) were
regarded by Lonergan as part of a fourth level of consciousness, which builds on judgements of
fact or possibility.' As has been argued, this seems something of a hold-over from the
rationalism of Insight, suggesting that evaluation was still being approached as an extension of
cognition, and that the "desire to know" was still considered as having a priority over any other
desire. The latter is not borne out by Lonergan’s generalized empirical method, which reveals
that the finality of proportionate being is not constituted simply by an intellectual vector, even
if it is sublated by a responsible level of consciousness.

The key to appreciating that assigning all evaluative operations to a fourth level is not
the best way to schematize deliberation and evaluation is the existence of sublation among a
series of evaluative operations on the fourth level, if that is where the operations are |
schematically located. But the other levels of consciousness do not have a series of sublated
operations: each level has one major operation-one integrator of previous operations. Once the
operations involved in evaluation are differentiated and understood in relation to one another,

then a structure of evaluation emerges, which parallels the levels of the good, cognitional

'Lonergan, Method, p. 18. 1t is interesting to note that Lonergan here includes judgements of possibility as
a third level operation, even though the third level is characterized by a grasp of the virtually unconditioned (a
judgement of possibility is precisely about a conditioned, not a virtually unconditioned). Lonergan’s leaving
room for the estimation of possibilities (presumably possible courses of action) prior to the fourth level may be
a hint that he was not entirely comfortable with assigning everything to do with responsibility to the fourth
level.
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operations, potency-form-act, and virtually every other triad Lonergan adverted to.
Schematizing evaluation as a structure of evaluative operations on the first three levels of
consciousness suggests a way of appreciating the intelligibility of evaluation; for evaluative
intelligibility (like cognitional intelligibility) is precisely a matter of the way each higher
operation sublates former operations. o

[f this dissertation is correct in suggesting that knowing the truth and willing the good
walk hand-in-hand on the first three levels of consciousness, then the fourth level is concerned
with something that sublates both the structure of cognition and the structure oti evaluation. That
"something" is respousible action itself, which is subsequent to deliberation and evaluation. This
actually expresses something of what Lonergan had been grappling with in Chapter XVIII of
Insight: namely, that there is a gap between willing and doing the good, a gap which is not
considered prominently in Method. On the one hand, in the alternative schema presented here,
that gap—the gap of freedom—is schematized as a gap between the third and fourth levels of
consciousness. On the other hand, in Lonergan’s schema (as found in Method) that gap is left
undifferentiated on the fpu_rth level along with any operations having to do with deliberation and
evaluation.

This is significant for it suggests that the fourth level ought tc be considered as being
primarily concerned with moral conversion (6r with the three conversions in their “critical"
mode, to use Conn’s distinction), with actually willing the good of value, rather than simply
desiring, grasping, or judging the good. This again addresses the gap that concerned Lonergan

in Chapter XVIII of Insight. What Chapters 2 and 3 of this dissertation have done is re-interpret

the fourth level, by differentiating and moving out certain operations to other levels, and then
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focusing on what was left: namely, responsible action by converted agents/subjects. Once that
differentiation had been made, Lonergan’s work on the human geood falls into place.

Subsequent chapters were concerned with a re-reading of Lonergan, exploring how this
empirically-verifiable structure of sublated evaluative operations is related to an overall structure
of human intentional consciousness. For instance, Chapter 4 suggested that the best way to
understand Lonergan’s contention that feelings apprehend values is to depart from his work
enough to differentiate a structure of evaluation, and then to re-read him. Then it becomes clear
that, while feelings are vitally important, the intelligibility of responsible decision-making is not
to be found in a structure of feelings, but rather in how feelings operate within a structure of
evaluation. The role of feeling as both operator and integrator could not be differentiated unti
evaluative structure had been worked out: in the language of Insight (and of Robert Doran’s
Theology and the Dialectics of History), there is nothing for the operator to do unless there are
integrators, that is, unless there is a structure to direct. Thus Chapter 4 sought to clarify the
various ways in which feelings operate on the first three levels (in desires, projecting
possibilities, and judging values), and then to suggest how feelings operate on the fourth level,
where they can finally apprehend real values which have been brought about by action. Only
then can we properly understand what it means to say, with Lonergan, that feelings apprehend
values. Moreover, this differentiation fully takes on board Lonergan’s distinctions between
potential, formal and actual values; it keeps the concreteness of the good very much at the centre
of things; and it is a good foundation for appreciating Lonergan’s work on dialectics (which are

concerned with the concrete), which in turn provides a foundation for an understanding of

conscience.
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Chapter 5 shifted the focus back onto the operations that constitute evaluative structure,
focusing on how judging value is not reducible to any one operation, and stressing how the three
levels of evaluative structure are linked. The chapter began by noting that many of the better-
known ethical theories privilege one evaluative operation (as opposed to a structure of
operations), making that one operation the ground of ethics.

Chapter 5’s comparison betwe.en- Kant and Lonergan suggested that, even though Kant's
categorical imperative was the result of a transcendental argument concerning the a priori
conditions for a moral ought, Kant’s approach nonetheless presumed a more complex structure:
hence the similarities adduced between Kant and Lonergari were to be expected. If Kant’s
approach left the roles of desires and the good of order begging, Melchin’s work on
sustainability raised questions about the role of judgement and about whether sustainability is
criterial for the moral good. Melchin’s position was shown to rest on the insight that evil is
ultimately self-defeating, that orders that are truly good are precisely sustainable. When
sustainability is considered not only in terms of natural, social, economic, and political
structures, but also in terms of the normative patterns of intentional consciousness, then the good
is whatever we come up with when we make choices that reinforce the very pattern of
responsible decision-making. This may sound like a vicious circle, but it is simply another way
of saying that the good is not already-out-there-now-real. Instead, the good emerges when we
recurrently take responsibility for being responsible. Moreover, if grace is operative, it operales
not by telling us what to do, but by never letting us be satisfied with anything less than a full

taking of such responsibility.
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The Anglo-American tradition’s emphasis on the irreducibility of the good was then
considered, for it contrasts with Melchin’s position, which in effect asserts a good that can be
reduced in terms of a sublated structure: either of Lonergan’s levels of the good (where the
moral good is the third level), or of evaluative operations. The question of the reducibility of
the good raises the question of the relationship between facts and values, suggesting that, rather
than a direct relationship between judgements of fact and judgements of value, there may be a
complex set of relationships between the structures of cognition and evaluation.

In Chapter 6, the idea that value judgements grasp the virtually unconditioned was argued
to be unlikely, and it was suggested that understanding how value judgements grasp conditioned
value allows for a better appreciation of how facts and values are re_lated.z This is perhaps
clearest u)'l1en the good of order is considered, where the need to ascertain what constitutes real
possibilities is crucial and depends on understanding the way things are in the present (not to
mention the way things were in the past). A rival approach to relating facts and values
suggested by Jean Porter and Alasdgir MacIntyre was shown to overlook our indeterminate
potency, which disallows any predefining of values on the basis of a shared human nature. The
sixth chapter concluded with a preliminary discussion of the role of self-transcendence in being
resbonsible, which‘ emphasized the difference between cognitive and moral self-transcendence.

The seventh chapter expanded on Lonergan’s claim that self-transcendence is the criterion
of the c:Ji)jectiv'ity of value judgements. It raised questions of whether the dynamism towards
responsibility is actually going anywhere, whether that "anywhere" is legitimately called "the

good," whether the good that emerges through the exercise of evaluative structure and human

*For a discussion of facts and values, see Appendix One of this dissertation.
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action is objectively/really good. The chapter considered Lonergan’s approach to objectivity,
which in factual matters was a function of the independence of factual judgements. This was
argued to be an insufficient explanation for the objectivity of value judgements, where
interdependence is more apt. This interdependence is but another way of expressing the
sublation of ;he first level by the second level, of both those levels by the third, and so on; and
this was contrasted with the suggestion that there is a foundational desire within human
consciousness, which can perhaps admit to a reductionistic reading. Lonergan’s work on bias
was then briefly examined, as it set the stage for appreciating conversions as a matter of getting
the order of sublations right. Getting the order of sublations wrong is evidence of bias, but
getting the order right suggests what is actually normative for evaluation. Unless evaluative
structure is differentiated, and unless evaluative operations are schematized alongside parallel
cognitional operations, this normativity may be missed. Thus evaluative structure serves (o
explain what moral conversion means, and it is entirely in line with Lonergan’s description of
the same as a shift from satisfaction to value.* The seventh chapter concluded by addressing
Finnis’s charge that Lonergan’s approach is naively empiricist.

The final chapter considered Lonergan's and Frederick Crowe’s work on the above
downwards or healing vector in human development, which had been alluded to throughout
previous chapters. Their work points to the all-crucial fifth level of consciousness—the level

of grace—which sublates all of human living, and which saves Lonergan’s actua! (as opposed

3Evaluative structure does not import an extrinsic normativity to decision-making: it is itself exercised
normatively vis-d-vis decisions. This normativity exists in a primitive discriminating form in each operation,
but it also exists as ethical normativity in the retations of sublation between different evaluative operations. The
structure of evaluative operations is operationally a priori for decision-making and, at the same time, it can
serve as a sufficient ground for ethics, for it grasps what is actually normative about ethical decision-making.
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to imputed) empirical approach from being ultimately aimless. The dissertation concluded with
a discussion of the efficacy of grace and a consideration of the "integral scale of values."

The brevity of these last sections should not take away from their importance; for without
a final, fifth-level sublation of evaluative and cognitive structure by grace, we should be left with
normative structures that may work properly, but need not be heading anywhere worthwhile.
Ultimately, for Lonergan, unless religious conversion sublates moral and intellectual conversion,
there is no basis for any confidence that we are intending reality in anything but a superficial
or mechanical fashion. It is for this reason, too, that even though religious conversion sublates
the other conversions, Lonergan suggested that there is a sense in which it comes first—an idea
made even more explicit by the above downwards vector.* This gratuitous sublation prevents
"mistaken” value judgements from completely satisfying us; and this above downwards
dynamism ramifies through the entire structure of intentional human consciousness, beckoning
our below upwards, creative response.

Because the relationships between operations and levels of consciousness are sublations
and not replacements, the operations are not themselves changed but redirected. Just as
Lonergan suggested that his transcendental method adds "no new resource to theology but simply
draws attention to a resource that has always been used,"* so too this dissertation has added no
new resource to ethics, for the resource is ourselves. What this dissertation has done is draw
attention to what we have been doing both when we have tried to make decisions and when we

have tried to justify decision-making itself.

Lonergan, Method, pp. 122-3, 243.
‘Ibid., pp. 234.
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Recalling again Chapter 1’s emphasis on generalized empirical method, the normativity
we discover being exercised by ourselves is real—as real as any fact—and even if we create all
the norms, even if we create the good, even if we create the whole universe of moral meaning,
still it is as real as anything else we create. The question is why such moral meaning can be
allowed to make claims on us. Lonergan’s accent on freedom suggests that if we are Iopking
for necessity the answer will be silence. If, however, we but look at ourselves, at the need (o
make decisions, at the need actually to have preferences and to sort out conflicts among our
preferences, then the answer is simple enough: we choose to let the universe of moral meaning,
which we create, guide us. But we do so in the context of grace, in the context of a divine call
precisely to be co-creators not just of artefacts but of the real good.

The challenge therefore is not one of grasping exceptionless moral norms, objective
goods already-out-there-now-real, but of making the best decisions we can make. It is not a
question of actually arriving anywhere, of gaining a super vantage point from which to judge
the real good. Rather, the question is always one of direction, of heading in the direction of
authentic responsibility. It is a question of catching ourselves when we are headed in the wrong
direction, of developing a sensitivity to conflicts, to contraries and contradictions (to use Robert
Doran’s terms). This dissertation has described how that process may move forward, how there
is an empirically-verifiable dynamism meving us not only from one evaluative operator o the
next, but from the small world of my own desires into the larger world of all that can be. This
approach is not naively empiricist, it is not mere subjectivism—either writ small in an individual,
or writ large in a culture. The best decisions are really the best decisions: they are the objective

good. That the future may hold promise of making better decisions some day takes nothing
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away from the goodness of the best decisions we make today. In fact it does the opposite, for

it offers hope.

2. Issues for the Future

In the Introduction, this present work was situated in terms of Lonergan studies. It
remains to suggest briefly how a considered Lonerganian approach to ethics can contribute to
contemporary methodological issues in ethics. To do this, the relation between deontology and
teleology/consequentialism will be.addressed.® This issue was chosen because it has been
addressed in passing throughout the dissertation, especially through the various discussions of
the works of John Finnis.

The approach suggested in this dissertation is broadly teleological, for it defines the
human good in terms of the telos of intentional consciousness, but it does so in a way that
transcends thé usual categories of deontology and teleology. This discussion thus serves both
as a conclusion to previous discussions and as a pointing towards potentially fruitful discussions
for the future. The discussion may seem unusually protracted for a conclusion, but the potential
contribution of differentiating evaluative structure is best appreciated by identifying the particular
tangles that particular methods lead us to when evaluative operations are left undifferentiated,

which is to say, when we are not clear on what the good is.

SFor a broader application of evaluative structure to the is-ought debate, see Appendix One. This debate is
highlighted because this dissertation’s schematizing of cognition and evaluation as parallel structures can be
appreciated as an attempt to explain in Lonerganian terms just how the is and the ought may be related.
Appendix One aims at providing a larger sweep of the history of an enduring problem in ethics, suggesting that,
if the difterentiation of cognitional structure changes our understanding of the is, and if a differentiation of
evaluative structure changes our understanding of the ought, perhaps we should be comparing not the is and the
ought so much as the structures of cognition and evaluation.
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2.1 Deontology and Teleology/Consequentialisin

Despite John Mahoney’s opinion that the distinction between deontology and teleology
is now hackneyed,” a critical Lonerganian approach can be used to clarify some of the issues still
at stake in the deontology-teleology/consequentialist debate.® In Nuclear Deterrence, Morality
and Realism, John Finnis, Joseph Boyle, and Germain Grisez argué (among other things) for the
incoherence of consequentialism.® In a nutshell, their central argument can be paraphrased as
follows: a choice requires options, but consequentialism purports to suggest what is preferable;
once it identifies the preferable, no choice is possible because there are no alternative options:
an alternative option (a real "choose-able” option) would mean that the non-preferable is
preferable. Their prime example has to do with house-hunting, where three factors have been
identified: price, size, and proximity to schools. They write:

If one finds a house which is cheaper, bigger, and closer to school than any other house on the market,
one will consider it unqualifiedly superior—the best. One simply cannot choose another house, unless,
of course, one becomes interested in some additional factor . . . For consequentialists, a morally
wrong choice is an option for an unqualifiedly lesser good, or greater evil, But no such good or evil
can be chosen.'

The argument i< an admitted brain-teaser. It may not even be a valid argument, but it can serve

as an example of how evaluative structure can clarify contemporary debates.!! What Finnis et

7fohn Mahoney, The Making of Moral Theology: A Study of the Roman Catholic Tradition, p. 315.

*For a good discussion of the issues, see Kenneth Melchin, “Revisionists, Deontologists, and the Structure
of Moral Understanding."

%John Finnis, Joseph Boyle, Germain Grisez, Nuclear Deterrence, Morality and Realism (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1989), pp. 238-72.

hid., p. 258.

HGee Robert McKim and Peter Simpson, "On the Alleged Incoherence of Consequentialism,” The New
Scholasticism vol. LXII, No. 3 (Summer 1983), pp. 349-52. Referring to other works by the same authors
where the same argument had been adduced, McKim and Simpson argue that Finnis, Boyle, and Grisez conflate
"weighing-all-goods with weighing-all-goods-from-all-points-of-view, " which suggests that choice is possible
because goods can be weighed according to different criteria. McKim and Simpson agree that it is impossible 10
account for wrong choices from one point of view, i.e., when a committed proportionalist chooses 2 non-
proportional option for proportionalist motives (pp. 351-2). They note that the same problem applies to Finnis.
Boyle and Grisez’s approach: "No moral theory ... will be able to account for wrong action by a person whose



Conclusion 355

al. have done is to identify a weakness in consequentialism’s explanation of its own method.
Consequentialists can sound as though they are urging us to do no more or less than prefer what
we prefer. In that case, consequentialism would be better described as a decision-making model
or perhaps even as a motivational model, rather than as an ethical theory. If it purports to do
more than that, if it is urging us to prefer something else—say on the basis not of preferring but
of real preferability—then it may be engaged in a veiled form of dea}ntology, stating a rule for
preferring. This is only to repeat what others have said vis-a-vis classical utilitarianism’s
presupposing such deontological norms as justice and fairness—zn "untenable meta-ethic."'* But
rather than ask them to admit to meta-ethical assumptions, Finnis ef al. urge consequentialists
to turn away from consequences to the intelligibility of acts themselves.

This dissertation’s claims vis-a-vis evaluative structure can clarify some of the real
differences between deontology and consequentialism. Taking the Finnis-Boyle-Grisez example,
what happens if I find the cheapest, biggest house, closest to a school? Must I choose it if these
were indeed my criteria for preference? But what if the cheapest, biggest, closest-to-a-school
house has no windows, a leaky roof, no backyard, and a huge family of rats? I would soon
discover that | had other criteria as well. Finnis, Boyle, and Grisez leave room for this, saying
that one cannot not choose this house "unless one becomes interested in another factor." But
who wouldn’t become interested in another factor? Why shouldn’t they become so interested?

Why does this make their being a consequentialist any less cogent a position?

sole reason for action is provided by the moral theory. If one does do what is wrong that can only be because
one has been tempted to judge and act according to some other standard...” {p. 352}.

“Charles Taylor, Sowrces of the Self, p. 505.
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Alasdair MacIntyre explains that considering other factors is only to be expected:

The range of possible intervening considerations which may interpose themselves between practical
judgment and action and even between practical judgment and decision is at once too large and too
indeterminate for there to be even an appearance of unintelligibility when practical reasoning produces
no further outcome. Unsurprisingly in a culture dominated by this kind of practical reasoning, the
making—and the unmaking—of decisions is a kind of activity which assumes a prominence unknown
in other cultures.”

Though MacIntyre’s comments are not directed at this example, but are part of his critique of
liberalism, still they are instructive, Finnis and his co-authors have argued that, if one is a
consequentialist and uses consequentialist arguments, one must choose the house that is indicated
by the argument: it is not a question of saying that one should choose the house, but that one
will choose the house. Macintyre’s comments suggest something quite different: not only can
one not choose the house, it is entirely possible (if not probable) that one will not choose the
house, for there are so many "possible intervening considerations."*

What can be learned from such an exampie? One lesson is that it is supremely difficult
to identify all the relevant criteria for decisions ahead of time, and this raises questions about
the confidence that teleological/consequentialist methods can provide.” However, it should be
noted that deontological positions require that criteria be knowable ahead of time in order to
know whether a particular case falls under a particular norm. In other words, to know how to

apply a deontological house-buying norm, you again have to know the pertinent criteria ahead

1 Alasdair Maclntyre, Whose Justice? Which Rationality? p. 341, The discussion on the whole page sets the
quotation in context,

“In addition, given that choosing houses occurs in real lives, and given the indeterminacy of buman lives,
there is no tefling that the situation will not change in such a way as to demand that new criteria be established.
See Alasdair Maclntyre, After Virtue, np. 99, 102-3,

1*The way we tend to get around such boundless criteria is to specify that, presuming that all other things
are equal, the following criteria will be decisive. This move is at the heart of both consequentialist and
deontological approaches, for consequentialism has to weigh finite values and disvalues, and deontology has (o
specify what is morally pertinent in a situation to decide which norm applics. The latter depends on
generalizing, which requires a judgemeni that differences in particular cases are not significant: it requires that
all other things are equal (i.e., not pertinent).
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of time: you have to know what houses are for, what sufficient reason is required for justifying
this choice or that.

Lonergan’s insight into the concreteness of the good is especially apropos here, as is the
emphasis earlier in this dissertation on identifying real values on the basis of the actual
fulfilment of desire, rather than on the basis of the fulfilment of previously-defined conditions
for value. The point is this: the shift from the hypothetical situation to the concrete raises
questions for both a consequentialist calcuius and a deontological approach. Particular goods,
corresponding to Lonergan’s first level of the good, remain pertinent and cannot be abstracted
away. Pace Finnis ef al., you cannot choose the intelligibility of a house, you can only choose
particular houses, else you run the risk of getting one that is entirely unsuitable (or of paying
for an abstract house, rather than a real one). In the language of this dissertation, responsible
choices are not for a value, not for an abstract, formal good, and not for a particular good, so
much as they are for a particular good that is sublated as part of a good of order, which in turn
is good inasmuch as it has been sublated by a judgement of value, etc. This is only clear when
evaluative operations are differentiated. Not to differentiate these operations leads to nonsensical
conclusions: namely that we will choose a house that is entirely unsuitable because we somehow
have to. And this particular problem arises from not distinguishing between the second level
projecting of a formal good, and the third level judgement of value: the Finnis-Boyle-Grisez
approach collapses these two, for they want the third to follow necessarily from the second, to
be somehow analytic, to have the judgement/decision (or even the fourth-level action) contained
in the deliberating. True, this trap is what they have accused the consequentialists of falling

into, but it seems that it is their way of analysing consequentialism that collapses the two levels.
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A second lesson is related: in decision-making the specific criteria for our deciding do
not stand alone. They are related to a whole network of relationships, so that the specitied
criteria for decision-making cannot be considered apart from the network. In the house-buying
example, the reason why you cannot choose the intelligibility of a house is that houses do not
have any one so-called intelligibility. The blueprints may be thought to be the heart of the
house, but real houses come in real contexts, and the context informs the intelligibility of the
house. The cheapest and biggest house that is closest to a school still has to be able to provide
what houses provide, and that includes actually meeting a whole network of needs and fulfilling
myriad expectations. Such matters confirm Lonergan’s and this dissertation’s emphasis on the
second level of the good, on thé good of order. What is chosen is not just a blueprint, not just
three ways a particular house fulfils criteria (particular goods), but a concrete good within a
concrete good of order, and not only that, but a concrete good within a concrete good of order
that has been judged to be good. In the house example, what are chosen are the complex ways
in which a house is able to fulfil particular valuable needs recurrently-—for that is arguably what
2 house "is"—which include the three stated particular goods/criteria, but which also go much
further. Both consequentialis.m and deontology can fail to take into account the practical
indefinability of pertinent questions/concerns: consequentialism, by trying to define these criteria
ahead of time; and deontology, by limiting the field of pertinent criteria in favour of criteria that
are generalizable across many situations. Both approaches are in danger of proposing an
intelligible good that does not sublate particular goods: i.e., of suggesting an abstract good that
is not a possible good. Thus the Finnis-Boyie-Grisez approach not only risks conflating the

second and third levels of evaluation, but also the first and second.
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A third lesson is that if we separate the good from the desirable (the third level from the
first), we are left not just with an unchosen formal good, but with an abstract good; and the
abstract good is not sufficient to account for human choice, just as the abstract house, when used
to define the best house, was not adequate. Finding a house that met the criteria represented by
the abstract concept was not enough to move the house-buyer to make a purchase. Making a
similar point, Lonergan once said that "what moves men is the good, and good in the concrete
... If at one time law was in the forefront of human development . . . at the present time it
would seem that the immediate carrier of human aspiration is the more concrete good...."'*—in
this case, the actual house itself.

A fourth lesson is gleaned from noting what is absent in the three criteria. The role of
the fourth and fifth levels of consciousness is to sublate the first three levels, and so not let the
first three levels stand alone. In practice, this means precisely not allowing our house-buying
criteria to be limited to price, size, and proximity to schools. It means expecting those criteria
to be upset by a nagging feeling that those criteria may not be sufficient. It means allowing the
value judgement to be sublated by real, yet-to-be-determined values, even if they initially enter
the picture via vague feelings of unfulfilled desires and expectations. It means being open to
noticing th_{\z the satisfaction of our buying this house is offset by our realization that others
cannot afford such a house. It means being open to considering that such feelings are morally
pertinent and ;hat they may be expressive of the same dynamism that leads us towards creating
an ought. This, then, is the real difficulty both with the Finnis-Boyle-Grisez approach and with

consequentialist approaches: even though neither is fully successful in accounting for value

“Lonergan, "Transition from a Classicist World-view," A Second Collection, pp. 6-7.
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judgements by their respective below upwards approaches, neither could have provided a fully
explanatory account, for it is not clear that they leave room for an above downwards dynamism.
Each has looked for some sort of a procedure or calculus to arrive at value judgements whose
obligation or trustworthiness is to be attributed to some sort of necessary connection between

the first three levels of evaluative structure. Neither approach leaves enough room for grace.

3. Policy-Formation

This criticism of both deontology and teleology is not a suggestion that they be dismissed.
Indeed, the point being hinted at here is not so much the superiority of one over the other, as
it is the inseparability of the two."” Both approaches grasp something important that pertains (o

the first three levels of evaluation: one grasps the importance of systematic relationships, the

other the importance of the unsystematic.

"An example is provided by Bartholomew Kiely, who, in a 1985 article, ended up arguing for a
deontological approach to ethics because it works better: i.¢., on teleological/consequentialistgrounds, The
argument is interesting because Kiely is appreciative of Lonergan's work vis-d-vis cognition, but seemingly less
50 vis-d-vis ethics.

Kiely used Lonergan’s work to explain the need for statistical insights to understand future
consequences of actions, but he suggested that this was impractical, and that because of that impracticability we
ordinarily use a deductive rather than an empirical method in ethics (Bartholomew Kiely, "The Impracticality of
Proportionalism," Gregorianum 66 (1985), p. 664). But Kiely went on to suggest that an empirical approach
such as proportionalism (or consequentialism) is too uncertain, too unpredictable, wo imprecise, and too
cumbersome for routine use (p. 665). Implicit in Kiely's complaint is a demand that ethical norms be certain,
predictable, precise, and easy to use—the exact characteristics of a classical, as opposed o a statistical, world-
view. Kiely's argument needs scrutiny because, in effect, he is saying that the future-oriented reality of concern
to ethics is best understood by an empirical, statistical method; but that reality (as opposed to method) is too
uncertain, too unpredictable, too imprecise, and too cumbersome; therefore we ought to make belicve that
reality were different—i.e., more certain, more predictable, more precise, and less cumbersone—and the way
to do that is to use deductive, deontological methods. Indeed, presumably knowing Lonergan’s critique of
common sense, Kiely approvingly characterised the traditional Roman Catholic deontological approach as being
based on "common-sense in that good consequences were expected from good acts and evil consequences from
evil acts.” But he would have known that in deontology "acts” are predefined and contexts are abstracted away,
and the extent to which the meaning of an act can change as the situations change is down-played (for a
discussion of these characteristics of deontology, see Kenneth Melchin, "Moral Decision-Making and the Role
of the Moral Question,” Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 11 (1993), pp. 220). Even though Kiely might
have set ous to argue for a method of ethics that is more practicable, and so strategically more effective in
maximizing good decisions, the danger is embracing a method that not only makes it easier to make decisions,
but also makes it far too easy to make the wrong decisions—decisions that have little to do with reality.
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The deontological view expects (or wants) systematic intelligibility to be fully
explanatory. It thinks there must be an a priori systematic relationship between acts defined as
good and their consequences. Such a view assures deontologists that they are not choosing
consequences but acts. This requires a grasp of systematic necessity; but, in real situations
where there are rea! ethical choices, necessity can fall short. Any particular exercise of the will
is precisely not necessary, and the world of meaning created by the exercise of freedom is
precisely a contingent world. The classical viewpoint on which deontology rests expresses laws
and causal relationships, and it expresses the link between what is and what could be via these

laws.' But, as Fred Lawrence eloquently put it:

The deconstructivist-genealogical complaint about having an origin and end or a center of the universe
is based in part on the obviousness of a contingency about terrestrial events that flies in the face of
claims to certainty based on necessary causes. Incompatible with contingency, such strong necessity
and certitude claims would also exclude freedom and the need to risk and dare. Then, too, illusionary
necessities and certitudes are employed to frame the so-called "master-" or "meta-narratives” used to
legitimate people and forces who would impose disciplines upon us, depriving us of the liberty to be
ourselves, to be different, to include others, and so forth,"”

"[llusionary necessities and certitudes" seem not to be the best basis for constructing, as the
deontologist desires to do, an objective ethics. Contingency means that we cannot assume that
a particular act will always mean the same thing, as if there were some necessary and absolutely
predictable link between an action and its consequences.” Not only that, but once we factor in

the fact that the context for our actions is social and cultural, we can appreciate that the effects

“Eor a discussion of classical and statistical methods, see Chs I-1V of Insight.

YEred Lawrence, "The Fragility of Consciousness: Lonergan and the Postmodern Concern for the Other”
(Paper presented at the Lonergan Workshop, Boston College, 1992), p. 19. N )

*The past is no longer contingent, of course. So a deontological ethics may be appropriate for dealing with
the past, Indeed, that may be part of the problem: some assume that because a system may work as a type of
ethical hindsight, it can also work as a type of ethical foresight. Granted that the very idea of meaning
somehow being in an act is suspect, to say that particular acts may not always "mean” the same thing does not
mean that particular acts may not mean the same thing most of the time. Inasmuch as similars can and should
be understood similarly, there are grounds for general norms that will generally work most of the time.
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of our actions often cannot be fully appreciated without understanding the choices of other moral
agents.

That said, there are systematic relationships, and they must be considered in ethics. [f
excluding chance from games of chance destroys the game, getting rid of the rules destroys the
game just as surely. We are actually faced with a world that can be addressed only by a mixture
of classical and statistical approaches. Ethics—if it is to have anything at all to do with concrete
choices, with choosing whatever it is that we judge to be the morally preferable act to be
done—must be able to address both the relative certainties and the uncertainties that mark our
universe. Otherwise it is simply not dealing with reality. This is precisely what an analysis of
emergent probability allows for and what a differentiation of evaluative operations demands.

Here, deontologists and consequentialists could share a common task. Deontological
approaches are particularly good at identifying injustice. Deontologists can expose the
contradictions; they can say with absolute clarity that the present situation is wrong, or that
another would be better. But the one thing they cannot do is assure us that the "good
alternative" is more than an abstract possibility—that is too concrete. For instance, Lonergan
once spoke of the deontological principle that workers be paid a family wage. There is nothing
at all wrong with the principle, except, as he noted, that the "people who paid [the family wage|
went bankrupt, and those who didn’t, survived."* What was needed was more than an above
downwards appreciation that there is something wrong with not paying a family wage; what was
needed was more than identifying an abstract obligation arising out of an admittedly wonderful

idea of a just wage (a jump from the first level to the third level of evaluation); what was needed

U onergan, Caring about Meaning, pp. 163-4.
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was a sense of the types of policies that could have brought us to the point where the system
could have sustained paying such a just wage (the second level). This is precisely a question
of emergent probability, and it is something that deontology cannot easily grasp, something that
abstract obligations do not take into account. The fundamental ethical question is not "Which
wage is just?" but "Which good of order?" or "Which economy?” When we ask "Which good
of order?" and "Which economy?" we are clearly moving into the realm of theories and policies.
The challenge to ethics is to move away both from stating -tand-alone precepts and from
relativism, to find the middle ground between laws and values. That middle ground is arguably
‘ t'he’?:space for developing policies. In some ways, this challenge is being met in summary-rule
agapism, in the use of middle axioms in ethics, in approaches based on prima facie duties, and
in using general norms; but each of these ethical approaches suffers from not being able to
justify particular choices: the challenge of accounting for how to translate policies into concrete
choices has not always been met. Here the suggestion is to focus on policy as an attempt to hoid
together the importance of the systematic (which deontology grasps) and the importance of the

unsystematic {which consequentialism grasps).

4. Ethical Involvement

One of the criticisms of ethicists is that too often they appear on the scene after
significant decisions have been made; and ethicists find themselves speaking in hypothetical tones
of what could and should have been. Lonergan’s approach to ethics, especially his emphasis on
the concreteness of the human good and his focusing on the good of order, suggests that the real

task of ethicists is to get involved in policy-formation; for if the good is emergent, if it is a



Conclusion 364

matter of improving the concretely existing alternatives for choice, if it is a matter of setting up
recurrent systems that maximize opportunities for responsible living, then policy is what matters.

in a question and answer session recorded in Caring about Meaning, Lonergan
approvingly recounted an incident where a professor of policy at the University of Chicago said,
"You have to get into policy. You can talk policy anywhere and have a hearing, but if you say
‘Our Church holds this,” you get nowhere."** One of the points Lonergan was making in that
session was that precepts are about abstractions, but policies are about systems. Precepts
abstract moral judgements away from particular goods of order, away from the actually
occurring recurrent structures of society, away from judgements by moral subjects. Policies are
precisely about the functioning and the improving of the good of order; and Lonergan’s
understanding of the good of order requires an appreciation of the roles of both the systematic
and the nonsystematic. As explained in Chapter 2, the systematic is grasped in terms of schemes
of recurrence, and the nonsystematic is grasped in terhs of the probabilities of systematic
schemes beginning, recurring, or coming to an end.

In the house-buying example above, what was key was appreciating that a house is not
just a collection of bricks and mortar. Rather it is a scheme of recurrence, a system; and the
systematic is grasped inasmuch as I can grasp what a house s, what it is used for, and so on.
Knowing what a house is used for, I can set up criteria for house-buying. I could even devise
house-buying precepts. However, there is no one-to-one correspondence between such abstract
houses and real houses. The‘nonsystematic is grasped when it is realized that each individual

house is indeed individual and that its individuality may and should affect a house-buying

2 onergan, Caring about Meaning, p. 164.
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decision. More than that, each individual house is a collection of other schemes of recurrence
and is part of larger schemes of recurrence.” Clearly, not all these schemes can be distitled into
precepts or into exhaustive criteria.>* At some point, my choice of a house will have to be based
not just on an abstract understanding of houses, but also on this or that particular house’s ability
to fulfil a host of needs/desires. The precepts devised are, however, not beside the point.
Precepts, inasmuch as they grasp the systematic, can grasp what is intelligible in a
particular scheme of recurrence: a house, for instance. If my house-buying criteria are not
informed by such intelligibilities, I may find myself buying a house without a bathroom. But
the relationships between each level of the good, between each level of consciousness, are not
entirely systematic (nor could they be if there is to be any room for freedom). So precepts are
li[ﬁited. They cannot predetermine or deduce how a higher level of the good or level of
consciousness will sublate a lower. Otherwise, reductionism would be possible. For this
reason, precepts will not suffice for making all moral decisions. House-buying is not the sole
nor the most important thing in the world, and house-buying precepts cannot accommodate this
(they can help ybu decide how to buy a house but not whether you should buy a house; they are
about means, not ends). Another kind of criterion must be used, and that criterion is
teleological. It concerns real value, which is apprehended via our exercising of evaluative
structure, which accords a crucial role to feelings, and which operates in two directions: from
below upwards and from above downwards, the latter direction being unsystematic vis-a-vis

lower levels.

BFor a discussion of such links, see Kenneth Melchin, "Moral Knowledge and the Structure of Cooperative
Living,” pp. 500ff.

*Indeed, while each scheme of recurrence can be understood in terms of systematic relationships, the
overlapping of schemes of recurrence is often coincidental, or nonsystematic.



Conclusion 366

Policies are about systems, but they are not precepts. They reflect past judgements,
which indicate which desires were pertinent, which goods of order were selected and why, but
policies leave the construction of a valuable good of order as the task-to-be-done. In a sense,
policies reflect judgements of our past apprehension or non-apprehension of value: they embody
an above downwards approach. And yet a policy that is not or cannot be implemented is of little
use, so policies require creativity, they require a below upwards response. Policies must be able
to direct choices, to direct implementation, otherwise there end up being paralle! or hidden
agendas: the stated policy is not the one actually being followed in day-to-day decision-making.
And yet, the reason we choose policies over precepts is due to the appreciation that not
everything pertinent can be factored in. Reality is allowed to make a difference. Thus effective
policies direct the creative response without limiting it. They represent a normativity that is not
exhaustive, but which is normative nonetheless. It is no accident that policies seem to do what
sublation does in evaluative structure, where higher level operations sublate lower ones without
destroying them.

All of this may sound too obvious and too simple. But it directly addresses contemporary
issues in ethics or meta-ethics. Charles Taylor, for instance, is critical of what he calls
"instrumentalism.” He warns that "an instrumental society, one in which, say, a utilitarian value
outlook is entrenched in the institutions of a commercial, capitalist, and finally a bureaucratic
mode of existence, tends to empty life of its richness, depth, or meaning."? A few pages later
he suggests that, if instrumentalism, disengaged reason, and expressivism are to be exposed as

wrong, a series of goods that underlie these negative charges must be accepted : "the recognition

Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self, p. 500.
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of some intrinsically valuable purpose in life beyond the utilitarian; expressive unity; the
fulfilment of one’s expressive potential; the acknowledgement of something that is more than
instrumental meaning to the natural environment; a certain depth of meaning in the man-made
environment."® To put words in his mouth, a totally below upwards approach cannot attract
us in the end: for "a total and fully consistent subjectivism would tend towards emptiness:
nothing would count as a fulfilment in a world in which literally nothing was important but self-
fulfilment."? But it should also be noted that were it not for desire, for a dynamism towards
setf-fulfilment, the importapce of anything would be moot.

The solution should be clear. The answer to our society’s instrumentalism, to our ability
to disengage our reasen, and to our mistaken thinking that values are equatable with extroverted
desire (expressivism) is not to abandon the operations that make choosing possible, that allow
for a consideration of abstract principles and goods, that give prima facie value to the desires
that we just happen to have. Rather, the answer is to appreciate that these operations must be
given direction, and that they can be given direction in the way that this dissertation has
suggested: not mechanistically or procedurally (for that is part of the problem and it tends
towards rationalization), but via a transformation or sublation of each lower evaluative level by
higher evaluative levels, and ultimately via grace. Economics and economic systems, for
instance, as instrumental and utilitarian as they are, are still necessary; but for us to have a good
economic system requires that our economic relationships and systems be judged not by

economic criteria, but by economic criteria as they are sublated by other concerns. For those

SIbid., pp. 504-5.
Tbid., p. 507.
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concerns to make a difference, they must find expression in terms of effective policies that
sublate economic activities. Without such policies, we should not be surprised to find ourselves
living a life emptied "of its richness, depth, or meaning."® For that describes aptly what lite
is like when lower levels of consciousness are not sublated by higher, when evaluative structure
is truncated at the third (or even the fourth) level.

In the end, the questions are whether the above downwards dynamism can actually
sublate evaluative structure, whether it can direct us towards ultimate value; whether it does so
not in spite of our evaluative operations, but precisely through our evaluative operations;
whether we need to give some thought to how we can build sublation into our social structures;
whether one of those ways is actually to become involved both in prophetic critiques and in the
hard work of engaging the political process and coming up with policies that really can direct;
whether the above downwards dynamism can be effective, say, even in guiding our house-
buying. Such questions are not answered in any a priori fashion. The answer is as concrete as

- - . 4 - e . U
the dynamism towards value, and it is to be found not so much in the identification of the good

as in its performance in history.

#Tbid., p. 500.
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The is-ought Problem

The is-ought debate, begun by Hume’s now-famous critique of vulgar forms of ethics,’
has been something of an enduring puzzle in ethics. Throughout this dissertation, it has been
suggested that the relationship between our understanding of the way things are and our
evaluations of the way things ought to be may profitably be approached in terms of the complex
ways in which the dynamic structure of cognitional operations relates to the dynamic structure
of evaluative operations. To add weight to that suggestion, a very quick survey of some of the
more celebrated attempts to bridge the gap between the is and the ought will be considered, for
each of them suggests that the reason why we have let ourselves be stymied by the is-ought gap
is that we have not focused on the structures of cognition and evaluation, preferring to focus on
one or twé operations instead.

It has already been noted that Kant eschewed basing moral principles on feelings.? Nor
did he think that moral principles could be based on the structures of community. Hardly, for
it should be the other way around. Thus the first and second levels of evaluative structure,
desiring and projecting hypothetical goods, were not part of the good. Instead, the good was
defined in cognitional (as opposed to evaluative), third-level terms of facts about duties. Duty

was real, even if it could not command the will.

'See David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Books Lud.,
1969), p. 521.

Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, pp. 109-110, §90, §91.
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G. E. Moore argued for the simplicity of the good,“'coining the term "the naturalistic
fallacy.” In his Principia Ethica, he argued that we can make moral arguments so long as we
begin with moral precedents, but there is no moving from non-ethical to ethical concepts. To
do so would have required adding (or so Moore thought) an unobservable normativity to the
descriptive. That addition, being unobservable, had to be meta-physical, and so was rejected.
Moore was correct to insist that we cannot simply jump from description to moral judgement
(from the second or third cognitional levels to the third evatuative level), but he was not correct
to think that normativity is not empirically verifiable or that concepts are not themselves the
product of normative operations (even Moore’s nominalism cannot be justified without recourse
to normative and evaluative operations). That said, Moore’s critique points to the importance
of fully differentiating both cognitional and evaluative structures, if only to avoid illegitimate
leaps from one structure to the othéi-.

Emotivists, in arguing that ethics is not grounded in facts, have opted for the ought side
of the is-ought gap. What they have actually opted for is one evaluative operation at the expense
of other cognitional and evaluative operations. As A.J. Ayer wrote, "in every case in which
one would commonly be said to be making an ethical judgement, the function of the relevant
ethical word is purely ‘emotive’."* Emotions clearly exist, and though, as Wittgenstein argued,
there are problems with verifying emotional states, the emotivist emphasis on feelings gave
ethical statements a clear role, if only in terms of expressing approval and disapproval and

arousing feelings. Many have criticized the emotivist position, so there is little point to adding

3G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960), ch. 1.
“A. 1. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (London: Gollancz, 1950), p. 108.
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to that debate, other than to note that emotivists completely collapse the structure of evaluation,
and that some criticisms of emotivism end up factoring out the ethical role of feelings entirely
(an example of which were the works of John Finnis considered earlier). Both Lonergan’s
approach and the expanded approach presented in this dissertation allow that feelings have a
hugely important normative role to play in ethics: they express approval and disapproval, they
channel and give weight to our desires, they tell us whether our desires are fulfilled or
unfulfilled, and they arouse other people’s feelings. But they do such things not on their own,
but as an integral part of larger structures of cognition and evaluation, as part of a larger
structure of intentional human consciousness. Moral judgements do not simply express feelings,
they express evaluations, in which feelings play a role.

Others have suggested that the is-ought problem can be overcome by noting that is
premises contain implicit ought premises. The whole question of value-free science, of
objectivity, is thus raised. It is just too implausible, as Michael Polanyi has pointed out, to think
that scientific knowledge is not accounted for and reflective of the research interesis, the funding
priorities, the assumptions and world-views of scientists.® That said, it would be pushing things
too far to suggest that there can be no distinctions between facts and values, just as it would be
an exaggeration to think there were no links. Again, a critically developed Lonerganian
appreach suggests that knowing and evaluating are normative processes linked at every level,
but leading to different types of judgements: judgements of facis and judgements of values. This
distinction is part of what distinguishes Lonergan’s work in Insight from his work in Method,

and it is a distinction that arguably eludes those deontologists who still want to state moral facts.

$Michael Polanyi, Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1962).
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Similar to the implicit premises approach is the idea of value-permeation. The suggestion
is that our economic principles and theories are inextricably linked to normative assumptions
about the goals of an economy, private property, efficiency, predictability, and so on.” There
is truth to the position, but it too is an exaggeration if it is suggested that all facts are actually
values in disguise. It may be true that the cost of a pound of bananas is not just a factual
matter, that it reflects such value-laden assumptions and relationships as the suitability of
consuming bananas in less temperate climates, the inequalities of North-South relations, the link
between export-led economic activity to pay off debts at the cost of feeding one’s own people,
the reach of transnational corporations, etc. But none of that takes away from the fact that
bananas verifiably cost X, or from someone realizing that if bananas were to cost thirty times
as much, fewer people would buy bananas. It would appear that what is needed is not
arguments about "whether” but "how" values affect our knowing. Lonergan’s analysis of bias,
Doran’s elucidation of the psychic level of consciousness, Melchin’s focusing on how facts about
social processes are part of the good, an understanding of the interplay between knowing and
evaluating at every level—all of these can explain how value permeation need not undo so-cailed
objectivity, and how objectivity can indeed be appreciated as authentic subjectivity. Objectivity
consists not of an intense and accurate looking at things in an unbiased .manner, but of working
with the normativity of intentional human consciousness, which intends what is, what can be,
what should be, etc.

Others have addressed the is-ought problem by admitting that no ought conclusions can

be entailed by is premises. Instead, they suggest that ought conclusions may follow from is

SFor a discussion and critique of such suggestions, see Fritz Machlup, Methodology of Economics und Other
Social Sciences (New York: Academic Press, 1978), pp. 113-5.
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premises in some other way.” John R. Searle suggested that some ought conclusions may be
“entitled” to be held on the strength of is premises,® but there are huge gaps in Searle’s analysis,
for it would seem that to say that a conclusion is entitled is to say that the argument warrants
it. But this is the question in the first place: how can factual arguments warrant an ought
conclusion without there being ought premises? Searle’s more promising approach, propounded
in the same article as his entitlement suggestion, recommended that a distinction be made be-
tween Anscombian brute facts and institutional facts: "That a man has a bit of paper with green
ink on it is a brute fact, but that he has five dollars is an institutional fact."® Such facts as
concern games, relationships, societies, politics, economics—all of these facts exist within a con-
text of rule-governed behaviour—in the context, that is, of norms. However, such rules are all
hypothetical: they implicitly state that if these are the rules, then these are the rules: some sorts
of behaviour will be recommended by the very fact that the context is rule-governed. Thus, for
instance, unless there were some other factor involved, there is a reasonableness to thinking it
not good to work hard for thirty straight days at a job you did not like, and then to burn your
wages. In more Kantian terms, the value of money is analytic in money. In Searle’s terms, the
institution of money entitles one to make certain conclusions about its proper use. I[n more
Lonerganian terms, such institutional facts are part of the intelligible field of choice, which is
the good of order. But ethical normativity does not lie in these institutional facts alone. What
Searle missed is how desires, order, and value judgements interrelate—the structure of

evaluation.

70n whether there can be a special kind of inference in ethics, see R, M. Hare, The Language of Morals
{London: Oxford University Press, 1964), pp. 44-55.

®john R. Searle, "How to Derive *Ought’ from *Is’," The Philosophical Review 73 (1964), p. 43-58.
*Ibid., p. S5.
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Other approaches could be identified.® Some involve complex modal logic: but if the
previous examples are taken as characteristic, the same result obtains: different approaches to
the is-ought problem can be analyzed in terms of which parts of cognitional and evaluative
structure are emphasized, and they can be criticized in terms of whether they include all the
operations involved in the interplay between the two structures.

This, then, expands on Frederick Crowe’s insight that it "is the dynamism |of human

consciousness] as operational that creates our ‘ought’....""" That "dynamism as operational" is

WSee, for example, B. H. Baumrin, "Is There a Naturalistic Fallacy?" American Philosophical Quarterly S
(1968), pp. 80ff; Roy Bhaskar, The Possibility of Naturalism (Brighton: The Harvester Press, 1979); Max
Black, "The Gap between ‘is’ and ‘should’," The Philosophical Review 73 (1964): 165-181. Also in The fs-
Oughr Question, edited by W. D. Hudson (London: Macmillan, 1969); Joseph Cassidy, "The [S-OUGHT
Problem and the Ground of Economic Ethics," Ethics and Economics, Masudul Alam Choudhury, ed. (Hull:
Barmarick Publications, 1995), pp. 92-149; "Negative Dialectics, the [S-OUGHT and Green Theology,”
Theology in Green 10 (October 1993), pp. 30-40; Hector-Neri Castafieda, "On the Conceptual Autonomy of
Morality,” Nous 7 (1973), The Structure of Morality (Springfield, Ilinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1974), and
Thinking and Doing (Dordrecht-Holland: D. Reidel Publishing Co., 1975); Cynthia Crysdale, "From ‘Is’ to
‘Ought’: Kohlberg, Lonergan, and Method in the Human Sciences,” Laval théologique et philosophique 43
(1987), pp. 91-107; M. C. Doeser and J. N. Kraay, Facts and Values (Dordrecht: Martinus Nijlioff Publishers,
1986); William K. Frankena, "The Naturalistic Fallacy," Mind 48 (1939): Newton Garver and Peter H, Hare,
eds, Naturalism and Rationality (Buffalo: Prometheus Books, 1986); Stuart Hampshire, “Fallacies in Moral
Philosophy,” Mind 63 (1949), pp. 466ff; Mary Hesse, "Cosmology as Myth," Concilitm 166 (1983):
Cosmology and Theology, edited by David Tracy and Nicholas Lash, pp. 49-54; W. H. Hudson, ed., The Is-
Ought Question (London: Macmillan, 1969); James L. Hudson, "Subjectivization in Ethics." American
Philosophical Quarterly 266 (July 1989), pp. 221-229; Graham MacDonaid and Crispin Wright, eds, Fact,
Science and Morality: Essays on A. J. Ayer's Language, Truth and Logic (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1987);
Peter Brian Medawar, Induction and Intuition in Scientific Thought (Philadelphia. American Philosophical
Society, 1969); James H. Olthius, Facts, Values and Ethics {Assen: Van Gorum & Co., 1968); Lionel Robbins,
An Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic Science (London: MacMillan, 1948); Dennis Rohatyn,
The Reluctant Naturalist (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1987); Shukla Sarkar, Epistemology and
Ethics of G. E. Moore: A Critical Evaluation (Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press, 1981); William H.
Shaw, "Relativism and Objectivity in Ethics," Morality and Moral Controversies, ed. John Arthur (Englewood
Cliffs NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1981), pp. 31-50; K. S. Shrader-Frechette, Risk and Rationality: Philosophical
Foundations for Populist Reforms (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991); Richard J. Soghoian, The
Ethics of G. E. Moore and David Hume: The Treatise as a Response to Moore's Refutation of Ethical
Naturalism (Washington: University Press of America, 1979); James D. Wallace, "Theorizing about Morals,"
Nous 25 (April 1991), pp. 176-183; Jennifer Welchman, "G. E. Moore and the Revolution in Ethics; A
Reappraisal," History of Philosophy Quarterly 6:3 (July 1989), pp. 317-329; Charles Wilber and Roland
Hoksbergen, "Ethical Values and Economic Theory: A Survey,” Religious Studies Review 12:3/4 (1986), pp.
208-214.

UErederick Crowe, Old Things and New: A Strategy for Education (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985), p. 54.
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evaluative structure, and the relationship between the is and the ought is the relationship between

the structures of cognition and evaluation as they operate together.
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