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I
CONTEMPORARY PHILOSOPHERS who accept meta-

physics as an authentic noumenal science and who do

not restrict it to the merely phenomenal as Kant did,
have been much concerned with the question of the explicitation
of the nature and method of metaphysics.

The extraordinary progress made by the natural sciences has
served to awaken philosophers to a much keener realization
of the place of method in scientific inquiry of all kinds, as well
as of a new awareness of the intimate relationship obtaining
between a science and the method according to which it
develops and evolves.

Yet, whatever the reason, the facts are there for all to see;
the contemporary metaphysician is genuinely concerned with
the method and nature of his own science. He is resolutely
endeavoring to explain as concretely as possible what that
method is. He very badly wants a profounder understanding
of what the metaphysician does when he metaphysicizes, how
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he does it, and how his procedure differs from the manner of
inquiry of any other type of scientist.

Numbered among these is a group of highly distinguished
philosophers, who, despite individual differences which mainly
concern points of emphasis, employ a philosophical method
which they term “ transcendental.” This group includes such
eminent philosophers as Karl Rahner, J. B. Lonergan, J. B.
Lotz, Emerich Coreth, and André Marc, to mention those who
are perhaps better known.' All of these classify themselves
in a rather general way as followers of St. Thomas Aquinas,’
and in a yet more specific way locate themselves within the
philosophical movement initiated by Joseph Maréchal.?

The term, “ transcendental method,” which is used by these
philosophers to describe the metaphysical method they employ,
has been borrowed from Kant.* As they use the phrase it
refers to the transcendental reflection employed by the intellect
by which it comes to an explicit knowledge of its own nature.®

1 The views of these philosophers are developed especially in the following works:
K. Rahner, Geist in Welt. Zur Metaphysik der endlichen Erkenntnis bei Thomas
von Aquin, 2. Aufl. (Miinchen, 1957); J. B. Lonergan, Insight. A Study of Human
Understanding, 2nd edition (London, 1958); J. B. Lotz, Das Urteil und das Sein.
Eine Grundlegung der Metaphysik (Pullacher Philos. Forshungen II) (Pullach bei
Miinchen, 1957); E. Coreth, Metaphysik. Eine Methodish-Systematische Grund-
legung (Innsbruck, 1961); A. Marc, La dialectique de Uaffirmation. Essai de
métaphysique reflexive (Brussel-Paris, 1952).

? K. Rahner has this to say in the foreword of the second edition of his Geist
in Welt: (Though the original edition appeared in 1939, the foreword to the 2nd
edition was written in 1957.) “ Wenn Pierre Rousselot und Joseph Maréchal
vor allem angefiirt werden, so soll damit betont sein, dass diese arbeit sich dem
Geist ihrer Thomas interpretation vorziiglich verplichtet fiilt.” p. 9. For E. Coreth’s
view cf. his Metaphysik, p. 12; and for J. B. Lonergan’s view cf, his article,
“ Metaphysics as Horizon,” Gregorianum, XLIV, 1963, p. 318.

® Maréchal develops his theory of the transcendental method of metaphysics in
the fifth Cahier of his monumental study: Le Point de Départ de la Métaphysique
(Bruxelles, 1949).

“ Coreth states: “Die Reflexion auf vorgingige Bedingungen der Moglichkeit
eines Erkenntnisvollzugs heisst seit Kant transzendentale Methode: ‘Ich nenne
alle Erkenntnis transzendental, die sich nicht sowohl mit Gegenstiinden, sondern mit
unserer Erkenntnishart von Gegenstéinden, insofern diese a priori méglich sein soll,
beschiftigt*.” (Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, B 25), Metaphysik, p. 69.

® K. Rahner has this remark concerning his own position: “. . . the transcendental
reflection upon the conditions for the possibility of knowledge, i.e., upon the
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The purpose of this present study will be twofold: 1) to
inquire after the manner in which the transcendental method
explains the origin and development of the science of meta-
physics, i.e., the psychogenesis of being, and 2) to offer a
reasonably thorough critique of the transcendental method.
Owing to the complexity of the question, our attention will
be restricted almost entirely to but two contemporary ex-
ponents of the transcendental method, namely, Frs. Karl
Rahner and Emerich Coreth. Finally, of these two, Coreth’s
views will receive the greater share of our attention.

The Position of Karl Rahner

Through his notion of transcendental reflection Rahner
wishes to underline the strictly immaterial nature of the subject
of metaphysics, common being, which, as common, is not found
in the singular world of existents but which transcends all of
the limitations of those objects empirically given to the intellect
through the mediation of the senses.® By such a reflection the
intellect can, according to Rahner, return fully to itself, and
thus, transcending space and time, communicate interiorly with
itself as spirit.

By its act of self-reflection, then, the intellect is freed from
the conditions of the empirical “now,” and the possibilities
of the evolution of a transcendingly real science are revealed
to it. In short, by reflecting upon itself in act, the intellect
discovers the unlimited horizon of being, and with this dis-

natura intellectus, as St. Thomas expresses it, and of which we have been treating
above, is precisely, according to our way of looking at it, what St. Thomas, in
the place cited, calls the supra seipsum reflecti of the intellect.” * Truth in
Aquinas,” Continuum, II, 1, 1964, p. 70.

8 “ Damit is auch die grundlegende Anweisung dafiir gegeben, wie fiir Thomas
Metaphysik vom Menschen betrieben werden kann. Sie ist weder im vulgiren
Sinn “ realistisch ” oder “ inductiv,” weil fiir ihre Mdglichkeit das Iumen intellectus
agentis entscheident ist; sie besteht anderseits, weil dieses lumen die apriorische
und nur formale Bedingung der Gegenstindlichkeit der Welt ist, nicht in einer
Schau eines metaphysischen Gegenstandes, etwa des Seins als solchen, sondern
in der transzendentalen Reflexion, auf das, was in der Erkenntnis der Welt, in der
Bejahung der physica mitbejaht wirt.”” K. Rahner, Geist in Welt, 2 Aufl,
pp. 397-8.
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covery the possibility of the science of metaphysics is first
grasped.”

It was Kant who first initiated the “transcendental reflec-
tion,” but, we are told, because he did not carry his reflection
beyond the finite knowing subject to its natural term, being
as such, he failed to reach the unlimited horizon of metaphysics.
His failure to carry the reflection to term forced him to forfeit
the possibility of grounding metaphysics as a science.®

The Position of Emerich Coreth

Emerich Coreth also numbers himself among the contempo-
rary philosophers following the lead of Maréchal. According
to Coreth, the irreversible and absolute starting point for the
critical establishing of the unlimited horizon of metaphysics
is the question.® An elementary foreknowledge (Grundwissen,

7 “ Since the time of Kant reflection on the previous conditions of the possibility
of knowledge had been called °transcendental’ reflection or the transcendental
method in metaphysics. Unfortunately Kant stopped with the finite subject and
therefore never reached an absolute horizon of knowledge and being. He remained
forever enclosed within the boundaries of the finite. Therefore metaphysics remained
for him impossible. Metaphysics is only possible if, going against and beyond
Kant, we can show that our previous a priori knowledge is a knowledge of being
as being within the unconditioned horizon of being. To prove this is the goal of
the Maréchal-Rahnerian philosophy.” Kenneth Baker, S.J., “ Rahner: The Tran-
scendental Method,” Continuum, 11, 1, 1964, p. 56.

8« Erst von Kant stammt der Name und der methodische Einsatz transzentend-
talen Denkens, das den empirischen Erkenntnisvollzug aus seinen apriorischen
Bedingungen begreifen will. Doch geht Kant nur ziiruch auf das endliche Subject,
ohne dieses noch zu iibersteigen. Er kann daher das Object nur bezogen auf die
Relativitit des endlichen Subjects verstehen und keinen absoluten Geltungshorizont
der Erkenntnis erreichen. Damit verschliesst sich ihm die Méglichkeit der Meta-
physik. Nur wenn sich Gegen Kant and iiber Kant hinaus—zeigen lisst, dass das
apriorische Urwissen ein metaphysisches Wissen um das Sein ist and den unbedingten
Horizont des Seins iiberhaupt-eréfinet, kann die metaphysik kritisch and methodisch
begrundet werden.” E. Coreth, Metaphysik: Eine Methodisch-systematische Grund-
legung ” (Innsbruck: Tyrolia-Verlag, 1961), p. 71.

® “ Der Anfang ist die Frage. Es ist ein Anfang, der jeden anderen, als moglich
angenommenen Anfang iiberhalt; denn jeder Anfang muss erst befragt werden,
ob er als Anfang mdglich und berechtigt ist. Die Frage selbst aber ist uniiberholbar
und voraussetzungslos.” Op. cit., p. 78. In establishing the question as the ground
of a critical metaphysics Coreth differs from Maréchal, Lotz, Marc and others
who, as he says, begin their metaphysical analysis with judgment. Ibid., note 11.
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Vorwissen) must precede every question. I cannot question,
Coreth says, unless I know something, however imperfectly.
My question reveals to me that my knowledge is imperfect,
and it indicates at the same time that further knowledge is
possible; it reveals, therefore, that what I question is knowable.

Of course, one can, Coreth allows, question one’s very act of
questioning, but this only underlines the fact that the question
is meaningful.’® Further, I note that my every question is an
inquiry after being, which I already know in a confused, i.e.,
unthematic way. Since, however, I question after being, I
realize that I do not know being in all its fullness. Metaphysics,
then, is the science which flows from my thematic understand-
ing first of the possibility, and second of the necessity of ques-
tioning or seeking after being. Hence, seeking after being
becomes known to me as the very condition of self-fulfillment.
It is the thematically conscious awareness of the nature of this
primordial quest that sets the metaphysician apart from and
above all other seekers."*

For Coreth, all other starting points of metaphysies pre-
suppose the question. The metaphysician’s horizon of being
(Seinshorizont) is opened to him through the mediation of the
question, and only the question, for every other starting point
is subject to questioning.”* The beginning of metaphysics is had

10 Ibid.

' “Wenn ich etwa frage nach dem Sein, diese Frage aber nach den Bedingungen
ithrer Moglichkeit befrage, so ergibt sich, dass ich nach dem Sein nur fragen kann,
wenn das Sein fragbar und fraglich ist d. h. wenn ich um das Sein schon weiss
(sonst kénnte ich noch gar nicht danach fragen), zugleich aber um das Sein noch
nicht voll und erschopfend weiss (sonst kénnte ich nicht mehr danach fragen).
Wenn sich aber das Sein—als Bedingung der Moglichkeit des Fragens nach dem
Sein—als fragbar und fraglich erweist, so folgt daraus deduktiv nicht nur die
Moglichkeit, sondern die Notwendigkeit, nach dem Sein zu fragen.” Op. cit.,
pp. 83-4.

12 “Als Anfang aber erweist sich die Frage nach dem Anfang selbst, die sich
jedoch reflecktiert zur Frage nach der Frage and so den weiteren Fortgang ver-
mittelt. Dieser offenbart das Sein als Bedingung der Frage; denn alles Fragen ist
ein Fragen nach dem Sein, das wir immer schon wissen und doch immer neu
erfragen miissen, ohne es jemals in begriefendem Wissen einholen zu kénnen.”
Op. cit., p. 95. Cf. also, p. 78.
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with the very question as to its beginning.* This question is
unquestionable and presuppositionless,** for, should an attempt
be made to question it, I find that I am only reinforcing both
the possibility as well as the necessity of questioning the
beginning of metaphysics.*® Hence it is, Coreth concludes, that
the question is critically the most radical starting point at all
possible.*® ;

Although Heidegger had already raised anew * the question
of Being ” (Seinsfrage) in his principle work, Sein und Zeit,""
Coreth traces his own present position regarding the systematic
investigation of the question as the methodological starting
point of metaphysics to the thought of Karl Rahner.® Yet,
at the same time, Coreth believes that his own approach goes
beyond Rahner’s position on two counts: 1) While Rahner
situates the beginning of the metaphysical encounter with the
questioning of being (Die Frage nach dem Sein), he situates
it with the questioning after the beginning itself (Die Frage
nach dem Anfang), in order that the very question after Being
might first be mediated. 2) Rahner did not derive the method
of metaphysics from the questioning after the beginning itself
(aus der Anfangsfrage) , while he himself does.*

Moreover, Coreth distinguishes his own understanding of the
transcendental method from the positions taken by Maréchal,

18« Die Frage nach dem Anfang gibt aber sich selbst die Antwort, indem sie
am Anfang nach dem Anfang fragt: Der Anfang ist die Frage nach dam Anfang.”
Op. cit., p. 96.

** “ Diese Frage ist fraglos und voraussetzungslos.” Ibid.

%« Wird sie in Frage gestellt oder nach Voraussetzungen befragt, so ist dies
eine neue Frage nach dem Anfang, die von neuem die Méglichkeit und Notwendig-
keit des Fragens nach dem Anfang setzt. Nach dem Anfang fragen kann und
muss ich jedenfalls. So erweist sich diese Frage als ein Erstes, das nicht weiter
in Frage gestellt werden kann und keines weiteren Ausweises seiner Méglichkeit
und Notwendigkeit bedarf.” Ibid.

*¢ “Die Frage ist der kritisch radikalste Anfang, der uberhaupt moglich ist.”
Ibid.

*7 The first chapter of Sein und Zeit is entitled: “ Notwendigkeit, Struktur und
Vorrang der Seinsfrage” (“ The Necessity, Structure and Priority of the Being-
question.”)

8 Op. cit., p. 99, note # 7.

*® Ibid.
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Lotz, Marc and others,” who begin their methodical inquiry
not with the question itself but rather with the act of judging.
According to Coreth, the judgment is subject to mediation by
other singular judgments, and hence it cannot constitute a
presuppositionless starting point for metaphysics.”*

A Preliminary Critique

Having examined the “ transcendental method ” as it is pro-
posed and defended by two philosophers following in the Maré-
chalian tradition, we are now faced with the somewhat formid-
able task of attempting to evaluate the transcendental method
as an authentic metaphysical method.

We will recall that the “ matter ” or content of “ the tran-
scendental method ” or “ transcendental reflection” (the two
expressions are synonymous), is, according to Coreth, the
“ question.” What the transcendental reflection claims to
accomplish is the thematization of the meaning of Being un-
thematically present in the very first acts of judging and of
questioning. The unlimited horizon of Being (Sein, esse) is for
Coreth virtually contained in any act of knowing, but a the-
matic or explicitized awareness of its unrestricted nature is
necessarily mediated by the transcendental reflection. Thus
“ the transcendental method  is nothing more or less than the
“mediating of the immediate.” It is the thematically fully
developed demonstration of the metaphysician’s knowledge of
Being (Sein). The transcendental reflection would make clear
that the basic structure of Being is already, i. e., immediately,
set forth in every complete intellective act as a preliminary
condition of the very possibility of our questioning and judging
whether or not something is** Thus “the transcendentally
grounded insight is a mediated immediateness.”

2 Op. cit., p. 78, note #11. 21 Ibid.

22“Die transzendentale Methode ist nichts anderes als die ¢ Vermittlung der
Unmittelbarkeit,’ d.h. der thematisch vollzogene Aufweis, dass ein metaphysisches
Wissen um Sein und die Grundstrukturen des Seins immer schon—also unmittelbar
—gesetzt ist und als vorgingige Bedingung der Moglichkeit unseres Fragens und
Wissens in deren Vollzug eingeht.” Op. cit., p. 233. Cf. also p. 93.

28«80 ist die transzendental begrundete Einsicht eine Vermittelte Unmittel-
barkeit *.” Ibid.
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To the extent that the ““ transcendental method ” rightfully
emphasizes the supremely intellective nature of the science of
metaphysics, we judge it to be beyond criticism.** Yet a
lingering doubt remains as to whether the use of the term
“method ” in this context may not be ambiguous and hence
questionable. Does what Coreth describes as the “ transcend-
ental method ” truly correspond to ““method” taken in the
strict sense as “a way of proceeding ”? Or, perhaps more
accurately, is it not possible that he employs the term
“method ” in a fundamentally ambiguous manner?

That our first knowledge of being is not the being of the
metaphysician is surely a point of common agreement. St,
Thomas stated this as his position on many occasions.”® Fur-
ther, it is agreed that mediation is necessary if we are to arrive
at a knowledge of being as being, of that common being which
is the subject of metaphysics.”® It is also clear that one will
only embark on this undertaking after he has somewhat con-
fusedly realized that there is something more for him to know.
In brief, one’s conscious quest after knowledge is the inevitable
result of his already knowing something, however imperfectly.
The realization of this quest will again somehow be formulated
in a “ question,” so that the metaphysician does indeed begin
his metaphysical investigation with a ‘ question.” *

4 St, Thomas does not hesitate to underline the intellectual dimension of meta-
physics. “TUnde et illa scientia maxime est intellectualis, quae circa principia
maxime universalia versatur. Quae quidem sunt ens, et ea quae consequuntur
ens, ut unum et multa, potentia et actus. . . . Unde restat quod in una communi
scientia hulusmodi tractentur; quae cum maxime intellectualis sit, est aliarum
regulatrix.” In Metaphys., Proem.

*® Ct. e.g., In 1V Metaphys., 1. 6, #605; Sum. Theol. I, q. 5, a. 2, De Verit.,
q. 1, a. 1, resp.

28 In Metaphys., Proem.

27 In striving to thematize the grounding of metaphysics one is not really pro-
jecting an hypothesis which he will later attempt to verify. Rather, it seems that
the presumption must be that metaphysics has in fact already been grounded. What
one is attempting to do is to move from the primordial metaphysical performance
to a clear unfolding of what “really took place.” Hence in this sense a search
for the starting point of metaphysies and its method is truly an “ historical inquiry.”
One is really attempting to “ explain ” what has already happened. The meta-
physical inquiry takes its beginning from a lived experience.
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However, is this not true of all branches and levels of knowl-
edge? Are not all scientists seeking, by reason of their pro-
fession as scientists, a more perfect and explicit knowledge of
the proper subject matter of their own science? Do they not
also proceed by questioning? Does not the question truly
mediate the immediate for them also? We agree with Fr. Loner-
gan that Coreth’s metaphysics is a brilliant achievement,” even
though we feel constrained to express reservation regarding his
method of thematizing being. Nonetheless Coreth has brilli-
antly outlined the several problems relative to the starting
point of metaphysics and has presented his own position with
the greatest precision and clarity.

Yet, as regards the method to be employed, we are inclined
to question whether he has given us a method which is singu-
larly metaphysical, which is specifically proportioned to the
nature of this transcendental science, and hence a method which
is truly unique. It is called indeed a transcendental method,
for its consists in a transcendental reflection, but why in truth
is it “ transcendental ”? What does the metaphysician do
methodologically that no one else does, and that no one else
can do? And if it be said that the method of metaphysics is
transcendental because it refers to the very horizon of being
and serves to thematize our knowledge of that which of itself
transcends all categorial limitation, may we not still ask how
the transcendental reflection, i.e., the intellect’s reflection on
the conditions of its own operation, is a reflection wholly
peculiar to metaphysics. May we not ask, for example, how
the transcendental reflection, as a method of metaphysics, is
related to logic? How it might differ from a merely logical
inquiry?

It also seems that one would experience difficulty in ex-
plaining how metaphysics differs from other real sciences, par-
ticularly mathematics, if a thematic grasping of the nature of
metaphysics is to be had through the type of a priori reflection
which Coreth considers sufficient to uncover the unlimited and

#® Bernard Lonergan, “ Metaphysics as Horizon,” loc. cit., pp. 807 & 317.
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unrestricted horizon of being. It would appear that for a
thematic understanding of the differences obtaining between
the methodologies of distinct sciences, one must go beyond the
consideration of the point of departure of the sciences and of
their proper subject, and also bring into consideration the
method employed in developing the proper subject of each
science. These notions are all, of course, intimately intertwined,
but explicitating one does not necessarily involve an explici-
tation of the others.

Thus, as we sought to point out in a previous article,”® St.
Thomas indicates that the metaphysician proceeds according
to a “rational method.” Nor does Aquinas stop here, but he
further clarifies the metaphysical method by explaining that
the metaphysician, and he alone, is privileged, because of his
subject matter, common being, to employ doctrinal logic and
to refer it to real being in the very same manner that the
logician employs it to refer to beings of reason.®

Here we have a statement which goes considerably beyond
the plain remark that the transcendental method thematizes
the unthematic, for it explains how this occurs and why. By
providing these further qualifications, precious in each detail,
St. Thomas permits us to grasp specifically how the meta-
physician mediates the immediate and to understand how his
manner of proceeding is distinct from the procedure of all other
“real ” scientists. In short, St. Thomas provides us with an
anatomy of metaphysical procedure which is considerably more
revealing than the assertion that the metaphysician employs
the transcendental method, that is, that he reflects on the
radical conditions of the possibility of his own knowing.*

2% “Logic and the Method of Metaphysics,” The Thomist, XXIX, 4, 1965,
pp. 341-395.

8 Cf. art. cit., pp. 856-57.

3 Tt is interesting to note that, despite these delicate precisions given by Aristotle
and St. Thomas on the method of metaphysics, Fr. Coreth is still able to remark:
“Likewise the question of the method of metaphysics has arisen only in the
modern era . . . the question was never raised [by Aristotle] about the basic method
of metaphysics, that method by which metaphysics, if possible at all, should
validate and build itself up in conformity with its own nature. . . . But even
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Thus the metaphysician is, according to St. Thomas, per-
fectly justified in formulating conclusions concerning the proper
subject of his own science which are drawn exclusively from an
analysis of the various modes of predication.*

The importance this remark has for the establishment of the
doctrine of the analogy of being alone is sufficient to underline
the central place of predication as regards metaphysical method-
ology, for the modes of predication simply follow the modes
of being.*® This it is possible to proceed to a further under-
standing of being by carefully attending to the modes of
intentional being, i.e., to the modes of predication.

Although the “ transcendental method ” does bear some sig-
nificant similarities to the “rational method ” St. Thomas
speaks of, nonetheless it appears to be overly concerned with
the Kantian epistemological problem to be able to serve as an
adequate and authentic metaphysical method.** The advocates
of the transcendental method are clearly striving to bring to
completion the task Fr. Joseph Maréchal first undertook,
namely, to answer Kant on his own grounds and in his own
terms. Hence it is understandable that they should lay much
emphasis on the grounding of a metaphysics and the estab-
lishing of its possibility before committing themselves to its
evolution and development. One can also appreciate how the
very grounding of metaphysics could possibly come to be iden-
tified with the use and application of the metaphysical method
itself.

with the great systematizer, Thomas Aquinas, these systems are more of a practical
and didactic nature, their aim being to present the subject matter in a meaningful
way. They contain no critical methodology; they do not start by explaining and
validating a method, nor do they advance by applying it in a strictly critical way.”
E. Coreth, “ The Problem and Method of Metaphysics,” International Philosophical
Quarterly, Vol. IIT, 2 (1963), p. 403.

82 Cf. the article quoted in note 29, pp. 364 ff.

8« Modi autem essendi proportionales sunt modis praedicandi,” In III Physic.,
1. 5, # 322,

¢, .. the transcendental way of thinking of the modern age is here to stay.
Henceforth it is impossible to study metaphysics in an uncritical ‘ objective ’ way,
impossible as well as inadvisable to ignore the modern period and to act as if the
modern approach to philosophy had never existed.” Coreth, art. eit., p. 411.



460 JAMES B. REICHMANN

Let us reemphasize, however, that there still remain striking
similarities between the “ transcendental ” and the “ rational ”
methods. Though he has not developed the point in any detail,
Fr. Coreth is keenly aware of the close affinity existing between
logic and metaphysics. He grants that this relationship between
logic and metaphysics is a question of extreme importance and
that it has received far less attention by contemporary philos-
ophers than it rightfully deserves.*®

Further, Coreth clearly states that the reductive-deductive
thought process, which constitutes the very essence of the tran-
scendental method, and through which metaphysics must tran-
scendentally ground and perfect itself, is a logical thought
process which occurs in accordance with the forms and laws of
logic.*®* Coreth also grants that logic is co-grounded in the
actual self-grounding of metaphysics.*” Here we would disagree,
therefore, with Lonergan’s contention that various levels of
critical evaluation must precede the grounding of metaphysics.®®
We believe that it is through the very grounding of metaphysics
itself, and only then, that “ Mythic Consciousness” and the
counterpositions originating in bias are revealed in their true
light and immediately dissipated. Thus we would contend that
it 1s through the mediacy of the metaphysical insight that the
knowing subject is first cleared of irrational conviction, and
that, consequently, there can be no valid critique of the know-
ing subject prior to the primordial metaphysical insight which
does not effectively beg the question, for no adequate norm
would then be available for conducting the critique.

8% Damit ist schon der Ansatz zur Ldsung eines Problems gegeben, das zwar
gewdhnlich wenig oder gar nicht beachtet wird, doch von grundsatzlichem Gewicht
ist: die Frage nach dem Verhaltnis zwischen Logik und Metaphysik,” Metaphysik,
p. 85.

3% “ Die reduktive deductive Denkbewegung, in der sich die Metaphysik tran-
scendental begrunden und Vollziehen muss, ist ein logisher Denk-process, der in der
Formen und nach den Gesetzen der Logik geschieht.,” Ibid.

87 “ Diesem Zirkel ist nur durch die Einsicht zu entgehen, dass im Vollzaug
der Selbstbegrundung der Metaphysik zugleich auch die Logik—als das formale,
in inhaltlichen Denkvollzug implizierte Element,—mitbegrundet wird.” Op. cit.,
p. 86.

8 Cf. “ Metaphysics as Horizon,” loc. cit., p. 818.
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The foregoing considerations, therefore, indicate a fairly con-
siderable area of agreement of viewpoint between the * tran-
scendental ” and “rational ” methods of metaphysics. Still,
significant differences remain, particularly, it seems to us, re-
garding the manner in which the science of metaphysics is
grounded, and the way in which the method of metaphysics
itself is employed. Indeed, the grave charge brought against
the * transcendental method ” by Gustav Siewerth seems, in
the main, justified.®

According to Siewerth, Maréchal has attempted to proceed
from a logical, potential notion of being to a metaphysical,
actual one.** Further, the Maréchalian transcendental method
transforms the knowing subject into the ground of reality, and
reality itself into the product of the judgmental affirmation.”
Lastly, Siewerth maintains that the pure Maréchalian concepts
are indistinguishable from the capacity or potentiality of the
receptive power, and that they have thus lost their analogical
structure. They are, he says, more formalized than univocal
being itself.** This leads him to conclude that “ Fichte, Kier-
kegaard and Karl Barth are thus the travel companions of
these neo-scholastic thinkers, brothers and heirs of the same
history.” #

These charges are grave indeed, and they appear to be aimed
not at Maréchal and Lotz alone but simply at all those en-
dorsing the * transcendental reflexion ” as the authentic meta-
physical method. This seems borne out by the fact that Coreth
expresses basic disagreement with Siewerth’s ecritique  of

* Cf. G. Siewerth, Das Schicksal der Metaphysik von Thomas zu Heidegger
(Einsiedeln: Johannes Verlag, 1959), pp. 227-262.

“ Op. cit., p. 237.

#“Nimmt man diese ‘akzidentelle Affektion’ und die rein begriffliche ¢ appre-
hensio,” der ‘ Directe Konzep’ von nur ‘allgemeinen Wesenstrukturen’ an, so ist
man allerdings gezwungen, den Weg der ‘ Substanz’ oder der ¢ Wirklichkeit ’ aus
dem auffassenden Streben oder dem Subjecktakt zu erzeugen und das Subject zum
¢ Grunde der Wirklichkeit,” die Realitit zum ¢ Produkt der Affirmation’ zu machen.
Das aber ist genau die Position des Idealismus. . . .” Op. cit., p. 289.

“2 Op. cit., p. 248.

3 Op. cit., p. 262.
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recent scholasticism since Maréchal,”* as well as by his
[Coreth’s] reaffirmation that the transcendental method alone
is capable of establishing in a critical, objective way the science
of metaphysics.*® A necessary corollary of this method is, Coreth
argues, that one begin the metaphysical inquiry by questioning
the possibility of a metaphysics and by reflecting upon the a
priori of the finite subject.*®

The Transcendental Method and an A Priort Notion of Being

The transcendental method rests on the sometimes rather
hidden premise that there is an a priori notion of being prior
to intellect’s knowing any particular being as being. It is this
very notion of being which makes possible the subsequent
singular judgment by which I affirm that “ this thing is.” On
this point Coreth is utterly explicit:

. . . previous to all empirical knowledge about particular beings
there is in me some basic knowledge of being. Whenever I know
something, I know that it “is” so. My knowledge refers to some-
thing which is. And every time I inquire about something, I ask
what it “is” and how it “is.” My question refers to something
which is. But how could I know that something is, how could I
correctly affirm that it is so, if I did not know beforehand the
meaning of “is,” if T had no knowledge of being and of the meaning
of being? And how could I even inquire at all about some existent
as to whether it is or what it is, if I did not always previously know
what being is and what it means.*”

* Cf. “ The Problem and Method of Metaphysics,” p. 405.

¢ Art. cit., p. 411.

8 Ibid., p. 412.

“TIbid., p. 414. The similarity between Coreth’s view and Martin Heidegger’s
is striking. Heidegger states in his Introduction to Metaphysics: “If we regard
the question of being as the first question in order of rank, should we ask it
without knowing how it stands with being and how being stands in its distinction
to the essent? How shall we inquire into, not to say find, the ground for the
being of the essent, if we have not adequately considered and understood being
itself? . . . Thus it transpires that the question ‘ Why are there essents rather
than nothing? > compels us to ask the preliminary question: ‘How does it stand
with being?’” Ralph Manheim, trans., Doubleday Anchor Book, p. 27. In
another place Heidegger states with equal insistence: “ For the much-vaunted
particular essent can only disclose itself as such insofar as we already understand
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Yet the being that is known prior to any knowledge of par-
ticular things is not, for Coreth, thematically known as un-
limited being, i.e., in its full sweep, for this fuller knowledge
comes only in the wake of a transcendental reflection and
deduction by which the mind becomes expressly aware of the
conditions of the possibility of its knowing this particular
thing.*®

Now it must be granted that the intellect does have a kind
of knowledge prior to its receiving any intelligibility through
the illumination of the phantasm. As an immaterial faculty,
intellect is primordially present to itself and thus possesses a
truly innate knowledge of itself as existing.** However, this
knowledge which the soul has of itself is not truly actual
knowledge but rather habitual. It is like the habitual knowl-
edge one might have of mathematics, for example, which at
a given time one is not using,*® though there is present a con-
fused awareness that one can make use of it. Consequently,
such habitual knowledge is extremely primitive and imperfect
and could not under any circumstances provide one with a
knowledge of “ what being is and what it means,” as Coreth
would seem to claim.”* The habitual knowledge of which St.

being in its essence.” Op. cit., p. 72. In this translation the German Seiendes has
been rendered “ essent” rather than being or a being.

8 Cf. Metaphysik, p. 84.

9« . . intellectus noster nihil actu potest intelligere antequam a phantasmatibus
abstrahat; nec etiam potest habere habitualem notitiam aliorum a se, quae scilicet
in ipso non sunt, ante abstractionem praedictam, eo quod species aliorum intelligi-
bilium non sunt ei innatae. Sed essentia sua sibi innata est, ut non eam necesse
habeat a phantasmatibus acquirere; sicut nec materiae essentia acquiritur ab agente
naturali, sed solum eius forma, quae ita comparatur ad materiam naturalem sicut
forma intelligibilis ad materiam sensibilem . . . Et ideo mens antequam a phantas-
matibus abstrahat, sui notitiam habitualem habet, qua possit percipere se esse.”
(De Verit., q. 10, a. 8, ad 1).

0% . . anima per essentiam suam se videt, id est ex hoc ipso quod essentia
sua est sibi praesens, est potens exire in actum cognitionis sui ipsius; sicut aliquis
ex hoc quod habet alicuius scientiae habitum, ex ipsa praesentia habitus, est potens
percipere illa quae subsunt illi habitui” De Verit, q. 10, a. 8, resp.; “. . . anima
est sibi ipsi praesens ut intelligibilis, idest ut intelligi possit; non autem ut per
seipsam intelligatur, sed ex obiecto suo. .. .” Ibid. ad 4um in contrarium.

2% And how could I even inquire at all about some existent as to whether it is
or what it is, if T did not always previously know that being is and what it means.”
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Thomas speaks in the celebrated passages in the Quaestio Dis-
putata De Veritate, (q. 10, a. 8), is totally impotent to fulfill
the demands the transcendental method places on it as an
a priori knowledge of being. In Coreth’s view this primordial
knowledge of being already is and must somehow be “ actual.”

This habitual, primordial knowledge provides the intellect
with no actual awareness whatever of its own nature. Its
appropriation of itself must yet be mediated by the other.*
It is only through such a mediation that the intellect is capable
of becoming aware even of its own immateriality.*® The reason
for this is that the human intellect, within the hierarchy of
intellectual beings, occupies the last place and is related to all
intelligible forms somewhat as primary matter is related to all
sensible forms.” For precisely the same basic reason, the human
intellect is incapable of giving expression to an intelligibility
of itself alone. It is no more capable of this than primary
matter would be of determining itself to any form whatever.
Because intellect is incapable of forming an intelligibility of
itself through which it might know its own nature and inner

“ The Problem and Method of Metaphysics,” p. 414. “. . . sicut non oportet ut
semper intelligatur in actu, cuius notitia habitualiter habetur per aliquas species
in intellectu existentes; ita etiam non oportet quod semper intelligatur actualiter
ipsa mens, cuius cognitio inest nobis habitualiter, ex hoc quod ipsa eius essentia
intellectui nostro est praesens.” De Verit,, q. 10, a. 8, ad 11.

52 “ Unde mens nostra non potest seipsam intelligere ita quod seipsam immediate
apprehendat; sed ex hoc quod apprehendit alia, devenit in suam cognitionem;
sicut et natura materiae primae cognoscitur ex hoc ipso quod est talium formarum
receptiva.” Ibid., resp.

58 Ibid.

B¢ %, . . sicut materia non est sensibilis nisi per formam supervenientem, ita
intellectus possibilis non est intelligibilis nisi per speciem superinductam.” Ibid.
“. .. quamvis anima nostra sit sibi ipsi simillima, non tamen potest esse principium
cognoscendi seipsam ut species intelligibilis, sicut nec materia prima; eo quod hoc
modo se habet intellectus noster in ordine intelligibilium sicut materia prima in
ordine sensibilium. . . .” Ibid., ad 6um in contrarium; “. . . anima non cognoscitur
per speciem a sensibus abstractam, quasi intelligatur species illa esse animae
similitudo; sed quia naturam speciei considerando, quae a sensibilibus abstrahitur,
invenitur natura animae in qua huiusmodi species recipitur, sicut ex forma cogno-
scitur materia.” Ibid., in 9um in contrarium. This is another way of saying that
subject cannot know itself as subject.
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structure,’® it is incapable of any self-knowledge prior to the
abstraction of an intelligibility from the phantasm,”® and this
notwithstanding the fact that, as an immaterial cognoscitive
power, it is already present to itself in a way which vastly tran-
scends the self-presence of any sensible form. For just this
reason the intellect’s quest for self-appropriation is an extremely
arduous one.*®

The Notion of Being and Agent Intellect

To circumvent this obstacle to an a priori knowledge of the
meaning of being the transcendentalists,”” who are anxious to
show that their understanding of the method of metaphysics
is not only not contrary to St. Thomas’s view but rather a com-
pletion and fulfillment of his position, seek justification for a
genuine a priori knowledge of being in their interpretation of
the nature and function of agent intellect. They readily admit
the foregoing remarks and analysis inasmuch as they refer to
the possible or passive intellect, but seek to point out that a
yet deeper understanding of the role of the agent intellect in
human knowing allows one a way out of the nearly total
impasse. By emphasizing the pure act, dynamic aspect of the

58a < .. cum mens intelligit seipsam, ipsa mens non est forma mentis, quia nihil

est forma sui ipsius; sed se habet per modum formae, inquantum ad se sua actio
terminatur qua seipsam cognoscit.” Ibid., ad 16um.

% “ Cum enim intelligimus animam, non confingimus nobis aliquod animae
simulacrum quod intueamur, sicut in visione imaginaria accidebat; sed ipsam
essentiam animae consideramus. Non tamen ex hoc concluditur quod ista visio non
sit per aliquam speciem.” Ibid., ad 2um in contrarium. “Sed qualis est natura
ipsius mentis, mens non potest percipere nisi ex consideratione obiecti sui . . .”
Ibid., ad lum in contrarium.

56« . . anima est sibi ipsi praesens ut intelligibilis, idest ut intelligi possit;
non autem ut per seipsam intelligatur, sed ex obiecto suo, . . .” ibid., ad 4um in
contrarium; “. . . scientia de anima est certissima, quod unusquisque in seipso
experitur se animam habere, et actus animae sibi inesse; sed cognoscere quid sit
anima, difficillimum est. . . .” Ibid., ad Sum in contrarium.

*TWe use the term, “ transcendentalist ” to identify those adopting the tran-
scendental reflection as the authentic metaphysical method. It is used without
the slightest hint of a pejoratative connotation. It merely seems the most satis-
factory way of identifying the philosophical movement set in motion by Fr. Joseph
Maréchal while avoiding withal clumsy and tiresome circumlocutions.
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agent intellect the transcendentalists hope to present a plausible
and perfectly consistent explanation of the source of the a priori
in human knowing which is yet fully compatible with St.
Thomas’s teaching of intellect’s universal dependence upon the
phantasm for its knowledge.

While it is true that Coreth has laid little stress on the
function of the agent intellect vis-a-vis the intellect’s a priori
grasp of being, this is not so true of his former mentor, Fr. Karl
Rahner. According to Rahner, the unlimited horizon of being
is available to the intellect through reflective deduction once
the agent intellect (active Geisteskraft) has effectively illu-
minated a phantasm. Being is not known thematically at this
point, yet, since the agent intellect exceeds in its iluminative
power the form of any and all singular, sensible forms, it is
against the expansive horizon of being, the agent intellect itself,
that whatever is known is known.*

Hence, according to Rahner, by reflecting on its own act
the intellect becomes aware thematically of the manner in
which it transcends the very object known and grasps itself
as the horizon within which all possible objects are to be
known.” Finally, agent intellect reveals itself in its dynamic
thrust (Hinbewegung) toward the totality of the objects them-
selves.® In this fashion Rahner concludes that agent intellect
possesses an a priori notion of being (Sein) which renders
intellect intelligible without its having to imagine an object
which transcends the object known, and without its having to
have grasped the totality of possible objects in themselves.**

58 “ S0 kann das Worauf des Vorgriffs, nur in der Gewustheit des Vorgriffs als
solchen selbst sich offenbaren, obwohl der Vorgriff sich nur thematisch machen
ldsst in der Angabe eines Worauf. Das heist aber nichts anderes als: Der Vorgriff
(und sein Worauf) wird gewusst, indem die Erkenntnis in der Erfassung ihreres
einzelnen Gegenstandes sich selbst als sich schon immer iiber ihn hinausbewegend
erfahrt, indem sie den Gegenstand so im Horizont ihrer méglichen Gegenstinde
erkennt, dass der Vorgrift sich in der Hinbewegung auf das Ganze der Gegenstinde
selbst offenbart.” Geist in Welt, 2 aufl,, p. 156.

5 Ibid.

% Ibid.

81« 8o hat der Vorgriff ein Sein, das ihn erfassbar macht, ohne dass er eines
vorgestellten Gegenstandes bediirfte iiber den Gegenstand hinaus, zu dessen Ver-
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Thus, if we have understood him correctly, Rahner maintains
that it is impossible for one to grasp being as such without
the simultaneous grasping of the form of a particular being.
However, in this simultaneous grasping of the form of the
material object and the unlimited horizon of the being of
intellect, there appears for him to be a kind of mutual priority.

By means of the particular form of the being determining
the intellect, the intellect is placed in act so that it can, by
reflecting upon its own act, discover the unlimited horizon of
its own possible field of activity. Nonetheless, according to a
certain priority of nature, it would seem that for Rahner the
unlimited horizon of being is realized before the particular form
is grasped, for it is only, it seems, in and through the tran-
scending, dynamic potentiality of intellect that the particular
form can be referred to and known as being; not indeed as
being as such but as this limited participation of being.

Whether or not Rahner might be said to accept this latter
qualification expressly is perhaps questionable, but it does
seem to be an accurate summary of Coreth’s position, who,
while making Rahner’s analysis substantially his own,*'* seems
to have articulated it somewhat more fully. Thus Coreth will
say: *“ The intellect can know the limited form in its limitedness
only if it first transcends these boundaries, thus reaching Being
itself.” ©> Further, we have already examined another passage
in which Coreth states: “Thus some basic knowledge about
being enters as a condition of its possibility, into every act of
inquiring and of knowing, into every act of thinking.” ¢

gegenstandlichung er geschieht, ohne dass das Ganze méglicher Gegenstinde in
seinem Selbst vom Vorgriff erfasst zu werden briiuchte.” Ibid.

812 Cf, Metaphysik, p. 534.

2 “ Er [der Geist] erkennt die bestimmte Form in ihrer Begrenztheit; dies kann
er erst, wenn er die Grenzen ubersteigt—auf das Sein.” Ibid., p. 530.

8% Art. cit., p. 414. A former student of Rahner, Father Kenneth Baker, has
summed up his own understanding of Rahner’s position regarding an a priori
knowledge of being as follows: “ We can only surpass the boundaries of experience
if they are already surpassed. Thought can only know particular being if it
already is open to being as such, and metaphysics is only possible if we already
have an openness to being as such in our daily experience. Therefore, we affirm
that a previous knowledge of existence is the condition of the possibility of any
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The foregoing considerations lead us to the conclusion that
the thematic clarification of being, which constitutes the very
core of any metaphysical methodology, thus follows one course
according to the transcendentalists and quite another according
to St. Thomas Aquinas.®* While avoiding the error of a dog-
matic and naive ontologism such as that espoused by Fichte,*
for clearly Coreth and the other transcendentalists vigorously
oppose such a position,* the transcendental method does, none-
theless, strive quite openly to ground a realistic and critical
metaphysics upon an a priori notion of being viewed as welling
up spontaneously from the dynamically oriented faculty of
the knowing subject, the active power of the human mind
or spirit.

Yet, the basic point at issue is not whether or not the intellect
may be considered as a ““ formal a priori principle of the spon-
taneous spirit,” ® for this it indubitably is, but rather to what
extent this spontaneously unconditioned principle can be and
is recognized as such in those preliminary acts of knowing
through a transcendental reflection on the conditions under-
lying the possibility of knowing itself.

Further, neither can there be any question but that the un-
limited horizon of the intellective faculty is an essential con-
dition underlying the possibility of any act of knowing a
particular being. The question at issue, however, is when and
at what point and how the mind actually grasps the reality of
these conditions. It is here that, in our opinion, the transcen-
dental method relies on an excessively intellectualist and

knowledge and that the denial of this previous knowledge really affirms it in the
very denial.” “ Rahner: The transcendental Method,” Continuum (Spring, 1964),
p. 56.

%% We do not fault the transcendentalist position simply because it happens,
as we feel, to disagree with the teaching of St. Thomas. Whatever our own views
may be regarding St. Thomas, we draw attention to the fact of this doctrinal
discrepancy precisely because the transcendentalists generally maintain their view
to be at least a legitimate development of St. Thomas’s thought.

¢ Cf. Coreth, Metaphysik, pp. 40 ff.

5 Cf. Rahner, art. cit., pp. 65-66.

¢ Ibid., p. 67.
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optimistic interpretation of the knowing powers of the human
spirit.
o

The Transcendentalist Position Revisited

While it may well already appear to the reader that the
transcendentalist position is pursuing a course other than the
one traced by St. Thomas, the very complexity of the problem
and the radical consequences following upon the manmer in
which it is resolved convince us that a more detailed analysis
will prove beneficial and perhaps even necessary, if the original
intent of this exposition is to be attained. Hence we will now
commence a more searching investigation of the transcendental
and rational methods, hoping thereby to effect a more striking
confrontation between the two approaches toward grounding
an authentic metaphysical method.

The Mediating of Immediacy

A factor which complicates the issue at hand and renders
our inquiry particularly difficult is the ambiguous manner in
which Coreth employs the term “ Being.” This can be seen
most clearly in those passages of his book where he gives a
description of the transcendental method. This method, he
says, consists in “a mediating of immediacy ” (Vermittlung
der Unmittelbarkeit) ** Coreth is quick to acknowledge that
this expression has been borrowed from Hegel, although by
it he understands something quite different than did the great
German idealist.®® In stating that his transcendental method
is nothing more than the “ mediating of immediacy ” Coreth
means that it is precisely in such mediation that the method
of metaphysics essentially consists.*® By “ mediating the im-
mediate ” he means the thematizing or explicitation of the-
already-given. It is, he says, “. . . the thematic, actuated proof

$* Cf. Metaphysik, p. 233.
8 Op. cit., p. 83.
* Op. cit., p. 233.
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that a metaphysical knowledge of Being (Sein)™ and the
underlying structure of Being is already, i.e., immediately,
expressed and is present as a preliminary condition of the
possibility of the fullness of our questioning and of our
knowing.” ™

Yet, how is this thematization effected? What new knowl-
edge does it afford? Somehow it must widen our vision of
Being. Coreth grants that there is in our primordial knowing
a knowledge of Being. Yet he insists that mediation is necessary
in order to show forth the “ pure positivity and actuality of
Being, which is incapable of setting itself any boundaries.”

Coreth maintains that the “ pure positivity and actuality of
Being which can set no boundaries for itself is already primordi-
ally and immediately, even if unthematically, known.” * He
further adds that “. . . this knowledge grounds each question
and judgment, rendering its performance possible, inasmuch
as it activates itself within the unconditioned and unrestricted
horizon of Being, grounding this horizon in the unconditioned-
ness and the unrestrictedness of the act of Being. Nonethe-
less a mediating proof is required through which the unthe-
matically known (Bekannte) first becomes thematically known
(Erkannte) ™

How does the thematic knowledge of Being differ from the
primordial unthematic knowledge, and how is the mediation
of the unthematic to the thematic accomplished? These two
questions, which Coreth never seems to answer satisfactorily,

" To indicate the nuance between the German Sein (common being) and
Seiendes (a being) we translate Sein as Being and Seiendes as being. It should
be carefully noted, therefore, that the term “ Being” alone never stands for God
or subsistent being, This terminology is surprisingly faithful to that employed
by Aquinas who never speaks of God as being merely (Ipsum esse) but who
always adds a modifier, such as subsistens, to indicate that he is not speaking of
common being, the subject of metaphysics. Thus, e.g., “Deus est ipsum esse
per se subsistens ¥ (Summa Theol. I, q. 4, a. 2, resp.). For Aquinas ipsum esse
alone is common being.

" Op. cit., p. 233.

™ Ibid.

8 Ibid.

™ Ibid.
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are the very questions the transcendental method must not fail
to answer if it is to win our acceptance. Further, one can only
have grave reservations as to whether these questions can be
truly answered within the Maréchalian context of an a priori
notion of Being, where the metaphysical investigation begins
with a clarification of the knowing subject dynamically re-
flecting on its own activity.™

Thus the claim is made that through the transcendental
reflection the conditions of the possibility of knowing are made
explicit to the knowing subject. Yet how precisely does re-
flexion mediate, and what are these conditions found to be?
They are that no question can be asked " or that no affirma-
tion can be made * save within the unlimited and unconditioned
horizon of Being. Something about Being in a restricted sense
is asked; something about Being in a restricted sense is affirmed,
and the conditions underlying the possibility of the question
or the affirmation are that the question or affirmation of Being
must ultimately have unrestricted and unconditioned meaning.”

There can be no doubt, of course, but what it is true that
every question and every affirmation do involve just such an
unrestricted meaning of Being. However, the problem, we
judge, 1s not here. Rather it lies in the explanation of how the
immediate is mediated, in explaining how “ the thematic medi-
ating of the mediated immediacy actually occurs.” ™ The
mediation is said to be accomplished by and through the tran-
scendental reflection (transzendentalen Riickgriff) which mere-
ly consists in the knowing subject’s becoming explicitly aware
of its a priori knowing structure and its unique manner of

75 ¢“ Since the real and dynamic activity of the subject precedes all objective
contents of knowledge and mediates them as contents of knowledge, we must start
our investigation from this activity. We must inquire into the conditions which
make it possible, and constitute its being, insofar as they are co-affirmed and
co-posited in the thinking activity, albeit implicity.” E. Coreth, “ The Problem
and Method of Metaphysics,” International Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. III,
p. 414.

"¢ This is Coreth’s view.

" Viz., according to J. Maréchal, A. Marc, J. B. Lotz.

"8 Coreth, Metaphysik, pp. 93-4.

™ Op. cit., p. 283.
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operating (Gesetzlichkeit) *° In effect, therefore, the themati-
zation Coreth speaks of, which is the result of the mediating
of the immediate, is identifiable with the intellect’s grasping
its own nature, with Self-fulfillment or actualization (Selbst-
vollzug)

How then does the intellect become aware of itself and of
its nature? How does it come to realize that it is a faculty of
Being? that its knowing occurs within the unrestricted horizon
of Being? that Being is that which it intends? Our contention
is that the intellect cannot come to an explicit knowledge of
itself and of its function simply by transcendentally reflecting
upon its own act of knowing some individual material object.
Rather we contend that the intellect can come to a thematic
knowledge of the unlimited and unrestricted nature of Being
only through a reflection simultaneously mediated by the
limited and restricted beings, which we progressively experience
sensibly as well as intellectually, and ultimately widening out
into the realization of the virtually unlimited actuality of each
limited being it knows or can know.

Let it be said at once, however, that we do not advocate any
form of “ perceptionism ” or “Super Look” which would
entail our seeing Being in the sensible thing. Such a view would
be nothing more than a crude caricature of the position ad-
vanced here® There can be no question but that Being is
grasped only in the intellect; outside of the intellect there is,
clearly, no intellectual operation. What the intellect sees or

3 Op. cit., p. 93.

8 Metaphysik, p. 93. Coreth’s Selbstvollzug, literally, fulfillment or actuation
of the self, self-realization, would seem to be a quite close approximation to what
Lonergan means by self-appropriation.” Regarding the latter, cf. Lonergan’s
Insight, p. 781.

82 Lonergan has accused Gilson with advancing a “ perceptionist” position,
though he grants that Gilson has not consistently held to his initial premiss, Cf.
“ Metaphysics as Horizon,” loc. cit., p. 316. While we have some reservations
as to the justness of Lonergan’s charge, we are not concerned here with a defense
of Gilson’s position, and much less are we prepared to identify the latter’s view-
point with our own. Regarding a fundamental diversity of opinion on an allied
question cf. our article: “Logic and the Method of Metaphysics,” loc. cit., pp.
392-93.
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understands, 1t must see and understand within itself. Thus, in
this sense we do not call for a perception of Being in the sense
data of experience. At the same time, however, if any clarity
in this matter is to be had, it must be recognized that, because
of the very nature of human intellectual knowing, an underlying
and persistent ambiguity accompanies every effort to speak
of the “ object ” of the human intellect. This is a point which
St. Thomas himself often adverts to, for, although intellection
is an immanent operation, its primary object is not the intelligi-
bility abiding within the intellect itself, to which the latter has
given expression, but rather the things themselves which exist
independently of the human mind.** Hence St. Thomas finds
nothing odd in the remark that, in understanding, the intellect
understands the material being outside itself, even though the
intellective act as such is wholly confined to the intellect as
the subject in which it inheres.®*

Thus, what we are presently calling for as a replacement for
Coreth’s transcendental reflection as a means of mediating the
immediate and bringing the intellect to a thematic realization
of the unlimited horizon of Being is an intellectual reflection
continually mediated by a progressively more comprehensive
grasp of the material existent as existing.

Although Coreth acknowledges the need for the “ clarifica-
tion ” of Being on the ground that in its initial performance of
questioning some fore-knowledge (Vorwissen) is always un-
thematically present as a necessary condition for the very
possibility of the question,® he simultaneously contends that
the intellect is capable of mediating itself through self-reflection.

834 Qi jgitur ea quae intelligimus essent solum species quae sunt in anima,
sequeretur quod scientiac omnes non essent de rebus quae sunt extra animam,
sed solum de speciebus intelligibilibus quae sunt in anima . . .” Summa Theol.
I, q. 82, a. 2, resp. and ad 1. “. .. visio intellectualis non terminetur ad aliquam
rei similitudinem, sed ad ipsam essentiam rei. De Verit, q. 10, a. 8, ad 2 in
contrarium.

882 Ibid.

8 < Nag Vorwissen wird in der Frage niemals thematisch gesetzt; thematisch
gesetzt wird das Nichtwissen und das Wissenwollen. Dennoch ist das Vorwissen
in der Frage jederzeit unthematisch mitgesetzt; sonst wire die Frage—als Frage—
nicht moglich.” Op. cit., p. 114,
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It is this self-mediation, a built-in property of the transcen-
dental method, that we find to be inconsistent with, and contra-
dictory to, the initial supposition that the Vorwissen was in
fact “ unthematic.” And here we return to our earlier claim
that we find the position of Coreth to rest on a basic ambiguity
concerning act and potency. If Being as unlimited and unre-
stricted is unthematically present in every question, then this
is merely another way of saying that it is present (from the
standpoint of knowing) only potentially.

The Ground of the Unthematic

Here a basic question must be raised which will at once
pinpoint the problem and aid in dissipating the equivocation
threatening to engulf the entire question. Namely, why is the
knowledge of Being in the initial question known only poten-
tially? It is precisely this query that Coreth, showing more
concern for the fact of knowing than for the reason behind it,
has failed to raise, with the result that one never quite knows
why the intellect begins in this way.

It is here that the radically dual character of the human
intellect is properly emphasized, for, unless the distinction be-
tween active and passive intellect and its significance is borne
in mind, there is no reason for maintaining that there is any-
thing unthematic whatever in the human intellective operation.
One cannot admit, as St. Thomas does, that there is a distinc-
tion between active and passive intellect without committing
oneself to a whole series of presuppositions and consequences
which have a profound bearing on one’s understanding of the
entire intellective process and consequently of the very psycho-
genesis of Being.

One of those consequences, which would seem to have a direct
bearing on the present question, is the delicate alignment of
complementarity which characterizes the operations proper to
both active and passive intellect. The agent and possible
intellects do indeed, in their operations, complement each other
in the most intimate and resourceful way and are hence
mutually dependent, since each intellect contributes to the
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intellective enterprise an operation wholly essential to a recep-
tive actuation on the immaterial level, mediated by the cor-
poreal world of beings which alone are immediately present
in man’s cognitive horizon.*

Indeed, so real is this mutual dependence that neither active
nor passive intellect is capable of operating at any time inde-
pendently of the other.®® Without receiving an intelligibility
from the external world through the abstractive operation of
the agent intellect, the possible intellect remains totally in
potency and thus knows nothing actually.®® On the other hand,
the agent intellect, which is continuously in act in an inde-
terminate way with regard to the forms of all material bemgs,
is, for its part, totally unreceptive of any determinate form
or intelligibility, since such is the operation proper to possible
intellect alone.®” The consequences of the foregoing view with
regard to the question of the thematization of Being are sig-
nificant. First of all, it is clear that it is never owing to a lack
of actuality on the part of the agent intellect that we do not
know, for the latter is always in act. Rather the cause of our
not knowing universal Being is to be traced solely to the
potential condition of the possible intellect, which the agent
intellect in turn is unable to actualize save through the medi-
ating function of the illumination of the phantasm.

Further, that the unique mode of understanding of the
human intellect might be fully appreciated, it is essential that
one recognize that, although the agent intellect is ever present
to the passive intellect, and although the agent intellect is

85« In omni enim actu quo homo intelligit, concurrit operatio intellectus agentis
et intellectus possibilis.”” De Verit.,, q. 10, a. 8, ad 11. “ Intellectus enim in actu
comprehendit et intellectum possibilem et intellectum agentem.” Quaest. Un. De
Anima, a. 5, ad 4.

852 Ihid.

86 ¢ Intellectus autem est vis passiva respectu totius entis universalis.” Summa
Theol. I, q. 79, a. 2, ad 3. “ Intellectus autem humanus, qui est infimus in ordine
intellectuum, et maxime remotus a perfectione divini intellectus, est in potentia
respectu intelligibilium, et in principio est °sicut tabula rasa in qua nihil est
scriptum,’ ut Philosophus dicit in ITI De Anima.” Ibid., resp.

87 « Intellectus autem agens non recipst aliquid ab extrinseco, sed solum intellectus
possibilis.” De Verit,, q. 10, a. 8, ad 11 in contrarium.
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continually in act with regard to material being,** the same
agent intellect is, nonetheless, never the direct object of the
cognitive act of the possible intellect.*® Indeed, were it so, we
would have an immediate, i.e., non-mediated, knowledge of
everything.®® Such knowledge, it may be presumed, none of us
is prepared to claim.

Now it is precisely because the agent intellect is not at any
time the object of the possible intellect that there is no pure
intuition of Being in human intellection. From this it follows
that the possible intellect can never “reflect ” on the agent
intellect as it is in itself but can know it reflectively only to
the extent that the agent intellect itself is made, through the
medium of the intelligible forms of material beings, present to
the possible intellect. We are faced here with a most profound
paradox which, it seems, lies at the very bottom of the whole
problem enveloping the psychogenesis of Being, namely, that
the agent intellect, which is always in act and which alone is
capable of rendering the forms of material beings actually in-
telligible to the possible intellect,” is itself actually unin-
telligible to the possible intellect save to the extent that it is
actively engaged in impregnating the latter with the illuminated
phantasm ultimately derived from sense experience.

872 The qualification of being by the term “ material ” is most important. Even
though the impression may sometimes be given that the agent intellect is in act
with regard to Being, there can be no question but that such an interpretation is
contrary to the mind of Aquinas, who states expressly that the agent intellect
does not encompass the entire horizon of Being “ Cum non sint in eo omnes
determinatae rationes omnium rerum.” Cf. Quaest. Un. De Anima, 5, ad 9. For
this reason the human intellect must somehow be united with God. Ibid.

8 “ Unde quantum ad id quod requiritur ad nostram considerationem ex parte
intellectus agentis, non deest quin semper intelligamus; sed quantum ad id quod
requiritur ex parte intellectus possibilis; quod nunquam impletur nisi per species
intelligibiles a sensibus abstractas.” Ibid.

8 Ibid.

?0 “GSed quia Aristoteles non posuit formas rerum naturalium subsistere sine
materia, formae autem in materia existentes non sunt intelligibiles actu, sequebatur
quod naturae seu formae rerum sensibilium, quas intelligimus, non essent intel-
ligibiles actu . . . Oportet igitur ponere aliquam virtutem ex parte intellectus, quae
faceret intelligibilia in actu, per abstractionem specierum a conditionibus materi-
alibus. Et haec est necessitas ponendi intellectum agentem.” Summa Theol.,
1, q. 79, a. 3, resp.
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Because this point is so crucial to our entire analysis of the
psychogenesis of Being, let us examine briefly a uniquely illu-
minating passage from the De Veritate where St. Thomas
focuses his attention on this aspect of the problem under con-
sideration, viz., the relation between the agent and the possible
intellect. Here St. Thomas is indicating the manner in which
the passive intellect becomes aware of the nature of the light
of the agent intellect. Since the remarks themselves constitute
an answer to an objection, it will be helpful first to review the
objection. The objector attempts to argue in a manner that
will very likely remind us of the argument employed by the
transcendentalists themselves, for he says: “Just as physical
light renders all bodies actually visible, so the soul through its
light renders all bodies actually intelligible. Yet corporeal light
is seen through itself, and not through any similitude of itself.
Wherefore, the soul does not understand itself through a simili-
tude, but through its own essence.” **

In replying, St. Thomas first distinguishes the manner in
which light is known through its essence. He states that cor-
poreal light is not seen through its essence save to the extent
that it becomes the cause (ratio) of the visibility of those
things that are visible, and to the extent that, as a kind of
form, it renders them actually visible.”® Just as, he says, the
form (species) of a stone is not in the eye, but rather its like-
ness, so is it impossible that the form of the light which is in
the sun is the same as the form of light in the eye.”

Applying this same distinction to the function proper to the
agent intellect he concludes: “ And in like manner the light of
the agent intellect is understood by us through itself to the
extent that it is the cause of the intelligible species by rendering
them actually intelligible.” ** In this passage St. Thomas surely
seems to state with all desirable clarity that the light of the
agent intellect becomes known only to the extent that it is

*1 De Verit., q. 10, a. 8, obj. 10 in contrarium.
2 Ibid. ad 10 in contrarium.

3 Ibid.

4 Ibid.
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“actually ” engaged in illuminating phantasms, and that the
depth and intensity of this illumination is directly proportional
to the perfection of the form of the material thing which the
agent intellect elevates to the level of actual intelligibility.

It can also be noted that this viewpoint alone fits in with
St. Thomas’s insistence, already examined elsewhere, that the
agent intellect can never be an “ object ” of our knowing but
must always be grasped obliquely through the intellect’s know-
ing something other than itself.”” Further, this account of the
matter is also consistent with one’s own psychological aware-
ness that it is impossible, in any act of knowing, to experience
actually the full sweep of one’s intellective powers. It accounts
for this experience because it explains why the intellect is never
thematically in act according to the fullness of its powers in
knowing any particular thing, and it recognizes that in its
present state there is no other direct object of the human
intellect save particular material things. Consequently, the
way to Being is afforded only by following the tortuous route of
negativity and separation. Thus the alleged shortcut to the
world of pure, unrestricted Being and the thematic grasp of
the nature of the intellect by way of the transcendental reflec-
tion is a route which merely leads to mythic consciousness.

This is why, then, if the intellect is to realize its own un-
limited power to become the other and to illuminate all material
beings, it must be led to this recognition through an antecedent
or prior grasping of the virtually unlimited resources of the
material things which it knows. Until the intellect thematically
uncovers the virtually pure act principle contained in the singu-
lar things it knows, and grasps the latter’s inner freedom from
limitation and restriction when taken in itself, it is incapable
of realizing the deepest meaning of Being, and hence it can
have no adequate understanding of its own inner nature as the

96« . ideo necesse est dicere quod intellectus noster intelligit materialia abstra-

hendo a phantasmatibus, et per materialia sic considerata in immaterialium ali-
qualem cognitionem devenimus, sicut e contra angeli per immaterialia materialia
cognoscunt.” Summa Theol. I, q. 85, a. 1, resp.
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faculty of universal Being.”® Thus, contrary to the claim of the
transcendentalists, it was quite proper for Kant to reject on
his own grounds the possibility of a science of metaphysics, for
the presuppositions of his inquiry into the origin of synthetic
a priori judgments did not allow him any possible access to the
unlimited horizon of Being proportionately mediated by a
noumenal reality distinct from the intellect itself. Any non-
noumenal appropriation of Being would have demanded for
Kant a critical apparatus by which mythic could have been
differentiated from non-mythic consciousness. Yet no such
critique could have been effected which would not simply over-
turn his previous distinction between the phenomenal and the
noumenal world and which would in effect already presuppose
that which he was seeking to inquire after, namely, whether
it was possible to distinguish between a mythic and an authentic

6 « Tntellectus [humanus] autem est vis passiva respectu totius entis universalis.”
Summa Theol. I, q. 79, a. 2, ad 3. The position here outlined is in sharp contrast
to that of Jean-Marc LaPorte, S.J., who would argue that, because the soul is
of itself actually intelligible, “ There is no need to pull an understanding of the
positively immaterial out of an experience of the exclusively material. . . .” Cf.
“ The Evidence for the Negative Judgment of Separation,” The Modern Schoolman,
XLI (Nov., 1963), p. 24, note # 22. Indeed, by looking upon the experience of
material being as an experience which is “exclusively material ” LaPorte would
even seem to deny the possibility of arriving at a metaphysical awareness of
Being by beginning with an analysis of limited material being. Because the esse
of created being is “. . . intrinsically limited by the essence in which it is received ”
(ibid.), he seems to feel that the only access to Being is through the intellect’s
reflecting on its own nature. At any rate, LaPorte looks upon any attempt to
disengage Being from its limited, material conditions as a futile exercise in
“ terminological dialectic.”

Yet, as indicated above, it is precisely for the reason that the esse of material
things is only virtually unconditioned that an elaborate process (terminological
dialectic?) must be patiently employed in order to disengage it from its formal
determination as well as from its material conditions. However, even here the
disengagement is only negatively achieved through separation, and this effectively
prevents the intellect from ever having an “ actual ” concept of Being as such.

To our way of thinking, to suggest, as LaPorte does, that the esse of material
things is beyond emancipation from material and determinate conditions leads one
dangerously close to the edge of “ essentialism,” for it would seem to imply a
denial that there is any principle at all within the material being that transcends
limited and material conditions. If such a denial is justified, whatever can be
the meaning of calling a material thing a being?
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consciousness of Being. If one wishes to ““ save ” the noumenal
world of Kant, one has little choice but to move in the direction
of Hume; if one prefers to authenticate the Kantian transcen-
dental world of the mind and the understanding, one has little
ultimate choice but to move in the direction of Fichte and
Hegel.

It is only by emphasizing that the notion of Being itself is
thematically clarified through the mind’s knowing material
beings precisely as beings that one can escape the radical con-
clusion of Heidegger that things are beings inasmuch as they
fall under the illuminating powers of Dasein. If the Seinsfrage
is answered “ transcendentally ” through Dasein’s reflection on
the conditions of the possibility of its own act of conferring
Being (Sein) on things, then the Being it thematizes can never
have any relevance apart from its own intellective act which
is itself originative of Being. In this case the mind would know
that something ¢s because it is known; yet Dasein could never
affirm that something is known because it is.

The Chthonic Element in Metaphysical Psychogenesis

The human intellect is an intellect because it faces toward
Being. It is a human intellect because of the characteristically
passive posture it assumes in facing toward Being. It is this
difference in Being-posture which undergirds the threefold dis-
tinction among intellects, namely, divine, angelic and human.*
While the divine intellect is in act with regard to all being,*
and the angelic intellect is always in act with regard to its own
proper intelligibilities, owing to its proximity to the first intel-
lect, which is itself pure actuality,” the human intellect, because
it is maximally distant from the perfection of the divine intel-
lect, is in potency with respect to all intelligibilities.'®® As a
consequence, every act of the human intellect, even that of self-
reflection, is of necessity mediated by an intelligibility derived

97 Cf. Summa Theol. 1, q. 79, a. 2, resp.
°8 Ibid.

°° Ibid.

190 Ibid.
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from the sensible world of singular existents. Wherefore, every
human intellective act essentially entails an entire panoply
of sense operations which, in their own way, amply mediate
the intellect’s grasp of common or universal being.***

It is this viewpoint alone which adequately accounts for all
the pertinent data of the human condition of knowing and
which gives a justifiable priority, in explaining the psycho-
genesis of Being in human intellection, to the body-soul relation-
ship, and thus it does not compromise the unique psychic role
played by the human body.*** In effect, all attempts to expli-
citate Being without a mutually continuing body-soul relation-
ship constrains one to adopt the neo-Platonic view that the
body constitutes little more than an unwanted hindrance to the
soul which of itself is oriented toward an ecstatic vision of
pure Being.

What must constantly be borne in mind is precisely that
which the philosopher is often so sorely tempted to overlook,
viz., that on all levels of human knowing there is found the
potency-act correlation wedded in one common performance.
Just as possible intellect is related to agent intellect as the
potential to the actual, so body is related to mind as potency
to act. The unequivocal result of this correlation is a mutual,
operative dependence so all inclusive and so delicately attuned
that neither body nor soul is capable of expressing itself in
act save in conjunction with its complementing act or potency.
It is precisely the body-mind relationship, which specifies
human knowing as human and which necessitates the illumina-
tion of the object of the intellect by the agent intellect ' and

101 ¢ Nunc autem non se habet ut obiectum, sed ut faciens obiecta in actu, ad
quod requiritur praeter praesentiam intellectus agentis praesentia phantasmatum,
et bona dispositio virium sensitivarum, et exercitium in huiusmodi opere, quia per
unum intellectum fiunt etiam alia intellecta, sicut per terminos propositiones, et
per prima principia conclusiones.” Ibid., a. 4, ad 3.

102 ¢« Qyhstantiae enim spirituales inferiores, scilicet animae, habent esse affine
corpori, inquantum sunt corporum formae; et ideo ex ipso modo essendi competit
eis ut a corporibus, et per corpora suam perfectionem intelligibilem consequantur;
alioquin frustra corporibus unirentur.” Ibid., q. 55, a. 2, resp.

108 « Necessitas autem ponendi intellectum agentem fuit, quia naturae rerum
materialium, quas nos intelligimus, non subsistunt extra animam immateriales et



482 JAMES B. REICHMANN

which, consequently, requires us to designate the human intel-
lect as a “ratio ” as well as an “ intellect.” Only an intellect
truly dependent upon a material world for its direct source of
knowledge can meaningfully be designated  rational.” ***

It is for these reasons, then, and for no others, that the
immediate object of the human intellect is not universal or
common Being but rather the being of corporeal things revealed
to the passive intellect through the illuminating power of the
agent intellect.'®® Because the passive intellect is totally in
potency to know prior to the reception of an intelligibility
deriving from material beings, and because further, the agent
intellect is never an object of knowledge of the passive intellect,
it follows that it is impossible for the passive intellect to
uncover the unlimited and unrestricted nature of Being simply
by reflecting upon the naked conditions of the possibility of
any single act either of questioning or of affirmation. In brief,
the so-called transcendental reflection is incapable of thema-
tizing the unlimited horizon of Being, even though that horizon
is indeed unthematically present in every limited act of ques-
tioning and of affirming.

What the proponents of the transcendental reflection call for
is an intellective intuition flowing from any actuation of the
passive intellect by inquiring into the conditions of the possi-
bility of that actuation. Thus an attempt is made, once the
passive intellect has been put in act in a limited way by the

intelligibiles in actu, sed sunt solum intelligibiles in potentia extra animam
existentes; et ideo oportuit esse aliquam virtutem, quae faceret illas naturas
intelligibiles actu. Et haec virtus dicitur intellectus agens in nobis.” Ibid., q. 54,
a. 4, resp.

104 « Intelligere enim est simpliciter veritatem intelligibilem apprehendere. Ratio-
cinari autem est procedere de uno intellecto ad aliud, ad veritatem intelligibilem
cognoscendam . . . Homines autem ad intelligibilem veritatem cognoscendam
perveniunt procedendo de uno ad aliud, ut ibidem dicitur; et ideo rationales
dicuntur.” Ibid., q. 79, a. 8, resp.

195 ¢ Dicendum quod obiectum intellectus est commune quoddam, scilicet ens
et verum, sub quo comprehenditur etiam ipse actus intelligendi. Unde intellectus
potest suum actum intelligere. Sed non primo; quia nec primum obiectum intellectus
nostri secundum praesentem statum est quodlibet ens et verum; sed ens et verum
consideratum in rebus materialibus, ut dictum est, ex quibus in cognitionem
omnium aliorum devenit.,” Ibid., q. 87, ad 1.
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intelligible form, to uncover the hidden foundation of that act
of knowing without having further recourse to new acts of
abstraction from the phantasm. The passive intellect is per-
mitted to actualize itself by an act of self-exploration into the
inner conditions of its knowing. What this means, as those
advocating the transcendental method readily acknowledge, is
that the passive intellect is enabled to obtain an imperfect,
although authentic, grasp of the nature of the agent intellect,
for it is the agent intellect which is seen to provide the unlimited
and unrestricted ground or horizon against which every ques-
tion or affirmation is set and viewed by the passive intellect.
In short, through the transcendental method, the passive intel-
lect is led to the threshold of an intellectual “ intuition ” which
permits it to grasp the unlimited and unrestricted horizon of
Being.

Where such a position fails radically is in its faulting the
intellect’s dependence on the material existent. It would afford
the intellect an ““ intuition ” into Being which in fact had not
been mediated by the sense, i.e., which had not been truly
mediated but rather merely occasioned by the object of human
intellection, the material existent. Further, such a position
allows for the passive intellect’s passing from a state of poten-
tially knowing to a state of knowing actually without assigning
any source of this actuation other than the intellect itself,
since the advocates of the transcendental method grant that
the thematized knowledge of the unlimited and unrestricted
horizon of Being arises from a reflection on the performance
of the agent intellect’s (active Geisteskraft) illuminating the
intelligibility found in the phantasm.

108 “ Depn die ¢ Intuition’ ist vermittelt durch die Sinnlichkeit; sie ist selbst
nichts anderes als das geistig—im Horizont des Seins—Vollzogene ¢ sensibile.” Dies
ist aber eine Vermittlung, die dem geistigen Vollzug als Dedingung vorausliegt, in
diesen jedoch nicht konstitutiv als Begrundung eingeht; der geistige Akt wird nicht
durch die Sinnlichkeit hervorgebracht. Daher kommt der Intuition eine gewisse
Unmittelbarkeit zu, insofern sie weder durch anderes als den Geist selbst bewirkt,
noch durch einen vorgingigen Erkenntnisprozess des Geistes vermittelt ist; sie
ist vielmehr der erste Akt geistiger Gegenstandserfassung, der rein dem spontanen
Vollzug der aktiven Geisteskraft entspringt.” Coreth, op. cit.,, p. 531.
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That there is, however, an intellectualist aspect to the human
dimension of knowing, no one would reasonably deny. Yet one
could question the claim that the transcendental method repre-
sents an “ intellectualism > consistent with all of the “ human
aspects of man’s knowing activity. As the foregoing analysis
indicates, we do ascribe fully to the remark that there is the
unlimited and unrestricted horizon of Being latent in every act
of questioning and affirming. Where our view differs from the
transcendental position is in the manner of explaining how
this immediate presence of Being as unlimited is mediated by
the human intellect and by the material existent. At this point
we shall attempt to present a more thematized explicitation of
this mediation.

That which the intellect first conceives is being.**” On this
there is complete agreement, nor do any of those supporting
the transcendentalist position affirm that this first knowledge
of being is identifiable with the unlimited and unrestricted
Being of which the metaphysician speaks. Rather, they readily
grant that unlimited Being is only unthematically present in
this first act of knowing.

The being that is known in this first apprehension of the
intellect and which is affirmed in the first judgment is a being
that is restricted to the limited status and nature of the
material thing from which the intelligibility has derived.'*
Therefore, in this first act being is known but not as Being in
the unlimited and unrestricted sense. The actuality of the pos-
sible intellect is limited, in its act of knowing, to and by the
actuality of the known, for the thing understood in act is the
intellect in act. At this point the intellect’s thematic knowing
does not and cannot transcend its own state of actuation.

Now, since potencies are known only in their acts, it is not
possible for the intellect to come to an understanding, even
negatively, of its unlimited and unrestricted horizon simply by

07« in prima quidem operatione est aliquod primum, quod cadit in con-
ceptione intellectus, scilicet hoc quod dico ens; nec aliquid hac operatione potest
mente coneipi, nisi intelligatur ens.” IV Metaphys. lect. 6, 605.

108 Cf. Coreth, op. cit., pp. 528-35.
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reflecting upon its present state of limited actualization by a
limited material existent. It is impossible to uncover the exist-
ence of possibility save through act, and even the projection
of some future effect rests precariously on an analogous extra-
polation of act from one order to another. Though it is true
that from various acts of a given agent the possibilities of that
agent can be projected according to a moving scale of prob-
ability on the basis of those acts, yet such projection is ulti-
mately made possible itself not merely by the acts of the agent
in question but by the acts of other agents as well. Thus it
only becomes possible to estimate what a particular agent is
capable of doing by comparing its past performance with other
similar agents who have exhibited in a more precise manner
just what they can do. However, in these instances the con-
clusion arrived at will never surpass probability precisely
because it is a case of projection and not of knowing actually.

Yet it is not this type of prediction that is involved in the
case of the intellect’s coming to a thematic knowledge or aware-
ness of its unrestricted horizon. Here it must be a question of
knowing with certainty; of knowing not what the intellect might
be capable of doing but what in effect it can do. Thus, when
one says that the horizon of the activity of the human intellect
is unlimited and unrestricted, one is giving in effect a definition
of the intellect, the only definition available to human knowing,
which must operate within a horizon, but which is not itself
actually the horizon, as in the case of the divine knowing.

Consequently, passive intellect itself cannot grasp its inner
nature until it has somehow passed from a state of potency
to one of act, and, if that nature is to know Being in an
unlimited and unrestricted way, then somehow intellect must
grasp itself as in act in an unlimited and unrestricted way. How
does it arrive at this point where it will be able to declare that
its nature is to know Being? How is it possible for the human
intellect, which, as long as it is united to body, is ordered to
grasp the limited, restricted being of material existents, to
transcend the limited and restricted being of those beings it
knows?
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Being and Community

The great paradox of human knowing is that the human
intellect comes to know itself only through knowing others.
It acquires knowledge of self only to the extent that it acquires
knowledge of others. Thus self-knowledge is for the human
intellect a desperately communal undertaking. The reality
of community looms as decisively critical on the horizon of
human knowing, for the mystery of Being reveals itself to the
intellect as it immerses itself in, and is nourished by, the beings
of the material world.

Although whatever the intellect knows, it knows as being
and, even though the first act of knowing is an acknowledgment
of being, yet this first knowledge is so primitive and so faint
as to allow but a fleeting glimpse of the endless reaches of
Being which the intellect will later discover to lie far beyond
its primordial view. What the intellect knows at this stage
it knows most obscurely, as one might only dimly make out
the contours of a tall building enshrouded in a heavy fog. Just
as the full height and characteristic design of the structure is
only gradually revealed to the viewer as the fog begins to
disperse, so, through continued concentration and effort and
renewed acts of understanding, does the human intellect achieve
to the full meaning of Being. Though the unlimited horizon
of Being is immediately present in these first acts of knowing,
it 1s in no wise consonant with human experience to affirm that
the intellect is moved, at this premature, developmental stage,
to inquire after and speculate on the vast horizon of its knowing.
Rather, it is totally occupied at this time merely with com-
paring, contrasting and distinguishing the various beings which
fall within its scope. The community of beings it experiences
is first experienced as disparate entities, not as a community,
and it will take much advance in the way of knowing before
the intellect is able to discern the subtle patterns of interlocking
relations and similarities which do indeed unify even the most
individually diverse beings. In its preoccupation with widening
its experience in order to share in the community of beings in
which it moves, the human intellect names them all somehow



TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD AND PSYCHOGENESIS OF BEING 487

as beings, for it does not in a single instance say of them:
“it is not,” but rather: “it is.” It is only later that the intel-
lect, by reflecting on its own unique behavior in knowing beings,
will begin to ask those questions which lead it to a deeper under-
standing of what it already very imperfectly knows. For the
moment, the inquiry of the metaphysician is totally unknown
to it. Consequently, it is unthinkable that the intellect should
succeed in disengaging—or even desire to disengage—itself
from its own individual acts of knowing and from the limited
being of the beings it knows in these first groping stages of
its development. In short, the intellect’s first concerns are those
of the common man, not those of the metaphysician.

As seen, questions always presuppose knowledge of some
kind,**® and the more sophisticated the question the more pro-
found and the more extensive must be the knowledge upon
which the question is grounded. Since no question is more
sophisticated than that arising from a metaphysical inquiry
after Being, it is clear that such a question could not be raised
at a time when the psychogenesis of Being is still very much
in the embryonic stage and when massive obscurity is the very
climate within which the human intellect moves and breathes.
Though questions arise spontaneously, they do so only after a
problem has been thematically grasped. Since the human in-
tellect is fully occupied with the everyday problems of human
knowing as it attempts to extricate itself and gradually to
emerge from the dark night of unknowing, it is altogether out of
the question that the problem of the transcendental nature of
Being *° or of the conditions of the possibility of its own
knowing could occur to it at this time **

1% Coreth has a very fine treatment of the problem of the presuppositions of
the Question. Cf. his Metaphysik, especially pp. 104-11, where he treats of “ Die
Frage nach den Bedingungen der Frage.” Though Coreth places the beginning of
metaphysics in the questioning of the question, it is obvious that such a question
is highly sophisticated.

119“ Die Frage als Anfang der Metaphysik erweist sich als der einzig mogliche
Ansatz, aus dem die Methode des Vorgangs abgeleitet und begrundet werden kann.”
Coreth, op. cit., p. 102.

111 St. Thomas clearly distinguishes between ontological presence and psychological
awareness in human knowing when he indicates that it is possible for the intellect
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Eventually, however, as the acts of the intellect multiply and
the intellect obtains knowledge of other material existents, all
of which it recognizes as beings, and as it has the leisure and
needed perspective to reflect on the ways these material things
are, the comparative clarity of its knowing is disturbed and
clouded by the genesis of an entirely new problem, the problem
of community, for it is aware somehow that these things are
both one and many. How is it possible for so many very
different kinds of things to be in communion one with another?
How 1is it that, although no two things are identifiable with
each other, they are at the same time all recognized as beings?
Let it be noted, however, that this primordial metaphysical
question is primarily an existential and not a cognitional one.
The intellect does not first ask “ how is it possible for all things
to be known as being,” but rather, ““ how is it possible for all
things to be beings? ” The intellect is never first aware that
things are because it is thinking of them, but rather it realizes
that it is thinking of them because they are.'*?

Thus the intellect’s knowledge of Being is continually medi-
ated by its knowledge of beings. This knowledge is both pro-
gressive and radically unstable, since it depends on intellect’s

to know being without knowing the true, even though it cannot know being that
is not true, and that it can understand being without understanding the agent
intellect, even though it cannot understand being without the agent intellect.
“, .. sic ens non potest intelligi sine vero, quia ens non potest intelligi sine hoc
quod correspondeat vel adaequetur intellectui. Sed tamen non oportet quod
quicumque intelligit rationem entis intelligat rationem veri, sicut nec quicumque
intelligit ens, intelligit intellectum agentem; et tamen sine intellectu agente homo
nihil potest intelligere” De Verit., q. 1, a. 1, ad 8.

112 ¢ [Inde veritas propositionis potest dici veritas rei per causam, nam ex eo
quod res est vel non est, oratio vera vel falsa est. Cum enim dicimus aliquid
esse, significamus propositionem esse veram. Et cum dicimus non esse, significamus
non esse veram; et hoc sive in affirmando, sive in negando. In affirmando quidem,
sicut dicimus quod Socrates est albus, quia hoc verum est. In negando vero, ut
Socrates non est albus, quia hoc est verum, scilicet ipsum esse non album . . .
Et hoc enim quod aliquid in rerum natura est, sequitur veritas et falsitas in
propositione, quam intellectus significat per hoc verbum Est prout est verbalis
copula.” V Meta., lect. 9, 895-96. “Non enim ideo tu es albus, quia nos vere
existimamus te esse album; sed e converso, ideo existimamus te album, quia tu est
albus. Unde manifestum est, quod dispositio rei est causa veritatis in opinione
et oratione.” IX Metaphys., lect. 11, 1897. Cf. also De Interpretatione, L. 1, 1. 14,
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continued actuation by diverse material beings for its own
realization that these things are beings by reason of Being, i. e.,
a principle which simply transcends what they are. Therefore,
this ascent to the transcendence of Being is, from the very
beginning, continuously conjoined with negativity on a most
profound metaphysical level. In order to have ascended to the
realization that Being transcends the individual material beings
which it experiences, the intellect had to learn to disassociate
the limitedness of beings from the very principle intrinsic to
them which gives them being.**** It had to become aware that
the individual, corporeal beings, merely inasmuch as they are
individual, corporeal and quidditatively distinct from one
another, are not beings; for individuality, corporeality, and
whatness are all included within the broader scope of Being.
In short, the intellect’s transition from its first, primordial
grasp of being to its developed awareness of the unlimited
and unrestricted nature of Being is an awareness that has been
mediated by a thematic understanding of a community of
beings sharing in an actuality that of itself neither positively
includes nor positively excludes limitation of any kind.*** Thus
the actual experience of the community of beings is an essential
condition for the possibility of the intellect’s awareness of its
own unlimited horizon, for it has discovered this horizon only
to the extent that it was, through negative judgment, “ actu-
ated ” by the acquired knowledge of every limited being it
knows, as virtually unlimited and unrestricted as being!***
Consequently, the intellect becomes aware of its own poten-
tiality the only way it possibly can, through experiencing this

1122 ¢ Omne autem aliud esse quod non est subsistens, oportet quod individuetur
per naturam et substantiam quae in tali esse subsistit. Et in eis verum est quod
esse huius est alind ab esse illius, per hoc quod est alterius naturae . . .” De Pot.,
q.7 8.2 ad 5. “. .. non enim idem est esse hominis et equi, nec huius hominis
et illius hominis.” Summa Theol. I, q. 3, a. 5, resp.

8¢« . ens commune est cui non fit additio, de cuius tamen ratione non est
ut ei additio fieri non possit . . .” De Pot., q. 7, a. 2, ad 6.

1182 ¢ Intellectus autem noster hoc modo intelligit esse quo modo invenitur in
rebus inferioribus, a quibus scientiam capit, in quibus esse non est subsistens, sed
inhaerens.” Ibid., ad 7.
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potentiality as virtually actualized in knowing corporeal beings,
and it acquires this experience through realizing that it knows
whatever it knows as being.

Likewise, this view alone gives any meaningful explanation
to the expressions, frequently employed by both Aristotle and
St. Thomas, of “ens inquantum ens” and “ens commune.”
The metaphysician does not consider Being in its isolated ab-
stractness as a mere product of the mind, since metaphysics is
truly a real and not a logical science.’*” Rather he considers
individual beings *** inasmuch as they share in and participate
common being.**** In short, the metaphysician considers a being
as being (ens inquantum ens) 1*°

Now we do not consider it to be explainable merely by an
incidental oversight that Coreth and other proponents of the
transcendental method have laid no emphasis on the notion of
community as a condition for the psychogenesis of Being.
Though they speak of an unlimited and unrestricted Being
they do not find occasion to refer to it as common Being, or
at least very infrequently. This is quite understandable because
the Being of which they speak has emerged in consciousness
from the intellect’s transcendentally reflecting on the conditions
for the possibility of its very act of knowing some particular

118 « Logicus autem considerat res secundum quod sunt in ratione; et ideo
considerat substantias prout secundum acceptionem intellectus subsunt intentioni
unijversalitatis. . . . Sed philosophus primus considerat de rebus secundum quod
sunt entia. . . ” VII Metaphys., lect. 18, 1576: “ Logicus enim considerat modum.
praedicandi, et non existentiam rei.” Ibid., lect. 17, 1658.

¢ In Boeth. de Trin., L. II, q. 1, a. 4, resp. Cf. also the preceding footnote.

142« metaphysicus considerat etiam de singularibus entibus, non secundum
proprias rationes, per quas sunt tale vel tale ens, sed secundum quod participant
communem entis rationem, et sic etiam pertinet ad eius considerationem materia
et motus.” Ibid., q. 2, a. 1, ad 6.

115 ¢ Dicit autem ° secundum quod est ens’ quia scientiae aliae, quae sunt de
entibus particularibus, considerant quidem de ente, cum omnia subiecta scientiarum
sint entia, non tamen considerant ens secundum quod ens, sed secundum quod est
huiusmodi ens, scilicet vel numerus, vel linea, vel ignis, aut aliquid huiusmodi.”
IV Metaphys., lect. 1, 530. “. . . quia omnes philosophi elementa quaerentes
secundum quod sunt entia, quaerebant huiusmodi principia, scilicet prima et
altissima; ergo in hac scientia nos quaerimus principia entis inquantum est ens:
ergo ens est subiectum huius scientiae, quia quaelibet scientia est quaerens causas
proprias sui subiecti, Ibid., 533.
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thing, and hence it cannot be meaningfully referred to as com-
mon Being. It is not known as common simply because it is
not a necessary condition for Being’s thematized emergence
from consciousness that it be shared by a community of limited,
restricted beings. It is only after it has been thematically
referred to diverse existing things that the Being of the meta-
physician can truly be recognized as common Being. Prior to
that it could only be known, if at all, as the unrestricted and
unlimited horizon within which the intellective act of knowing
a particular thing is situated.

To fail to see the radical distinction here between the Being
which constitutes the subject of Metaphysics for St. Thomas,
common Being, and the Being which emerges from the tran-
scendental reflection, unlimited Being, is surely possible only
if one has already neglected to ask the question as to why both
Aristotle and St. Thomas speak of common Being at all. If
their position regarding the psychogenesis of Being were similar
or identical to the transcendentalist position, there would have
been no imaginable reason or justification for their referring to
the subject of the science of metaphysics as “ common Being.”
The expression itself, when carefully mulled over, indicates
much more than has generally been recognized regarding the
central question of the psychogenesis of Being. Thus the tran-
scendental method is quite incapable of delivering on its claims
that the human intellect can reach the unlimited horizon of
Being by transcendentally reflecting on its first act of knowing.

Such a theory of the psychogenesis of Being is, further, incon-
sistent with the expressly stated views of St. Thomas.*** Un-
less a family of diverse particular beings is known, Being can
never be appropriated as “ shared,” that is, as common. This
points up an entire series of problems extremely sensitive to
the metaphysical undertaking, particularly that of the analogy
of Being. The problem of analogy is really nothing more than

11 We make no pretense here of attempting to evaluate the similarities or
differences of the positions assumed by St. Thomas and Aristotle on this question.
Whether or not St. Thomas has merely clarified and developed Aristotle’s view
or has indeed overturned it, is a question we leave for others to settle.
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a problem of being shared, i.e., of community. Indeed, there
are some quite serious reasons for questioning the possibility
of being able to substantiate an analogous predication of Being,
if the transcendentalist psychogenesis of Being is allowed. It
would also seem not altogether impossible that the Being which
emerges from the transcendental reflection would turn out to be
identical with essence, for there seems no other valid way of
arriving at a distinction between being and essence than by
reflecting on Being as “ shared ” by things that are in a re-
stricted way, i.e., by beings. To have arrived at a notion of
Being prior to a thematic grasp of the distinction between the
essence and existence of things would seem to preclude the
possibility of transcending anything but a merely rational dis-
tinction through subsequent reflection on the multiple acts of
human understanding, for the intellect would not be provided
the needed dimensional leverage or perspective by which to
effect a real distinction.'” Briefly, it does not seem possible
that Being can be viewed thematically as a horizon of unlimited
dimension before it is shown to be distinet from the quiddity
of limited beings. Indeed, it seems to us unlikely that the very
question of Being as the unlimited horizon of knowing could
ever arise apart from a prior realization that many things are
differently and hence somehow constitute a community of
diverse things. Only then will the question arise, because only
then does the intellect gain its initial insight into the basic
metaphysical problem, the problem of beings which are and
which are not, 1. e., which are in a limited way.

Finally, there is very substantial textual evidence that St.
Thomas understood the notion of Being, of itself totally inde-

117 Tt would seem that there is a real need for further indepth analysis of the
psychogenesis of Being in the philosophies of Duns Scotus and Francis Suarez,
particularly with regard to the questions of the univocity of Being and the dis-
tinction between essence and existence. Such a study would doubtless serve to
clarify the entire question of the evolution of Being in the philosophy of St. Thomas
and to bring into clearer perspective the relation between analogy and community
and, of course, predication.

118 Cf. notes 111 through 115.
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lerminate and free {from all limitations and restrictions,** to
have been acquired by the intellect by an abstractive process
which 1s most properly termed “ separation.” **° Metaphysics,
he affirms, is a distinct science, even though it considers Being
according as the latter is common to all things, because it con-
siders the special ratio of Being according to which it is not
dependent on matter and motion.** He {further insists that
what is more simple and knowable in itself is less knowable
to us and hence that the multiple and composite is known by us
prior to that which by nature is more knowable.*”* It is for
this reason that the only avenue open to the human intellect
of moving from the composite to the more simple and more
intelligible, i.e., from the posterior to the prior, is that of
negation.'*®

Nothing witnesses more eloquently to the extreme poverty of
the intellect’s primordial status of knowing than ordinary lan-
guage usage. The only signs the mind employs somehow to
express whatever transcends sensible things are negative signs.
Thus we have no words to express what is beyond the visible,
beyond the material, etc., save through the use of a negative
prefix, as: invisible, incorporeal, immaterial, infinite, unlimited,
unrestricted, ete.'?*

The importance of the foregoing considerations assumes even

112 “ Insum esse, absolute consideratum, infinitum est.” I Contra Gentiles, c. 43.
Cf. also de Pot., q. 7, a. 2, ad 7.

120 In Boeth. de Trin., 1. 11, q. 1, a. 3, resp.

121 ¢ Philosophia prima est specialis scientia, quamvis consideret ens secundum
quod est omnibus commune, quia specialem rationem entis considerat secundum
quod non dependet a materia et motu.” III Sent., d. 87, q. 2, a. 4, sol. 2.

122 « Simpliciora autem quae sunt priora et notiora secundum naturam, cadunt
in cognitionem nostram per posterius.” X Metaphys., lect. 4, 1190. Ibid.

123 “Inde est quod prima rerwm principia non definimus nisi per negationes
posteriorum; sicut dicimus quod punctum est, cuius pars non est; et Deum cog-
noscimus per negationes, inquantum dicimus Deum incorporeum esse, immobilem,
infinitum.” Ibid.

"2+ Et inde est etiam quod omnia quae transcendunt haec sensibilia nota nobis
non cognoscuntur a nobis nisi per negationem; sicuti de substantiis separatis
cognoscimus, quod sunt immateriales et incorporeae, et alia huiusmodi.” II1
de Anima, lect. 11, 758.
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greater perspective when they are applied to the mind’s under-
standing of Being. We have already noted the discrepancy ob-
taining between the intellect’s first knowledge of being (ens
primum cognitum) and that knowledge of Being which properly
characterizes the metaphysician.'*® The first knowledge of
being is confused and composite, since it includes everything
within the sensible object, i.e., its singularity, its specific
quiddity, properties, etc., since all of these somehow give
expression and modality to the way the thing actually is.'*
In short, this first knowledge of Being does not as yet recognize
that being as being (ens commune) is free of all such specifying
limitations. Indeed, one comes to an understanding or realiza-
tion of what it means “ to be ” only as one is progressively able
through concrete, diversified experience to disassociate Being
from matter and motion, from individuating characteristics and,
lastly, from form.**’

Now were it possible to know Being without employing the
way of negation and separation, it would necessarily follow
that the intellect would have straightaway, without any knowl-
edge of material beings, an understanding of Being according
to its total indeterminate sweep, for Being (esse), to the extent
that it is Being, is not distinct, though it can be diversified by
something other than itself which shares and participates it.**®
Consequently, to know Being in an undiversified way would

125 Cf. IIT Sent., d. 37, q. 2, a. 4, sol. 2.

128 Si enim esse est subsistens, nihil praeter ipsum esse ei adjungitur, quia etiam
in his quorum esse non est subsistens, quod inest exsistenti praeter esse ejus, est
quidem exsistenti unitum, non autem est unum cum esse ejus, nisi per accidens,
in quantum est unum subjectum habens esse, et id quod est praeter esse; sicut
patet quod Socrati, praeter suum esse substantiale, mest album, quod quidem
diversum est ab ejus esse substantiali: non enim idem est esse Socratem, et esse
album, quod quidem diversum est ab ejus esse substantialii non enim idem est
esse Socratem, et esse album, nisi per accidens. Si igitur non sit esse in aliqua
substantia, non remanebit aliquis modus in quo possit ei uniri illud quod est
praeter esse.” II Cont. Gentiles, c. 52.

127 ¢ Esse autem inquantum est esse, non potest esse diversum; potest autem
diversificari per aliquid quod est praeter esse, sicut esse lapidis est aliud ab esse
hominis.” Ibid. “. . . esse est actualitas omnium actuum, et propter hoc est
perfectio omnium perfectionum.” de Pot., q. 7, a. 2, ad 9.

128 lb"‘l.
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simply be to know Being absolutely,*® and, were such knowl-
edge possible, it would be altogether unnecessary to approach
Being from the side of negativity, as both Aristotle and St.
Thomas do.

However, it is essential to bear in mind that the Being which
results from the way of negativity is not subsistent Being, for
the latter cannot be shared or diversified,**® but rather common
Being which neither positively includes nor positively excludes
determination of any kind.*** There are indeed beings that are
in motion, that are material, that are individual and that are
in this or that way, yet it is not precisely because they are
beings that they are in motion, that they are material, that
they are in this or that way. It is the grasping of this indiffer-
ence of Being to the different ways of being which the intellect
has experienced through its appropriation of singular sensible
things, which it in turn reaches by withdrawing Being from
al]l the concrete forms and quiddities it actuates in the world
of human experience, which first unveils to the intellect its
thematically metaphysical vision of the world.

Further, it is precisely because the intellect must appropriate
Being thematically in this way, and not first through an inner
vision of its own potentiality as the faculty of Being, that St.
Thomas expressly says that our intellect understands Being in
the same manner that “ it discovers it in corporeal being from
which it draws its knowledge and in which being does not sub-
sist but inheres.” **2 Precisely then, because, the human intel-

129 Cf. note 119.

10« ., esse divinum, quod est eius substantia, non est esse commune, sed est
esse distinctum a quolibet alio esse.” de Pot., loc. cit., ad 4; “. . . ipsum esse Dei
distinguitur et individuatur a quolibet alio esse, per hoc ipsum quod est esse per
se subsistens, et non adveniens alicui naturae quae sit aliud ab ipso esse.” Ibid.,
ad 5.

1814 . ens commune est cui non fit additio, de cuius tamen ratione non est
ut ei additio fieri non possit . . .” Ibid., ad 6. “ Nihil autem potest addi ad esse
quod sit extraneum ab ipso, cum ab eo nihil sit extraneum nisi non-ens quod non
potest esse nec forma nec materia. Unde non sic determinatur esse per aliud sicut
potentia per actum, sed magis sicut actus per potentiam.,” Ibid., ad 7. * Ipsum
autem esse alicuius rei secundum se consideratum non est quantum.” X De Coelo,
lect. 6, 62.

182 ¢ Intellectus autem noster hoc modo intelligit esse quo modo invenitur in
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lect can only appropriate Being as that which is utterly perfect,
the “ actuality of all acts,” *** by disengaging it from the shifting
world of material things where it is concretely measured and
restricted by the potential principles within the subsisting
entity,”* and hence by way of negation and separation, is the
metaphysical appropriation of Being so extremely difficult.
It is a difficult and laborious undertaking, because it entails
separating intellectually what is not sensibly experienced as
separated and what cannot in any way be imagined as separate,
for the very evidence justifying such an intellective act of
separation, viz., that the actuality of this subsisting, corporeal
thing is not of itself quantified, nor material nor otherwise
limited or restricted, falls within the perceptive horizon of the
intellect alone.®*® What the metaphysician means, therefore,
when he affirms that the actuality of the material thing is of
itself unlimited, is not at all that he is capable of considering it
in this way but that indeed it s so unlimited. The Being
separated from the quiddity or the form of the material thing is
the Being inhering not in the mind of the metaphysician but
in the material thing the mind knows,**® although it does not
exist in the mind in the same way as it exists in the thing.
Indeed, Being is that actuality which penetrates most deeply
into the very marrow of things.*®*”

rebus inferioribus a quibus scientiam capit, in quibus esse non est subsistens, sed
inhaerens.” de Pot., q. 7, 2. 2, ad 7.

122 Ibid., ad 9.

8¢ “ Unde non sic determinatur esse per aliud sicut potentia per actum, sed
magis sicut actus per potentiam.” Ibid.

185 % Si enim poneremus quod non viderentur sensibiliter aliqui circuli nisi ex
aere, nihilominus tamen sic esset pars speciei circuli aes. Et licite tunc non
separaretur circulus actu ab aere, separaretur tamen mente, quia species circuli
posset intelligi sine aere, ex quo aes non esset pars speciei circuli, licet difficile
sit mente auferre et separare ab invicem quae actu non separantur. Non enim
est hoc nisi illorum qui per intellectum supra sensibilia elevari possunt.” VII
Metaphys., lect. 11, 1505.

188« . . hoc quod dico esse est inter omnija perfectissimum: quod ex hoc patet quia
actus est semper perfectior potentia. Quaelibet autem forma signata non intelligitur
in actu nisi per hoc quod esse ponitur.” de Pot., q. 7, a. 2, ad 9.

187¢ .. . inter omnia, esse est illud quod immediatius et intimius convenit
rebus. . . .” Quaest. Un. de Anima, a. 9, resp. in initio.
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As already indicated, it is because Being has been mediated
by material things and has been found to be shared in by them
that it is called common Being. Further, there is something of
a close analogy between universal natures such as *“ man,”
“animal ” and “ common being.” Just as “man” and “ ani-
mal ” do not exist anywhere apart from the individual men and
animals which participate these natures, and from which in-
tellect derives its knowledge of them, save in the intellect, so
“ common ” Being, which is derived from the singular existents
sharing in the actuality of Being, does not exist apart from the
singular existents save in the human intellect. Though Being
as common exists actually nowhere save in the human intellect,
nonetheless the intellect has, as seen, derived this notion from
its synthesizing appropriation of many corporeal beings sharing
in Being, and it is because of this cognized communal sharing in
Being that Being is designated as “ common.” *** Indeed, not
only is Being common but it is most common, for it includes
all things potentially and is thus maximally communicable.**®

Yet if one accepts the explanation of those employing the
transcendental reflection to thematize Being as unlimited and
unrestricted, there is simply no apparent reason why Being
should be designated as “ common,” for, according to the tran-
scendentalist interpretation, Being as first known is merely
grasped as the unrestricted illuminating power of the intellect.
Though it is claimed that Being is that which is affirmed of
whatever is affirmed, still, as first known through the tran-
scendental reduction, it has yet to be affirmed of more than one
thing, and hence it cannot actually be known as “ common ”

188« . . quo est commune multis non est aliquid praeter multa, nisi sola
ratione; sicut animal non est aliud praeter Socratem et Platonem et alia animalia,
nisi intellectu qui apprehendit formam animalis exspoliatam ab omnibus individu-
antibus et specificantibus; homo enim est quod vere est animal; alias sequeretur
quod, in Socrate et Platone, essent plura animalia: animal scilicet ipsum com-
mune, et homo communis, et ipse Plato. Multo ergo minus et ipsum esse commune
est aliquid praeter omnes res exsistentes nisi in intellectu solum.” II Cont. Gentiles,
c. 26.

1o« . licet esse sit formalissimum inter omnia, tamen .est etiam maxime
communicabile, licet non eodem modo inferioribus et superioribus communicetur.”
Quaest: Un. De Anima, a. 1, ad 17.
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to many things. In fact, one cannot help but be struck by the
complete absence of any attempt by the transcendentalists to
show that Being is unrestricted and unlimited because it is
shared and participated in by many things. Finally, what is
perhaps no less significant, and as has already been indicated
above, it is impossible for Being to be known as potentially
“common ” to many if, as the transcendentalist position affirms,
Being is known as unlimited and unrestricted according to a

transcendental reflection before it is actually recognized as
shared.

Community and Analogy

It is this fact which raises some very serious objections to
the transcendental method of thematizing Being on the mo-
mentously important score of analogy, the principal difficulty
being that analogy is fundamentally a question of predication.
That is, it is because of the judgmental cognitional structure
of man that predication is necessitated, and through the predi-
cation structure the transcendental reality can only be ex-
pressed by analogy, 1. e., by a sign that transcends the ordinary
categories of predication wherein a predicate is univocally
related to a subject either through negation or affirmation.
Hence, speaking most properly, there are no such things as actu-
ally known analogous concepts, for analogy involves a diverse
relation to many,** and hence the analogous term cannot be-
come known save through multiple acts of predicating. The
“ so-called ” analogous concept is uncovered through the recog-
nition of a name that is similarly predicated.** Consequently,

140 “Tn his vero quae praedicto modo dicuntur, idem nomen de diversis prae-
dicatur secundum rationem partim eamdem, partim diversam. Diversam quidem
quantum ad diversos modos relationis. Eamdem vero quantum ad id ad quod
fit relatio. Esse enim significativum, et esse effectivum, diversum est. Sed sanitas
est una. Et propter hoc huiusmodi dicuntur analoga quia proportionantur ad
unum.” XI Metaphys., lect. 3, 2197; “ Et iste modus communitatis medius est
inter puram aequivocationem et simplicem univocationem.” Summa Theol., 1,
q. 13, a. 5, resp.

1 Ibid. Analogous predication is both made possible and necessitated by the
human, abstractive mode of knowing material things, the only way they can be
known directly in themselves. This is why God knows material things through his
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the “ analogous concept ” or term is psychically mediated by
predication itself, and it could not possibly be known as such
prior to the actual performance of muitiple acts of affirmation
(or negation) somehow grasped as related to something com-
mon.*** All of which, however, by no means prevents the first
predicate employed from being an analogous predicate, for
Being is just that.*** Yet what it does preclude is that the first
predicate could be thematically known as analogous before
its diverse relationship to many has been articulated through
several acts of predication. Discovering that Being is diversely
related to many and hence common to many, though not uni-
vocally, is the very act in which the intellect becomes actually
aware of the analogy of Being. Consequently, the unveiling of
Being as common and as analogous occur simultaneously, and
it is this pervasive insight which rolls back the unlimited
horizon of Being and grounds the science of metaphysics.***

own essence and the angels know them through intelligible species derived from
God whether or not they may be mediated by other higher angels. Cf. Summa
Theol., 1, q. 56, a. 1, resp. Since, then, the names of things refer first to the
intelligible species abstracted from things, it is only natural that the names of
things do not follow the mode of being which is in things but rather the mode
of being which the intelligible species themselves have within the intellect. Cf.
ibid., q. 18, a. 9, ad 2.

12 Cf. XI Metaphys., lect. 3, 2194-98.

142« Toc autem agens universale, licet non sit univocum, non tamen est omnino
aequivocum, quia sic non faceret sibi simile; sed potest dici agens analogicum; sicut
in praedicationibus omnia univoca reducuntur ad unum primum, non univocum,
sed analogicum, quod est ens.” Summa Theol., I, q. 18, a. 5, ad lum.

144 < Et sicut est de mathematico, ita est de philosopho qui considerat ens, et
praetermittit considerare omnia particularia entia, et considerat ea tantum quae
pertinent ad ens commune; quae, licet sint multa, tamen de omnibus est una
scientia, inquantum scilicet reducuntur omnia in unum .. .” IX Meta., lect 3,
2203. To have a science there must be a subject of that science. Since the subject
of the science of metaphysics is “common Being,” metaphysics cannot be estab-
lished before its subject, Being, is thematically clarified. Yet this does not mean
that the common Being of the metaphysician is known posterior to the “ common
Being ” of the logician. On the contrary, there is no possibility of a logical priority
as regards the intellect’s thematization of common Being, precisely because, as al-
ready indicated, such thematization must necessarily come from the intellect’s grasp
of material things as they are. Thus what we are categorically denying is that the
intellect. can rise to the level of thematized, universal Being merely by reflecting on
itself as present to itself in knowing a finite being finitely.
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Thus the only factor which prevents Being from being
grasped univocally is precisely that it is experienced, through
an analysis of predication, to be diversely related to different
subjects.* Thus what is depends on the form that esse (Being)
has actualized, and the esse of this being differs from the esse
of another by reason of the singlar and quidditive differences
of the actuated forms.*** Now if common Being or esse could
be known thematically prior to knowing a multitude of beings
sharing unevenly in the actuality of Being, there would be no
meaningful way of relating this a priori common Being to indi-
vidual existents save univocally. What the univocal predica-
tion of Being would then seem to portend would be a merely
feeble relation of extrinsic denomination between the Being of
intellect and the being of the singular subsistent thing.**” How
much estranged such a view is from the mind of Aquinas is
evidenced by the latter’s insistence that the first principle of
Being and of knowing, the principle of non-contradiction, finds
its ground in the very fact that the material objects of intellect
have acts of Being limited by their respective natures which
serve to distinguish them from their negations.™** It is this

145 As seen, Being can be predicated similarly of diverse subjects simply because
it is negatively indifferent to any determination whatever. As the actuality of all
forms, it bestows the actuality of Being on each form without itself determining
what that receptivity will be. Cf. II Cont. Gent., c. 52.

148 Quia vero natura materialis vel forma, non est suum esse, recipit esse per hoc
quod in alio suscipitur; unde secundum quod in diversis est, de necessitate habet
diversum esse; unde humanitas non est una in Socrate et Platone secundum esse,
quamvis sit una secundum propriam rationem.” De Pot., q. 2, a. 1, resp.

147 This analysis seems almost to coincide with that of G. Siewerth in his critique
of the Maréchalian position. Siewerth claims that Maréchal has substituted potency
for Being and suggests that there is a similarity between the Maréchalian and
Scotist notions of Being. “ Dieser Widerspruch (die Umkerung und Vertaushung
von Akt und Potenz) durchwaltet das Denken Maréchals. Das  Sein * ist einerseits
nur ein “ Rahmen von mdoglichen Begriffen ” . . . anderereseits ist es dasjenige,
durch das die Dynamis des Subjektes iiberhaupt iherer inneren Unbegrenztheit
ermdglicht und offenbar wird.” Das Schicksal der Metaphysik von Thomas zu
Heidegger, pp. 236-7. For Siewerth’s comment on the similarity between the Being
of Scotus and Maréchal cf. p. 242, note # 6.

148« . ex hoc enim quod res productae sunt in tali natura, in qua habent
esse terminatum, sunt distinctae a suis negationibus; ex qua distinctione sequitur
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latter distinction alone which then permits the intellect to
grasp thematically that an affirmation and negation of the same
thing cannot be simultaneously true.’*** In effect, then, unless
Being is discovered as limited, there is no possibility of con-
trolling it, and everything affirmable would necessarily be
affirmed in one act of affirmation, with the result that discourse,
which is so indigenous to the condition of human intellection,
would have neither place nor meaning.

Yet, in spite of all, it is for just this a priori correlation be-
tween common being (Sein) and the Being of beings (Sein
des Seiendes) that Coreth is calling, for he claims that the
being of restricted being can be thematically realized by the
very fact that it appears within the horizon of Being which is
the product of the transcendental reflection.’*® Yet, at the
same time, the Being which constitutes the horizon in which
the limited being is placed is nothing more than the fulfillment
of spirit as spirit through which it discovers the infinity of
Being.**°

Further, a viewpoint seemingly common to those situating
their own position regarding the psychogenesis of Being some-
where within the broad Maréchalian horizon is that Being is
that which is “intended by the thinking spiritual subject.”
From them Being is not that which is apprehended as existing
in a limited nature through the actuality of a principle which
is virtually unlimited and unrestricted, but rather it is a con-
fused and indistinct awareness of the unlimited horizon of the
intellect through an opaque awareness of the unlimited desire
to know. Some followers of Maréchal have referred to this

quod affirmatio et negatio non sunt simul vera; et ex hoc principio est necessitas
in omnibus aliis principiis ut dicitur in IV Metaphysicorum.” De Verit., q. 5,
a. 2, ad 7.

148a Ibid.

149 ¢ Wenn ich aber Seiendes unter der Form des Seins und im Horizont des
Seins wissent vollziehe, so bin ich damit schon in die Mdglichkeit gesetzt, auch
Anderes—grundsitzlich alles, was als Seiendes im Horizont des Seins iiberhaupt
‘ist '—in seinem Sein zu vollziehen.,” Op. cit., p. 811.

180 “ Das Wissen des Geistes im vollzug ist also, da es Wissen um Sein als Sein
ist, so weit wie das Sein selbst in seiner unbegrenzten Weite. Der Geist als Geist
vollzieht sich demnach wesentlich in der Unendlichkeit des Seins.” Op. cit., p. 317.
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awareness as a kind of “ intuition.” *** Others, dissatisfied with
the hyper-intellectualist overtones of this term, prefer to de-
scribe it as an “ awareness of something absent whose presence
is anticipated.” *** “It is not a saturating insight into being
but an intending of being.” ***

Yet this “ awareness,” however anticipatory it may be, must
be some form of knowledge, and it must be a knowledge of a
potency, for it is a knowledge of the intellect as ordered to
knowing and not precisely as knowing, which is anticipated.
Despite the quite unmistakeably a priori nature of the subject’s
awareness of its own intellective potential, those advancing
this view also admit that the knowing subject cannot become
aware of its nature as ““ omnia intendens ” without first having
abstracted a determinate form from the corporeal world. The
intelligible form, abstracted from the phantasm, is needed, it
is claimed, in order that the spiritual subject may become aware
of itself knowing and hence of its own unlimited horizon.***

What is especially puzzling here, however, and this point
we have alluded to before, is that, although the intellect cannot
know itself without first being informed by an intelligible
species abstracted from the phantasm, it is capable of knowing
thematically its unrestricted desire to know once it has been
informed by an intelligible species.’® If indeed it is true that
the intellect is capable of appropriating its own nature in this
manner, it is difficult to understand why one need insist, as
the Maréchalists do, on the knowledge of material being as a
necessary condition for, and a kind of primer of, the intellect’s
coming to the fullness of self-knowledge. As seen, the agent
intellect is no more in act in the act of abstracting an intelligible

181 Cf, N. Balthasar, “ Mon moi dans I’étre et mon moi dans le monde,” Revue
philosophique de Lowvain, XLVII (1949), p. 863.

182 Jean-Marc Laporte, S.J., “The Evidence for the Negative Judgment of
Separation,” loc. cit., p. 83.

153 Ibid.

154 Ibid., p. 31.

185 Laporte concedes, however, that not even all philosophers possess the profound
awareness of the intellect’s pure desire to know of which he speaks. Yet he ventures
no opinjon as to why this may be so. Cf. art. cit., p. 31.
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form from the phantasm than it was before the act of illumin-
ating occurred,”® and at this point the possible intellect is
actuated in only the most limited way, since its very act of
understanding is directly proportional to the intelligibility
abstracted from the phantasm. Hence, it simply appears incon-
sistent to affirm that the intellect can know its own nature as
unlimited and unrestricted and as the unlimited desire to know
almost as soon as it has been actuated in a most limited and
restricted way. There seems to be here a sizable leap from po-
tentiality to actuality without the aid of any proportionate
intervening act. What the transcendentalists claim at this point
is a thematic knowledge of the nature of the spiritual knowing
subject as an unlimited and unrestricted capacity for Being.
Yet such knowledge can only proceed from act, and, if it be
denied that the actuation can come from the side of limited
material existents, then there seems no realistic alternative to
maintaining that it comes wholly from the side of the intellect.

In short, the intellect’s awareness of its unlimited horizon,
of its dynamic thrust toward being, must, within the Maré-
chalian context, be innate and actually present to it from the
first moment of its existence, and there i1s thus no need for the
intellect to wait upon an abstraction of intelligibility from the
phantasm to thematize its full awareness of itself.

Conclusion

It is for this reason that we feel that the metaphysical
methodology of the transcendentalists inevitably leads one to
embrace an exaggerated intellectualist position which is radi-
cally incapable of offering a satisfactory synthesis of the com-
plex totality of man’s in-the-world-experience. The human in-
tellect is not spirit in the unqualified sense as is the intellect
of the angels. Rather it is a spirit necessarily ordered to a
world " in which spirit is participated and shared, yet which

18« intellectus agens est agens tantum, et nullo modo patiens.” Summa
Theol., I-IL, q. 50, a. 5, ad 2.

187 “ Unde ad propriam operationem indiget ut fiat in actu formarum intelli-
gibilium, acquirendo eas per sensitivas potentias a rebus exterioribus; et cum
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is as truly material as it is spiritual. As a human intellect the
intellect of man is united to a body, yet not in such a way that
body totally contains it as it does other corporeal forms, for
its power exceeds the capacity of body.**® It is its basic body-
orientation which permits us to distinguish the human spirit
from the angelic*** and define it as the form of a body.**
Furthermore, this is the one and only reason why the angelic
intellect is totally free of discourse, whereas the human intellect
is dependent upon it,*** for even its first principles of under-
standing become known to it through abstraction from the
phantasm.**?> Ever united with the body in the closest union,

operatio sensus sit per organum corporale, ex ipsa conditione suae naturae competit
ei quod corpori uniatur, et quod sit pars speciel humanae, non habens in se speciem
completam.” Quaest. Un. De Anima, a. 7, resp., ad finem. Cf. also ibid., a. 8, resp.

188 “ Cum enim anima humana sit quaedam forma unita corpori, ita tamen quod
non sit a corpore totaliter comprehensa quasi ei tmmersa, sicut aliae formae
materiales, sed excedat capacitatem totius materiae corporalis, quantum ad hoc
in quo excedit materiam corporalem, inest ei potentia ad intelligibilia, quod
pertinet ad intellectum possibilem . . .” Ibid., a. 2, resp. ad finem.

5% ¢ Species autem intelligibiles quibus animae intelligunt sunt a phantasmatibus
abstractae; et ita non sunt eiusdem rationis cum speciebus intelligibilibus quibus
angeli intelligunt, quae sunt eis innatae, secundum quod dicitur in libro de Causis
quod omnis intelligentia est plena formis. Unde et intelligere hominis et angeli
non est eiusdem speciet.” Ibid., a. 7, ad 1.

160 Ibid., ad 16.

161 “Unde et intelligere hominis et angeli non est eiusdem speciei. Ex hac
differentia provenit quod angelus intelligit sine discursu, anima autem cum discursu;
quae necesse habet ex sensibilibus effectibus in virtutes causarum pervenire, et ab
accidentibus sensibilibus in essentias rerum, quae non subiacent sensui.” Ibid., ad 1.
For a like emphasis on the role played by the material thing in human cognition,
cf. J. Pegaire, C.S.Sp., Intellectus et Ratio selon S. Thomas d’Aquin (Ottawa,
1936), p. 286.

102« . Anima intellectualis principia et conclusiones intelligit per species a
phantasmatibus abstractas . . .” Quaest. Un. De Anima, a. 7, ad 2. It is also
significant that St. Thomas employs the fact that the first principles of knowledge
become thematically known only through the medium of abstraction from the
phantasm as a basis for arguing that the first principles and the agent intellect
cannot be identified. “ Quidam vero crediderunt intellectum agentem non esse
alind quam habitum principiorum indemonstrabilium in nobis. Sed hoc esse non
potest, quia etiam ipsa principia indemonstrabilia cognoscimus abstrahendo a
singularibus.” Ibid., a. 5, resp., prope finem; cf, also, a. 4, ad 6. For Aquinas, the
mind knows even incorporeal things indirectly through a comparison with sensible
beings: . . . incorporea, quorum non sunt phantasmata, cognoscuntur a nobis
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every human act of understanding is the result of a cooperative
effort between body and soul. As long as it is united with the
body, the human intellect is altogether incapable of any act
that is not somehow dependent on the body. The human in-
tellect is thus both temporally and spacially circumscribed by
its bodily instrument in its effort to appropriate itself.** Thus
Montaigne was perhaps much closer to Aquinas’s thought than
he himself imagined when he said: “ When I sit down, so do
my thoughts.” ¢¢

Hence, what needs calling for is a truly intellectualist meta-
physics which respects the full and total sweep of hAuman under-
standing. From the foregoing it would appear incontrovertible
that such a methodology must be at once intellectual and
rational, for, as a truly human science, metaphysics must grow
and evolve from the intellect’s contact and almost total im-
mersion in the world. Metaphysics must be a web woven from
the constant oscillating dialectic between matter and spirit,
which transcends the world as the human spirit does the body,
which cannot totally contain it, but whose very structure and
method reflect the good earth from which it sprang. Though
the highest of the sciences, metaphysics, if it be authentic, must
remain profoundly human. Indeed, it is the human intellect
alone which requires metaphysics for its fulfillment. It was
this very chthonic dimension of metaphysics which the Kantian
critique sought to discredit in order at last to discredit meta-
physics as a truly human science, and it is this same chthonic
element which must be jealously safeguarded if metaphysics is
to endure.

As a corollary, it follows that metaphysics must have a

per comparationem ad corpora sensibilia quorum sunt phantasmata.” Summa Theol.,
I, q. 84, a. 7, ad 3.

183 This thought is eloquently expressed by Jean Mouroux. “ There is no thought
without an immediate participation of the body in the very act of thinking. It is
not the intelligence that thinks but the man; and the body is present to thought
not solely as a remote instrument that remains a stranger to the activity it makes
possible, but as an associate that provides the intelligence with the essential
conditions of its action.” The Meaning of Man (Doubleday, Image), p. 53.

184 Quoted by Mouroux, op. cit., p. 52.
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method which is unique and which is rational as well as intel-
lectual. Such a metaphysical method eliminates the need as
well as the possibility of an a priori human knowing which is
thematically appropriated by the knowing subject prior to
the subject’s having been proportionately actuated by the
object of his knowing, the singular material existent. If meta-
physics does employ a rational method, then it can rightfully
be regarded as chthonic, as a from-and-in-this-world-science,
which can be no more accurately described apart from its rela-
tion to the ground of this world than the human intellect or
soul can be described without a reference to body.*** Such a
metaphysics will be mediated at every turn by predicative acts
of the intellect necessitated in turn by the partial insights into
the material existent which reluctantly reveals itself to the
intellect through the fleeting, almost capricious glances of sense
cognition. It is only a chthonic metaphysics of this kind that
can authentically be said to have as its subject of inquiry
common Being (which it has reached mainly by way of separa-
tion) , the virtually unrestricted and unlimited dynamism of
Being as present in every material being it knows as object.

Hence, the principle that man’s primordial knowing is of the
object first and only secondarily and reflectively of the subject
co-knowing itself in the very act of communing with the other **
must be carefully safeguarded as the most inviolable principle
of all human knowledge.

Consequently, any claim to have reached an actual awareness
of the unlimited and unrestricted horizon of Being by a tran-
scendental reflection or inner intuition of the knowing subject
is inescapably self-refuting, if one is speaking of the human

185 Cf. notes 157-160.

188 < Non enim semper cognoscens cognoscit cognitum secundum illud esse quod
habet in cognoscente; oculus enim non cognoscit lapidem secundum esse quod habet
in oculo, sed per speciem lapidis quam habet in se, cognoscit lapidem secundum
esse quod habet extra oculum. Et si aliquis cognoscens cognoscat cognitum secun-
dum esse quod habet in cognoscente, nihilominus cognoscit ipsum secundum esse
quod habet extra cognoscentem; sicut intellectus cognoscit lapidem secundum esse
intelligibile quod habet in intellectu inquantum ecognoscit se intelligere, sed
nihilominus cognoscit esse lapidem in propria natura.” Summa Theol. I, q. 14,
a. 6, ad 1.
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intellect, which, having as its proper object the quiddities of
material things, must advance to the metaphysical domain of
Being through the painstaking path of affirmation and negation,
both of which constitute the radical human modes of self-aliena-
tion and self-fulfillment. The evolution of the human spirit is
necessarily dependent upon and determined by the material
things in the world which quietly and almost hiddenly com-
mune in Being **" and which comprise the cosmic community
of conditioned beings.

The foregoing analysis of the psychogenesis of Being in the
human spirit seems quite close to the profound truth so
magisterially presented to the contemporary world by Martin
Buber, namely, that man cannot find fulfillment or come to
either a knowledge or a possession of his authentic self save
in and through a community of persons.**®* While enthusiasti-
cally accepting this theme, our plea here is for a yet further
widening of the notion of the metaphysical Thou to include
not only persons but all individual material beings, so that
the authentic appropriation of self as open to Being is positively
aided by the spirit’s every contact with each thing in the world
that “1s,” regardless of whether or not it be a human person.
Yet, at the same time, we do this with the full recognition
that it is the human spirit’s confrontation with person which
plays the leading and even critical role in effecting the complete
metaphysical form of autogenesis described above.

187 While there are remarkable similarities here to the Hegelian notion of self-
alienation, there are withal some vitally important differences. In this writer’s
opinion the Heideggerian notion of Being is much closer to Hegel’s view of Being
than it is to Aquinas’s.

168 «“ The primary word I-Thou can be spoken only with the whole being.
Concentration and fusion into the whole being can never take place through my
agency, nor can it ever take place without me. I become through my relation to
the Thou; as I become I, I say Thou. All real living is meeting.” The Writings
of Martin Buber, Will Herberg, ed. (Meridian Books, 1958), p. 46; italics added.
In his book, The Meaning of Love (Newman, 1947), Robert O. Johann, S.J. has
laid similar stress on the importance of community for authentic self-development.
More recently, Robert F. Harvanek has emphasized the place of community in the
attainment of truth in an article entitled, “ The Community of Truth,” International
Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. VII, 1 (1967), pp. 68-85.
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In this context Heidegger’s insistence that the human spirit
(Dasein) is ““ the Shepherd of Being ” **° assumes a meaning
highly acceptable to a metaphysician employing a genuinely
rational methodology. As the Custodian and supreme Inter-
preter of common Being, which he has derived from his pro-
gressively more total immersion in the world of beings, man
shares in a most unique way in the community of beings, for
rising above them, he can serve as their protector, and as their
interpreter to himself and to the world. In his exalted capacity
as the mediator of Being, the metaphysician comes to realize
ever more fully and more surely that he is a person precisely
because, in his very act of understanding the Being of beings,
he realizes that he communes and is meaningfully one with the
universal community. In realizing the cosmic dimensions of his
human activity the metaphysician is thus inexorably led to the
intoxicating awareness that fully to be a person means “ to be
one with all others.”

Finally, in reaching this breathtaking awareness, the truly
communal metaphysician has simultaneously begun to realize
in a still somewhat fumbling way that he is on the verge of
a breakthrough regarding the massive problems of human and
cosmic origins. His path has led him to the threshold of
grasping the unrestricted and unlimited creative and unifying
powers of a Person Who has had no need, as he has, to
appropriate Being historically.

James B. Reicamann, S.J.

Seattle University,
Seattle, Washington

169 ¢ Der Mensch ist der Hirt des Seins,” Brief iber den Humanismus (Frank-
furt: Klostermann, 1947).



LONERGAN’S METAPHYSICS OF PROPORTIONATE
BEING

[ L)

ECENT YEARS have witnessed an upsurge of interest
R in Thomistic thought. There have been not only
deeper and more penetrating studies on St. Thomas
himself but also efforts to update Scholastic philosophy, thus
making it relevant to modern times. An outstanding contribu-
tion in this line is Fr. Bernard Lonergan’s “ Insight.” * Basing
himself on the nature of insight, Fr. Lonergan explores in this
erudite work nearly every field that touches man: common
sense, psychology, ethics, metaphysics. It is this last, a vigorous
and novel restatement of Thomism, that we will expose.
Metaphysics for Lonergan, as for most other philosophers, is
the science of being. In its full sweep, therefore, metaphysics
includes all being. Transcendent Being thus also falls within its
purview. In this essay, however, we shall concern ourselves
only with the metaphysics of proportionate or experienced
being. We note nonetheless that the transition from propor-
tionate to transcendent Being is not neglected by Lonergan in
his development.

WHAT 18 METAPHYSICS?

When we consider the breadth and depth of human knowl-
edge, we are overwhelmed with admiration. There is hardly
any field but has been invaded by man and forced to disclose
its secrets. But if these myriad and highly diverse branches of
learning are all branches of human learning, must there not be
some point of reference common to all? Must not this prolific
intellectual activity have some common denominator? At the
root of this blossoming of science and mathematics, logic and

A Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (London: Longmans, Green and
Co., New York: Philosophical Library, 1957.) All further references to this volume
will be indicated in the text itself.

509
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literature, there is a single impelling force: the detached and
disinterested drive of the pure desire to know. This desire
within man urges him to break through the narrow confines of
his self, to ask questions about anything and everything, and to
set about finding the answers to them.

The desire to know is simply the inquiring and eritical spirit of
man. By moving him to seek understanding, it prevents him from
being content with the mere flow of outer and inner experience.
(348)

Metaphysics is concerned precisely with this detached and
disinterested drive of the pure desire to know. It deals not
with the concrete instances of the products of this desire, as do
the other sciences, but tries to delve deeply into the desire
itself. Since the other sciences spring from this desire and try
to realize it in a hundred concrete instances, metaphysics may
be described as the underpinning and unification of the various
sciences. As Lonergan tells us,

From the unfolding of that drive proceed all questions, all insights,
all formulations, all judgments; and so metaphysics underlies logic
and mathematics, the various sciences and the myriad instances of
common sense. (390)

Metaphysics itself may be considered at three levels: latent,
problematic, explicit. There is in the first place metaphysics
insofar as it underlies the different branches of human learning.
The desire to know is at the root of human intellectual activity.
This desire unfolds itself through the empirical, intellectual
and rational consciousness of man, fructifying in the diverse
forms of knowledge. But though this drive is immanent and
operative in all human knowing, it is not grasped as such. We
are not aware that this desire is the mainspring of our intel-
lectual dynamism. Hence this is dubbed “ latent *” metaphysics.
This latent metaphysics fails to provide a unified view of the
different sciences. It, accordingly, engenders a vague and
general dissatisfaction in the one desirous of such a unified view.
It prods the mind to inquire further into the nature of human
knowing. The variety of conflicting theories presented by
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philosophers only serves to add to the confusion. At this level
metaphysics is said to be “ problematic.” Egged on by the
problematic, latent metaphysics strives to manifest itself clearly.
“ It succeeds in conceiving itself, in working out its implications
and techniques.” (391) This bringing into the light of latent
metaphysics is “ explicit ” metaphysies.

Expricit METAPHYSICS

Since this study is primarily concerned with proportionate
being, it would be helpful to define metaphysics in relation to
proportionate being. Metaphysics would then be “ the concep-
tion, affirmation and implementation of the integral heuristic
structure of proportionate being.” (891) The terms of this
definition warrant a brief explanation.

A heuristic structure is one which seeks to arrive at an
unknown content by anticipating the type of act that will
enable the mind to do so. Under the guidance of the properties
of this act the mind moves forward to grasp the unknown con-
tent that lies as the end product of that insight. Or, as Loner-
gan has it,

A heuristic notion is the notion of an unknown content and it is
determined by anticipating the type of act through which the
unknown would become known. A heuristic structure is an ordered
set of heuristic notions, Finally, an integral heuristic structure is
the ordered set of all heuristic notions. (392)

The other term, proportionate being, is a little more difficult
to apprehend. This is due to the protean nature of the notion
of being. Being, for Lonergan, is what is to be known through
a totality of judgments. Hence we cannot define being in
itself, as we have not attained that totality of judgments. We
must, therefore, rest content with a heuristic coneeption of the
notion of being. Consequently, being is “ whatever is to be
known by intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation.” In
short, being is the objective of the pure desire to know. Now
human knowledge is dependent for its data on the senses. Being
proportionate to human knowing must, therefore, be an object
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of sense perception. Lonergan accordingly defines proportionate
being as “ whatever is to be known by human experience, in-
telligent grasp, and reasonable affirmation.”

To sum up then, the human intellect is tending towards being
as towards the objective of the detached and disinterested
drive of the pure desire to know. More immediately, it strains
towards proportionate being. This striving is attempted through
a heuristic structure. The study of this heuristic structure
yields an explicit metaphysics of proportionate being.

CoGNITIONAL STRUCTURE As Basis or METAPHYSICS

Should we pause to reflect on this definition of metaphysics,
a significant point catches our attention, viz., its dependence
on our cognitional activity. We have actually defined meta-
physics in terms of this cognitional structure, for “ metaphysics
can only begin in minds that exist and it can proceed only from
their actual texture and complexion.” (397) People cannot get
rid of experience, nor can they help judging through under-
standing and reasonable affirmation. Of course, this is not to
suggest that they are aware of this triple process; yet they
exercise it all the same. The explicitation of this ever present
mode of cognition begets metaphysics. For Lonergan then,
“ explicit and adequate metaphysics is a corollary to explicit
and adequate self-knowledge.” (535)

In any philosophy we can distinguish a cognitional theory
and its metaphysical implications. For Lonergan, the cog-
nitional theory is at the basis of the metaphysical aspects.
This is not the traditional Scholastic mode of viewing meta-
physics. St. Thomas himself expresses his cognitional theory
in metaphysical terms, hence his epistemology presupposes his
metaphysics and does not ground it. But as Lonergan points
out, even St. Thomas occasionally indicated the primacy of
cognitional structure over metaphysical pronouncements. Thus
in his Summa Theol., 1, q. 88, a. 2, ad 8 we find:

The human soul understands itself through its own act of under-
standing, which is proper to it, showing perfectly its power and

nature.
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St. Thomas here seems to affirm that one could demonstrate
the power and nature of the human soul by a psychological act,
1. e., intelligere. Lonergan avers,

Now power and nature are metaphysical entities. To demonstrate
them properly involves one in a long list of metaphysical theorems.
Yet we have Aquinas’ own word for it that a perfect demonstration
of these metaphysical entities may be derived from a consideration
of intelligere, the proper act of the human soul.?

Quite candidly Lonergan admits that “the most shocking
aspect of the book ‘ Insight ’ is the primacy it accords knowl-
edge.” * While acknowledging the unorthodoxy of his approach,
Lonergan clarifies his stand by referring to the Scholastic dis-
tinction between quoad se and quoad nos. If we consider the
quoad se or ontological aspect, the metaphysical elements take
precedence; if, however, the quoad nos, the metaphysical pro-
nouncements must yield place to the cognitional theory. The
two aspects are obviously interdependent. To consider them
as separate or incompatible would be an error. In the present
case the subject under study is the clarification of the meta-
physical elements. In such a development one must begin
with the cognitional structure, for we must first know and then
seek to delve deeper into the nature of knower and known.

Finally, if we admit the dependence of metaphysical pro-
nouncements on cognitional theories, we have at hand a ready
explanation for the variety of diverse and conflicting metaphysi-
cal views propounded. These spring from a false or imperfect
understanding of the structure of human knowing. Lonergan
informs us that the cognitional structure is the touchstone for
all sound metaphysics. A metaphysical system consistent with
our knowing will be a basic position, for “ bluntly, the starting
point of metaphysics is people as they are.” By parity of
reasoning, what is out of harmony with the cognitional structure
will be a counter position and, as such, will invite reversal.

2 “ Tnsight: Preface to a Discussion,” Proceedings of the American Catholic
Philosophical Association, XXXII (1958), pp. 71-72.
$ Ibid.
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This follows because the counter position precludes being in-
telligently understood and reasonably affirmed. The resulting
incoherence pushes the mind on until the basic position is
attained. Thus history itself confirms the conviction of Loner-
gan that “ cognitional theory exercises a fundamental influence
in metaphysical pronouncements.” (389)

Human CoGNITIONAL STRUCTURE

Since cognitional structure looms so large on the metaphysi-
cal horizon, a brief treatment of the subject seems essential.
We shall study Lonergan’s view of our cognitional structure in
the light of the intellect’s most complete and satisfying opera-
tion—the judgment. We can distinguish three levels in our act
of cognition: the level of presentation, the level of intelligence,
and the level of reflection. For a better understanding of the
same it seems convenient to discuss the matter with the help
of an example. We limit ourselves to the one proposed by
Lonergan in his chapter on “ Concrete Judgments of Fact.”

Suppose a man to return from work to his tidy home and to find
the windows smashed, smoke in the air and water on the floor.
Suppose him to make the extremely restrained judgment of fact,
Something has happened. The question is not whether he was right,
but how he reached his affirmation. (281)

The primary basis of this judgment or affirmation lies in two
different sets of data. The man has a vivid recollection of the
neat and well-kept house from which he set out for work that
morning. He is now confronted by a scene of utter desolation.
Thus far we have neither inquiry nor affirmation. We are at
the level of presentation. But the man not only views the
present data and recalls the previous, he unites the two separate
sets of data by referring them to the same subject: there can
be no doubt about it, the present derelict affair was once his
spacious bungalow. We are now at the level of intelligence. By
referring the different sets of data to the same house he under-
stands that a change has taken place. “If the same thing ex-
hibits different individual data at different times, it has
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changed. If there occurs a change, something has happened.”
(282)

We have as yet no affirmation, only a set of statements.
Finally, the intellect combines the level of presentation and the
level of intelligence and posits the affirmation, something has
happened. The second level presupposes and complements the
first; the third presupposes and completes the second.

A further question immediately presents itself: on what
grounds does the intellect combine the two levels and posit the
affirmation? Lonergan tells us that “to grasp evidence as
sufficient for a prospective judgment is to grasp a prospective
judgment as virtually unconditioned.” (280) Lonergan speaks
of a formally unconditioned and a virtually unconditioned. The
former has no conditions whatever; the sole example is God,
the Absolutely Necessary Being. The virtually unconditioned
has conditions, but these conditions are fulfilled.

Accordingly, a virtually unconditioned involves three elements,

1. a conditioned

2. a link between conditioned and conditions

3. fulfillment of the conditions.

Hence a prospective judgment will be a virtually unconditioned if
1. it is a conditioned

2. its conditions are known

3. its conditions are fulfilled. (280)

The prospective judgment is a conditioned, for it stands in
need of evidence to be affirmed. Through an act of intelligence
the data presented are understood. At this stage we form
concepts, definitions, etc. Thus are conditions known. Then
follows an act of reflective understanding whereby the mind
through an insight realizes that the present case fits the defini-
tion or concept. By grasping the conditions as fulfilled the
mind posits the prospective judgment by an affirmation or
negation. This, in short, is our scheme of knowing.

But one can push the point further and demand, “ How does
one know that the conditions are fulfilled? ” In answer to this
Lonergan introduces the notions of vulnerable and invulnerable
insights. When further questions are to be asked on a particular
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issue, insights are said to be “ vulnerable ”; when there are no
further pertinent questions, the insights are termed “ invulner-
able.” When an insight meets the issue squarely, when it settles
the matter, there are no further questions to be asked, and so
there are no further insights to challenge the initial position.
Thus each time we are faced with the question, is this so?,
we have to consider whether or not further questions may be
asked which will reveal the insight as insufficient. If the answer
is no, we can ground an affirmation. Thus our knowledge pro-
gresses step by step as we pass from one judgment to another.

But what if there are further pertinent questions which do
not occur to me? Fr. MacKinnon informs us,

This inadequacy is to be met by increased intellectual development
and by a more critical investigation of the given problem. It cannot
be met by any solution which seeks to transcend the limitations
of the human mind and compare the insight to reality. . . . The
judgment of the mind is based on the evidence known by the mind.
If the evidence seems sufficient to me, if I know of no further
pertinent questions, the natural dynamism operative in my mind
leads me to make a judgment and allows me to feel secure in the
judgment once made.*

TransiTiION TO ExXPricIT METAPHYSICS

With Lonergan’s cognitional theory examined we can now
revert to the main theme of our essay: how is this metaphysics,
dependent on cognitional structure, evolved? Just how the
metaphysical elements are drawn out from our way of thinking
will be discussed later. At this stage we shall try to unfold
the nature of the transition from latent to explicit metaphysics.
As the principle of the isomorphism of knowing and known
plays a pivotal role in this explanation, a few pertinent remarks
on this principle will be helpful.

Between our way of knowing and the things known there
exists an isomorphism. Lonergan asserts,

¢ “ Understanding according to Bernard F. Lonergan, S.J.,” The Thomist,
XXVII (April, 1964), p. 129.
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I_E‘or knowing and known, if they are not an identity, at least stand
In some correspondence and, as the known is reached only through

knowing, structural features of the one are bound to be reflected
in the other. (115)

On the strength of this principle it seems one could validly
pass from the study of our cognitional structure to the affirma-
tion of the structure of reality for “the simplest reason why
our knowing has its peculiar structure would be that propor-
tionate being has a parallel structure.” (499)

With that brief digression we resume our explanation of the
transition from latent to explicit metaphysics. This transition
may be described as a deduction requiring a major premise,

a set of primary minor premises and a set of secondary minor
premises.

The major premise is the isomorphism that obtains between the
structure of knowing and the structure of the known. If the
knowing consists of a related set of acts and the known is the
related set of contents of these acts, then the pattern of the relations
between the acts is similar in form to the pattern of the relations
between the contents of these acts. This premise is analytic. (399)

The primary minor premises consist of a series of affirmations
of the invariant structure present in our knowing. This in-
variant structure is the three-step process of experience, under-
standing and judging. Now, according to the principle of the
isomorphism of knowing and known, it follows that a similar
unification of these three elements must reside in the structure
of the being known, namely, “ a content of experience, a content
of understanding and a content of judgment.” The major
and primary minor premise deal with the invariant structure
or form of knowing. “The set of secondary minor premises
is supplied by reorientated science and common sense.” These
supply the data or matter of cognition. Thus Lonergan can
hold that “ metaphysics . . . (is) the invariant form for which
the sciences provide the variable matter.” (733)

When the knower becomes aware of the structure operative
in his cognitional acts, he passes from a latent to an explicit
metaphysics.
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For in any case, cognitional activity operates within heuristic
structures towards goals that are isomorphic with the structures.
If this basic fact is noted . . . if the principle of isomorphism is
grasped, then the latent metaphysics, to which everyone subscribes
without knowing he does so, ceases to be latent and becomes
explicit.  (400)

MeTaPHYSICAL ELEMENTS

Potency, Form, Act

We are now in a position to discuss the elements that go to
make up metaphysics as elaborated by Lonergan. These ele-
ments are central potency, form, act; conjugate potency, form,
act; explanatory genera and species.

Lonergan argues to potency, form and act by pressing into
service the principle of the isomorphism of knowing and known.
Proportionate being is what is to be known by experience, in-
telligent grasp and reasonable affirmation. “ A corresponding
trilogy must obtain in the proportionate known, both the pres-
ently known and whatever would be known in a full explana-
tion of the whole domain of proportionate being.”® This
trilogy Lonergan designates as potency, form and act.

Potency is that component of proportionate being which is
to be known in explanatory knowledge by an *intellectually
patterned experience of the empirical residue.” The empirical
residue for Lonergan is the material element of reality having
no immanent intelligibility of its own. Individuality, particu-
larities of space and time. . . . The component to be fully known
by “understanding things fully in their relations to one
another,” he calls form. Finally, what is to be known “by
uttering the virtually unconditioned °yes’ of reasonable judg-
ment,” is act. These three components constitute a single being.
That which is experienced is understood; and what is under-
stood is what is affi;rmed. Just as an act of cognition, though
comprising three levels, yields a single knowledge, so also the
contents of these three levels form a unity, constituting a single

5 MacKinnon, loc. cit. (July 1964), p. 847.
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proportionate being. It is not that we first experience a propor-
tionate being, then understand it and finally affirm it. They
fuse into a single known. “ Hence potency, form and act, since
they are known by experience, understanding and judgment,
are not three proportionate beings but three components in a
single proportionate being.” (432)

Lonergan introduces a distinction in these metaphysical ele-
ments. There is central potency, form, act and conjugate
potency, form, act. The necessity of this distinction arises
because explanatory ¢ knowledge is knowledge of a thing in
relation to other things. But to know a thing as thing is to
grasp and affirm it as a unity, identity, whole. We have, there-
fore, a central potency, form and act which are components
of each thing and a further conjugate potency, form and act
which expresses the totality of its relations to other things.

Central form corresponds to the concrete and intelligible
unity grasped in understanding a thing and is required to under-
stand change. Central act, i.e., what is affirmed, is existence.
Since central form is the intelligible content, central potency
will be identified with the individuality of the thing—its
empirical residue.

First then, in any plant, animal or man, there is to be affirmed an
individually existing unity. By central potency it is individual; by
central form it is a unity, identity, whole; by central act it is
existent. (459)

If we consider now, not the thing as a unity but the being in
its relation to others, we have a whole gamut of such relation-
ships. These relations are verified and systematically expressed
by the scientific method in abstract propositions. These empiri-
cally verified explanatory relations implicitly define terms which
are grasped by understanding; they may be termed conjugate
forms. Conjugate act is occurrence, for that is what is verified
when we affirm relations defining a conjugate form. Finally
“ conjugate forms are verified in spatio-temporal continua, con-

8 Description signifies beings as related to us; explanation, beings as related to
one another.
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junctions and successions.” (437) These aspects of the empiri-
cal residue can be designated as conjugate potency.

Lonergan now asks a further question, what is the nature of
these metaphysical elements? The answer, he tells us, is that
they have no essence of their own. “ They express the structure
in which one knows what proportionate being is.” When a
proportionate being is understood, this is the mould in which
an act of insight will take place. “ They arise from the under-
standing and regard proportionate being, not as understood
but only as to be understood.” (497) Potency, form and act,
therefore, seem to be a sort of general scheme by which we
know proportionate being. More precise knowledge of what
the form is must be obtained from science, Lonergan maintains.

Immediately we are faced with a poser. Are the metaphysical
elements, then, mere logical entities? Have they no ontological
value? The explanation given above sets potency, form and act
in reference to cognitional activity. Are these elements only a
structure of our knowing or are they also constituents of the
known? Lonergan sees the force of the difficulty and answers:

So, as far as these definitions go, the differences of the metaphysical
elements are differences in the process of knowing and, unless fur-
ther evidence is forthcoming, they are not differences in the being
to be known. Still one may expect the further evidence to be
available, for the simplest reason why our knowing has its peculiar
structure would be that proportionate being has a parallel structure.
(499)

What is this “ further evidence > that helps tide us over this
difficulty? The key is * intelligibility.” We have defined being
as the objective of the pure desire to know. Being is what is
to be known when we correctly understand. It is the goal of
intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation. Implied in such a
definition is the intrinsic intelligibility of being. Since being is
intrinsically intelligible the possibility of knowledge is also
affirmed.

But this intrinsic intelligibility is not of the same type. There
is the intelligibility corresponding to an act of understanding.
This is formal intelligibility. But an act of understanding pre-
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supposes something to be understood, some data into which
inquiry is made. This is not the formal intelligibility attained
when one understands. We may call it potential intelligibility.
It is in potency to be understood by critical inquiry. Finally,
there is the third type of intelligibility. It is the intelligibility
resulting from the grasp of the virtually unconditioned. This
we call factual intelligibility. ““ While the potentially intelligible
1s what can be understood, and the formally intelligible is what
may or may not be understood, the actually intelligible is
restricted to what in fact is.” (501)

Intelligibility is intrinsic to being, hence the three types of
intelligibility will also be intrinsic to being. Proportionate being
is what is to be known by experience, intelligent grasp and
reasonable affirmation. Neither of the three alone will yield
knowledge of proportionate being. All three—experience, under-
standing and affirmation—are required corresponding to the
three components of intelligibility intrinsic to proportionate
being. Thus potency, form and act are not merely structural
features of our cognitional activity but are immanent in the
very constitution of the reality of being.

But there are other differentiations to be kept in mind. There
are also other formal intelligibilities besides the one that consti-
tutes the being’s unity. The central form unites a variety of
conjugate forms which are defined differently from it. Tagged
on to the conjugate forms we have conjugate potency and
act. These, too, form constitutents of the being. Thus “ for
every difference in intelligibility, there is a difference intrinsic
to the reality of known proportionate being.” (501)

Explanatory Genera and Species

By genus is meant that there are things with a different set
of conjugates which render them different from one another.
The terms and relations that go with one thing are distinct from
the terms and relations of another. On logical grounds alone
there can be no transition from one such thing to another. Thus
the laws of chemistry form a genus which is not the genus
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defined by the laws of biology. These genera are called explana-
tory because they regard things not as described but as
explained, i. e., in their relations to one another.

How do these genera arise? Take the field of chemistry.
Within this domain we have things which react with other
things in accordance with fixed chemical laws. The totality
of chemical activities can thus be explained according to these
chemical laws. But, in the case of a plant, we find that, besides
certain activities that can be explained by chemical laws, there
are other activities which, if viewed in the light of chemical
laws alone, are not quite explicable. Such would be acts of
nutrition, reproduction, ete. In order to explain them we have
to pass to a higher viewpoint, that of biology. This higher
viewpoint, which renders the new set of activities explicable,
gives rise to a new genus.

The lower viewpoint is insufficient for it has to regard as merely
coincidental what in fact is regular. This higher viewpoint is justi-
fied, for the conjugates and the schemes constitute a higher system
that makes regular what otherwise would be merely coincidental.
(256)

Each genus has its own set of conjugates. However, not all
these conjugates will be applicable to all things within that
genus. We have, for example, the domain of animals; this
hinges on the genus of sensibility. Not all the conjugates of
sensibility refer to all animals. In these differences of sensi-
bility resides the basis for differences in organic structure.
These differences in sensibility will thus bring about differences
within the genus. Hence, within the genus we have various
species. Thus “ different combinations of forms from (a par-
ticular) set serve to define explanatorily the unities of things
which differ specifically from one another but pertain to the
same explanatory genus.” (4388)

Lonergan’s conception of genera and species is not that of
logical unifying entities. Autonomous sciences endowed with
their distinct set of terms and concepts do not admit of a logical
transition from one to another. Genera and species, rather, are
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elements of unification in the order of being itself. To drive
home this point, Lonergan sets forth his conception of genera
and species in reference to potency, form and act.

Different combinations of the verified correlations yield a range of
schemes of occurrence, and in the measure such schemes are realized

they make systematic the occurrence of (certain) conjugate acts.
(438)

These conjugate acts usually occur systematically in virtue
of the schemes. But some occurrences may be the result of
random or chance. If there are such random occurrences, we
could say that they lack intelligibility, 1. e., lack an explanation.
These would be instances of the merely empirical residue on
the level of conjugate acts. “ For a manifold of random occur-
rences offers a much larger range of merely coincidental con-
junctions and successions, and such conjunctions and succes-
sions pertain to the empirical residue.” (438) When we are
confronted by certain regular occurrences that cannot be
explained within the framework of the given set of conjugates,
we move to a higher viewpoint and thus establish a higher
genus with its own schemes and conjugate acts.

Now the manifold of conjugate acts which Lonergan calls
the empirical residue stands as potency in regard to a higher
set of conjugate forms that systematize it and constitute a
new genus. Thus we can have an entire string of higher and
higher genera, the lower acting as potency to the higher which
may be designated as form. It must be pointed out that the
lower conjugates survive in the higher genus for “ without
them there would be nothing for the higher set of conjugates
to systematize.” But the things made up by the lower con-
jugates do not survive. For things are an intelligible unity,
identity, whole. The intelligible unity comprises the sum total
of forms—central and conjugate. Now “ the same data under
the totality of their aspects cannot be the data for different
things.” (439) Thus, if a thing is an animal, it is not a plant
or some lower genus. True the conjugates relating to the genus
of biology will also be verified in the animal, but these con-
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jugates have been systematized and subsumed under a higher
viewpoint, i. e., sensibility. Hence the lower conjugates survive
in the higher genus but not as things. Corresponding to each
such independent genus we have autonomous sciences.

After this explanation of genera and species the obvious
question is, is this conception of genera and species correct? is
this de facto realized in our universe?

Lonergan honestly admits that there is no absolute certainty
in this matter. But he insists that this view is “ uniquely prob-
able.” If we are to give a coherent world view of this universe,
if we are ever to unify the mass of logically unrelated sciences,
then appeal must be made to higher viewpoints. This, more-
over, is the only way one can explain how higher orders of
reality can be immanent in lower orders without violating
lower classical laws.

Finally, this conception of genera and species is based not
merely on an analysis of empirical sciences but on the funda-
mental properties of insight. An act of insight takes place in
imaginative representations. This leads to a certain accumula-
tion of viewpoints. Imaginative representations of these accumu-
lated viewpoints serve as data for higher insights. This process
can go on and on. The lower order or genus yields images
which enable insight to grasp clues to the laws of a higher
order. Thus the images of the eye, the optic nerve and the
cerebrum can lead to an insight whereby an occulist can study
the properties of a psychic operation, i.e., seeing. “ Potency
corresponds to the imagined empirical residue; form corresponds
to the insight.” Grouping these various considerations we get
a coherent account of what is meant by explanatory genera
and species. This “ resultant account has no competitors, for
to the best of my knowledge, no one else has attempted to
work out the pure theory of genera and species, where the
genera and species are conceived not descriptively but explana-
torily.” This conception, Lonergan assures us, is uniquely
probable, for it meets the issue squarely, and there are no
available alternative views.

But the issue of greatest moment is whether the universe



LONERGAN’S METAPHYSICS OF PROPORTIONATE BEING 525

does in fact contain things that are differentiated by explana-
tory genera and species.

If we appeal to the immemorial convictions of common sense or
to the actual division of scientific departments, all evidence favors
the affirmation of different explanatory genera. (441)

The contention that things are all of one kind is not based
on concrete and substantial evidence but is the outcome of a
mechanistic conception of reality.

JUSTIFICATION OF METAPHYSICAL SYSTEM

We have analysed Lonergan’s metaphysics of proportionate
being in some detail. We can now pass on to a consideration of
his metaphysical method and discuss its validity. Metaphysics
is primarily a process of self-knowledge. It can, therefore, only
take place within the consciousness of rational beings. Now,
if we reflect on our cognitional acts, we realize that inquiry,
insight, formulation, critical reflection, grasp of the virtually
unconditioned and judgment are its necessary components.
Their presence is incontrovertible, for without them man would
be neither intelligent nor reasonable. Furthermore, at the heart
of this cognitional activity lies the pure and unrestricted desire
to know.

When the subject reflects on these inescapable elements of
experience, intelligent inquiry and affirmation, he is forcibly
made aware of his own “subjection to such inevitability to
issue into his affirmation of himself as an individual existing
unity differentiated by capacities to experience, to inquire, to
reflect. Now this affirmation of oneself as a knower is also an
affirmation of the general structure of any proportionate object
of knowledge.” (523) Thus Lonergan’s method is simply to
analyze our cognitional activity and to pass from it to the
domain of being. The question is, can one accept such a
method? how does Lonergan justify it?

Every philosophy, he assures us, is based on cognitional
structures correctly or incorrectly conceived. Therefore the
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surest way to test a metaphysical system is to see if it squares
with a true account of cognitional activity. Metaphysics, as
developed by Lonergan, fulfils this requirement.

For metaphysical structure of proportionate being as definitively
explained, is an object of our knowledge, not through present scien-
tific explanation of the universe, nor through any alleged inspection
of the essence of the universe, but through its isomorphism with
the utilized structure of our knowing. (525)

Another characteristic of a true philosophy is that it should
ground a universal viewpoint. Based on cognitional structure,
it should be able to sift the various elements that go to make
this structure. It should be able “ to construct any philosophic
position by postulating appropriate and plausible omissions and
confusion of elements ” and be able to clarify its own stand by
pointing out the flaws in the counterpositions and thus cor-
recting them. Here, too, Lonergan’s metaphysics fills the bill.
This is not to suggest that Lonergan denies the possibility of
any improvement on his effort. He fully realizes that such
improvements will come about through a better grasp of the
polymorphism inherent in our human knowing and a more
accurate account of experience, insight and judgment. He
rejects, however, a thorough and radical overthrow of his
system.

Rather, our meaning is that such improvements will not include any
radical change in this philosophy, for the philosophy rests, not on
the account of experience, insight, judgment and the polymorphic
consciousness, but on the defining pattern of relations that bring
these four into a single dynamic structure. (568)

To wind up this treatment of Lonergan’s metaphysics of
proportionate being, let us consider one final question posed
by Lonergan himself. Can there be more than one true meta-
physies or is a true metaphysics unique? Lonergan asserts that
his conception gives unique results.

The argument is that
1. If a man is in the intellectual pattern of experience, and
2. If he is knowing an object within the domain of proportionate






























































































































































































































