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1. Kant’s reasons for his quest of the a priori.

ANT’S WORK is indissolubly bound up with two no-
tions: that of the transcendental as a method of
analysis and that of the a priort as the result of such

an analysis. In the following pages we propose to study that
second notion as it appears in the Critique of Pure Reason?

* 1 am very much indebted to the Reverend Frederick E. Crowe, S.J., of Regis
College, Toronto, for having gone through my manuseript improving the style and
clarifying a number of passages.

The present paper offers some key insights already treated more thoroughly
in a detailed study of Kant’s writings in my book: Das Apriori in der menschlichen
Erkenninis. Eine Studie iber Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft und Lonergans
Insight, Meisenheim am Glan (A. Hain) 1971.

L Kritik der reinen Vernunft, abbreviated in this article as KRV, and referred
to according to the original pagination of the first (A) and second (B) editions.
References will be frequent, and so will be given in the text rather than in foot-
notes, The English translation will be that of Norman Xemp Smith, except for
minor changes and the addition of emphases.
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though this will often lead us to touch on the first notion as well.
Our aim is to set forth as detailed an analysis as the limits of
the present paper will allow. Without entering into the history
of the composition of the KRV, let us simply say that because
of what Norman Kemp Smith calls “ the tentative character
of Kant’s conclusions”? it would be an extremely long and
difficult task to establish the stages through which Kant’s
thought evolved and to document the philosophical positions
to be found in this Critique. Our purpose is rather to clarify
the basic epistemological lines of the KRV in their various as-
pects, in their tensions, and in what seems to us to be their
common direction. The epistemology of Lonergan will not be
the direct object of analysis in this paper; rather it will be
presupposed and used to supply the key to our reading of the
KRV, as will be evident enough to those of our readers who
are familiar with Insight.?

2 Norman Kemp Smith, 4 Commentary to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason’.
New York, 1962, p. 561.

3 Bernard J. F. Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, London &
New York, 1957. References to this volume will also be given in the text rather
than in footnotes, with emphases added in some cases.

Perhaps the relation of Kant and Lonergan in this study should be clarified.
Directly the article is a study of Kant; it is, however, a critical study, a critique
of a critique. Now a critique proceeds from horizons, presuppositions, premisses,
positions, which are those of the critic himself. Thus, Kant’s own critique of pure
reason proceeded from his position on the relation of understanding to the empirical,
and from the presuppositions that lay behind that position. Similarly, our critique
of Kant proceeds from presuppositions held by the author, and those presuppositions
are derived from the cognitional theory of Lonergan’s Insight. However, we
judged it legitimate to omit a detailed presentation of Lonergan here; surely we
are not mistaken in thinking, after nearly twenty years and so many general
presentations of Lonergan’s thought, that we can take the basic ideas of Insight
to be familiar.

There may indeed be a question about some of its particular ideas, whether
they have been superseded by Lonergan’s later work, but that would have to
be proved in each case. In fact, Lonergan gives his own recent views on Insight
in the paper, “ Insight Revisited ” (4 Second Collection, London, 1974), and though
he indicates some ideas that have undergone revision in his thinking of the last
twenty years, there is not the slightest hint that his basic cognitional theory and
epistemology, that which is presupposed in the present article, has been abandoned.
On the contrary, he repeats and underlines his basic purpose and strategy in
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Why did Kant set up his study of human knowledge in the
form of a quest for an a priori component in that knowledge?
He gives his own answer to our question: to ground the syn-
thetic a priori judgments which constitute our scientific knowl-
edge (B 19). We can express Kant’s reason in the following
syllogism: Scientific knowledge is knowledge of the universal
and necessary. But universality and necessity cannot come
from experience; that is, they cannot be based on anything e
posteriori. Therefore they are a priori.

We will not examine the merit of the first premiss. However,
we must note that it contains an ambiguity that flows over
into the entire enterprise of Kant: Is the KRV the study of
human knowledge without qualification, or is it the study of
that particular type of knowledge which science is? The latter
does not in fact exhaust the scope of human knowledge. How-
ever, leaving this ambiguity aside, we cannot doubt that for
Kant scientific knowledge amounts to knowledge of the uni-
versal and necessary. It is the classical ideal of science, and
Kant not only fully accepts it but also carries it to its final
consequences. Today we cannot follow Kant along that road.
A modern analysis of knowledge must begin by getting rid
of the heavy burden of conceptualism we inherited from our
predecessors. They were forever in search of a universality
and necessity greater than the science of the last four centuries
has aimed at achieving; if we follow them we will be laboring to
find an @ priori in order to explain a knowledge which we do
not in fact possess.

The need to change our approach is still more evident when
we consider the second premiss, viz., universality and necessity
cannot come from experience. What is experience? There are
at least two meanings of the term in the KRV, and we must
keep them in clear distinction if we would understand adequate-

Insight. The same point might be inferred from his continual references to that
work in his recent writings; it is clear that he regards it as expressing his fun-
damental philosophical position; see, for example, the Index of Method in Theology
(London, 1972), s.v., Lonergan . . . Insight,
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ly this principle which is so fundamental to Kantian epis-
temology. Both meanings are already found in the first section
of Kant’s Introduction (B 1). Here, at the very beginning,
Erfahrung is equivalent to pure sense knowledge; its nature is
determined specifically by the fact that sense is a faculty which
must be moved by a material object in order to know. Hence
Erfahrung denotes that activity which, at the beginning of the
Transcendental Aesthetic, is called Empfindung (sensation [A
20—=B 84]) . Atthe end of the same passage, however, Erfahrung
no longer designates sense knowledge alone, but human
knowledge in the full meaning of the term, including therefore
the sensible and the intellectual together. Now if experience
is taken in the second sense it is easy to see that, far from ex-
cluding universality and necessity, it essentially includes them,
in so far as it requires the constitutive intervention of the pure
forms of intuition and of the pure concepts of understanding.
If, on the contrary, experience is taken in the first sense, then
it is true that necessity and universality do not originate in ex-
perience.

The foregoing may seem obvious enough at first glance.
Nevertheless, more attentive scrutiny reveals a flaw in the con-
struction of the syllogism with which we began. Between the
second premiss (experience can yield neither necessity nor
universality) and the conclusion (necessity and universality
are a priort) there is another premiss which must be made ex-
plicit before the conclusion is valid. This premiss is that the
cognitional phases which follow upon Empfinding are incapable
of raising the representation of the concrete sense object to
the status of the universal and the necessary. Here we touch
on one of the fundamental problems of Kantian epistemology.
The KRV clearly recognizes that knowledge is a composite,
in particular a composite of sensibility and understanding. But
his fundamental intuitionist conception of knowledge inclines
Kant to say—more or less explicitly according to the degree
that the intuitionist principle comes to the fore—that the
object of knowledge is given to us through the senses and only
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through them; the later phases of the cognitional process do
not contribute a partial object of their own to the constitution
of the full and final object of knowledge. Let me put it more
precisely still: to understand the sensed object and to reflect
on what has been understood, is not, in the Kantian view, to
add a further, different content to our knowing; the content of
knowledge is simply repeated in shifting from the sense level
to the level of understanding, Verstand.*

Now Kant says of Erfahrung that, taken as mere sense
experience, it “tells us indeed, what is, but not that it must
necessarily be so, and not otherwise” (A 1). Actually,
experience itself is knowledge neither of the “what” nor of
the “is”; it is purely and simply presentation. To know
“what” is presented and whether this “ what” really “is”
belongs to the intelligent and rational phrases which follow
the sensible phase. Kant tends to say that knowledge on the
first level already attains the “ what is” of reality, though it
may be only in its singularity; and the reason is that he is
thinking according to the intuitionist principle. If, however,
this principle is abandoned, then both the “what™ and the
“is”, as well as necessity and universality, are found to have
a different origin. As formal determination is added through
understanding to an object which is otherwise a mere datum,
and as existence is then added through judgment, so the
universality of the formal determination as well as the factual
necessity of existence are added to the same sense object. We
have to consider the entire structure of knowledge in order to

4 We shall see presently that Kant’s @ priori has its own objective content. It is
not true, under this aspect, that the object is simply repeated in passing from
one level to another. On the other hand, in so far as Kant recognizes an objective-
content a priori, he feels constrained to qualify the known as reality-for-us. True
reality is (or rather ought to be) only the content of the first phase of knowledge.
In fact it is not, since our intuition is sensible. This simple hint is enough to
show that statements often voiced concerning Kant’s epistemology must be recast
from complementary, if not contrary, points of view which are also to be found
in the KRV. One ought to keep this principle of interpretation in mind through-
out this paper, even where it has not been possible to document it.
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grasp how a process, which clearly has its empirical side too,
can also have contents and qualifications which are not em-
pirical—not empirical, at least, if one restricts “ empirical ” to
the first level of the cognitional structure.

2. Does the mind impose the a priori on reality or does it
question reality through the a priori?

The Kantian conception of the a priori is open to two
opposing dangers. One danger is to empty it of any real
meaning. Kant finds himself in this danger whenever he in-
sists on the empirical character of our knowledge. If indeed
reality is given to us through sense intuition, what are the
various a priort representations supposed to do? It might
be said: They make us think of the object and thus come to
know it with a properly human knowledge. But then we
would have to ask: What do we thus come to know that we
did not know already through sensation alone? The opposite
danger is to attribute too much to the a priori. This danger is
expecially grave when Kant underlines the constitutive-forma-
tive function of the a prior, according to the fundamental
statement of the Preface: “ we can know e priori of things
only what we ourselves put into them” (B xviil).

We believe it is possible to overcome this tension and to
define more satisfactorily the nature and function of the a
priori, by bringing to completion that turn to the subject
(Hinwendung zum Subjekt) which is the purpose of trans-
cendental analysis. A metaphor which Kant himself proposes
will illustrate our meaning. While for Kant this metaphor
helps clarify the function he assigns to the a priori, for us it
indicates the way to overcome the insufficiencies of the Kantian
conception:

Reason, holding in one hand its principle ... and in the other hand
the experiment ... must approach nature in order to be taught
by it. It must not, however, do so in the character of a pupil who
listens to everything that the teacher chooses to say, but of an
appointed judge who compels the witnesses to answer questions
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which he has himself formulated. Even physics, therefore, owes
the beneficent revolution in its point of view entirely to the happy
thought, that while reason must seek in nature, not fictitiously
ascribe to it, whatever as not being knowable through reason’s
own resources has to be learnt, if learnt at all, only from nature,
it must adopt as its guide, in so seeking, that which it has itself
put into nature (B xiii £.).

Let us set aside the phrase, put into, as well as the question
of experimental method, and concentrate on the judge’ By
hypothesis the judge knows nothing of what has happened.
Yet the judgment of the case is confined to him. Why? Be-
cause he possesses juridical science. In virtue of this he puts
precise questions to the witnesses. The latter are men of
common sense and so know the facts under the headings of
violence, tragedy, cruelty, and so forth. But knowledge under
those headings does not interest the judge. For him what the
witnesses say—aside from the question of their veracity—is not
yet the reality he seeks to know; their statements are for his
purpose only data which through his inquiry must undergo a
twofold promotion. First, they must be promoted to the level
of understanding, of data that are understood. Then the
judge must exercise his juridical science in a critical reflection
that weighs all the factors pertinent to a legal judgment; by
this means the data are promoted to the level of sufficient evi-
dence, and the judge achieves knowledge of the juridically
determined fact. It was just this juridical reality which he
wished to ascertain.

In this case it is easy to see what the a prior of the judge is:
juridical science. It does not seem correct to say, according to
any acceptable meaning of the expression that there is
something which the judge himself has “put into” the
juridically determined reality. Rather we must say that he
has drawn an element from himself and put it into the data.
What is that element? It is the questions he asked in virtue

5 Here we expand Lonergan’s analysis as it is found in the mimeographed notes
of his course at the Gregorian University, De methodo theologiae, Rome, 1962, p. 49.
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of his knowledge. By asking, seeking, reflecting, the judge has
come to know the reality. Now let us go behind this
specific ¢ priori: Juridical science in the judge, that complex
of knowledge in the witnesses termed common sense, those
various mentalities that form the pre-understanding (Vorver-
standnis) by which one man is an engineer, another a socio-
logist, a third a poet, all are specifications of a unique, basic
pre-understanding, the same for everyone, by which everyone,
whether he knows under this aspect or that, always knows
being or the real.

Thus, to say that there is an a priori at the root of knowledge
is to say that learning does not start from nothing. But
whereas in the case of the judge the starting point is knowledge
properly so called, when we go back further, to the point from
which all the different specific kinds of knowledge get their
start, we no longer find a knowledge of objects, of nature, or
of the human world, but rather a knowledge purely and simply
on the side of the subject. The presence of the subject to
himself (consciousness), in its immanent orientation toward
the universe to be known, is identical with the notion of that
objective toward knowledge of which the subject proceeds
intelligently and rationally. This is the a priors in its first and
proper sense, and particular objective a prior’s are formed
within it. The constitution of the particular & prioi’s is a
posteriori; it occurs within the cultural components of the
environment in which one is born and raised, and through the
personal experiences which constitute the life of the individual
in its unicity. The first a priors, on the contrary, is the a prior:
in an absolute sense.

Now if, in virtue of his particular pre-understanding, the
judge is able to pose his specific questions, what questions are
we able to ask and what knowledge can we reach in virtue of
that pre-understanding which is our & priori as human beings?
The question we can ask is the question about being, and the
knowledge we can reach is the knowledge of being. Questioning
creates within human spirit that space by which it is able
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to manifest reality. According to Kant “we can know a
priori of things only what we ourselves put into them” (B
xviii) ; we believe that it is more according to common ex-
perience to say ““ we can know a priort of things only what we
ourselves ask about them.” The questions we ask “invest”
the data, and only then do the data mediate reality to us, a
reality which is first intended and only subsequently known.
Moreover, it is in virtue of questioning, as forming the horizon
of our inquiry, that the data actually enter the field of
intelligent consciousness. The manifestation of reality is
possible because the question, in that anticipatory movement
which constitutes it as question, already has the meaning of
reality; without this primordial knowledge, which is of the
essence of spirit in so far as spirit is being in its luminousness,
and hence meaningful to itself, the datum could not be re-
vealed to us as reality.

Summing up as clearly as possible what the a priori is
according to Insight, we could say that primordially and
fundamentally it is the question. Questions constitute the
operator which promotes the successive expansions of conscious-
ness in the transition from one level to another of the structure.
Questions for intelligence, questions for reflection, and, beyond
the strictly cognitional phase of human activity, questions for
decision—these are the a priori. This conception is paralleled
in Insight by the notion of reality as intrinsically intelligible.
Is reality what you can look at (whether the “look” be
conceived as an act of ocular or intellectual vision), or is
reality what you intend by asking questions? Insight main-
tains and fully develops the second alternative, which we shall
refer to as the rational conception of the real. The clarification
of such a conception of reality will hopefully be one of the
more important contributions of this study.

Human knowledge, then is inexplicable if we do not admit
a strictly subjective a priori which, without being constitutive
of the object as object, nevertheless makes it formally possible
for the object to be known. It is an a priori which, while not
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being itself determined as a category, still grounds the
possibility of every determination of whatever is known. To
speak of a primordial question implies that human spirit is
meaning in quest of meaning. The meaning with which man is
naturally endowed is merely heuristic; it is anticipatory of
reality. Hence a true search for something really unknown is
quite possible, and so is the recognition of reality once we
have found it. Human spirit betrays a total poverty at the
very same time that it reveals a total capacity for discerning
and judging by itself everything in the range of the true.

3. The Intuition Principle in the KRV and the Structure
Principle in Insight.

It is well to preface an examination of the a priori on the
various levels of knowledge with a study of what we consider
to be the first principle of Kantian epistemology. Heidegger
has formulated it with extreme exactitude: “To understand
the KRV one must literally hammer into one’s mind the
principle; Knowledge is primarily intuition.”® The Trans-
cendental Aesthetic opens with the enunciation of this principle:
“In whatever manner and by whatever means a mode of
knowledge may relate to objects, intuition is that through
which it is in immediate relation to them, and to which all
thought as a means is directed ” (A 19=B 33). Intuition is
thus the unique means by which in the last analysis we are
able to establish an immediate cognitional relation with the
object. Consequently, given that knowledge consists in this
relation of the subject to the object, we must conclude that
knowing is intuition. That this is the first principle of the
KRYV is to be presumed from the very frequency with which
Kant refers to it. He often says that intuition alone gives us
the object, or that intuition alone refers to the object; for
example: A 16=B 380, A 68=B 93, A 224—B 272, A 239—=B

¢ Martin Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, Frankfurt am Main,
1965, p. 29.
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298, A 271=B 327, A 320=B 377, A 719=B 747, etc. Else-
where, mindful of the twofold structure of knowledge, he
formulates the principle as follows: through Anschauen the
object is given to us, through Denken it is thought; see, for
example: A 15=B 29, A 50=B 74, B 146, etc. On the basis
of these texts we can establish the following conclusion:
There are many activities which contribute to the constitution
of our knowledge; but, if we ask what constitutes knowledge
as knowledge of an, object, and hence as knowledge simply and
without qualification,” we have to answer: It is intuition. No
matter how many mediated relations other activities are able
to establish with the object, if we wish to avoid the nonsense
of a series of mediations, no one of which reaches the reality to
be mediated, we must say that there is a type of cognitional
activity whose very nature consists in setting up a bridge
between knower and known. This is intuition. Knowledge is
essentially intuition; therefore intuition is to be found in all
knowledge.

It would be difficult to exaggerate the importance of the
intuition principle in Kant’s epistemology. It is present
everywhere, and commands the solutions of various problems
as they arise in the KRV. This is not to say that it constitutes
the whole epistemology of Kant. Transcendental analy-
sis, which is the aim of the KRV, implies a shift from
consideration of objects to consideration of cognitional acts
and, more generically, to consideration of the subject. Now
such analysis leads to a doctrine which is at loggerheads with
the intuition principle: we mean the doctrine of knowledge
as structure. This doctrine appears in the KRV in a rather

" Of course, this takes it for granted that knowing is essentially knowing an object,
and hence that knowing essentially implies the duality of the knowing subject
and the known object. It is precisely this assumption that is at the base of what
we have termed the intuition principle. XKant is forced by this assumption to
conceive the a priori as itself an object. Lonergan’s analysis, on the contrary, un-
covers an a priors strictly on the side of the subject, thereby replacing the Platonic
duality of knowledge as confrontation with the Aristotelian theorem of knowledge
by identity.
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complex manner. Various enumerations of acts and faculties
are found in various sections, indeed frequently in the very
same section, but we cannot find any means of reducing them to
unity or of sketching clearly the whole course of the cognitional
process. Kant contents himself with studying from time to
time this or that aspect of knowledge, under the pressure of
problems at hand, without becoming concerned as to how the
various faculties and acts combine to constitute a single
process.

Between the intuition principle and the structure principle
there is a tension in so far as the first tends per se to exclude
the second. The object is given in intuition; therefore Kant
inclines to reduce knowledge to this single act. Hence the
obscurity in which the entire Transcendental Analytic is
involved: Of what use are the phases of thinking and judging
which follow upon intuition? No matter how many functions
we ascribe to them, we cannot say that they are cognitional
activities if knowing is intuiting an object and these activities
are not intuitive but only transport from one level to another
(and what does that mean?) the very same object which has
already revealed itself to us immediately in the Anschauung?

It is possible to eliminate this tension and give due recog-
nition to the cognitional function of the various acts con-
stituting our knowledge if we choose a different approach. We
must set aside the intuition principle, viz., the model of knowing
as looking, and consequently of the known as what is looked
at, whether it be the sensible singular or the intellectual
universal, and in its place we must examine knowledge in itself
and study it by introspection as it actually occurs. For this
reason Lonergan sets up his study of knowledge as a response,
not to the question whether we know, or whether our know-
ledge has objective validity, but rather to the question what
knowledge is. More precisely still: What happens when we
know? Or what kinds of acts do we perform in the process of
knowing? First must come understanding of the activity that
in fact occurs and is called knowledge, and only afterwards
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judgment on its validity as knowledge of objective reality.
Moreover, onece the actual facts are understood, the problem
of objectivity appears in a different light. One realizes that
the investigation into the objective value of knowledge owes
its dubious or negative solutions to an erroneous conception
of the nature of cognitional activity, a conception which was
taken for granted as being too obvious to need examination.

Lonergan’s method is therefore an introspective one, based
on the conscious character of the cognitional process. The
decisive reason in favor of such a method is that it can
highlight what is proper to the subject: not only the pro-
ductions of the subject, but what the subject itself is, formally
as subject. Introspective analysis becomes transcendental
analysis when consciousness manifests itself as normative
throughout the entire cognitional process. It is here that the
contingent fact of knowledge, that is, our pragmatic engage-
ment in the process of knowing (Insight, 332), manifests its
intrinsic necessity by revealing the norm according to which it
must unfold in order to lead to a true knowledge. We can
recapitulate the results of this analysis under two titles: (1)
the intelligent and rational intention which grounds and con-
stitutes the entire cognitional process, (2) knowledge as a
formally dynamic structure, that is, as a whole composed of
parts, and those parts activities that are self-assembling in a
series.

We already described the first result when we spoke of
wonder, the primordial question, and considered it not only
as principle of the cognitional process from which spring
forth specific single questions, but also as penetrating the
cognitional process, regulating everything, and rendering every
single act meaningful. Our radical questioning, then, is a
dynamism towards knowledge, an intelligently and rationally
conscious dynamism, and one of unlimited scope. Because of
these characteristics Lonergan names our pure desire to know
the notion of its objective, that is to say, the notion of being.
The characteristics found in the object of this intention, when
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it is realized in a manner faithful to its immanent norms, are
anticipated by the subject itself, which is not content with data
alone, but confronted by the data poses questions in order to
understand and to reflect.

The second result is the doctrine of knowledge as structure.
Human knowledge occurs according to a structure of ex-
perience, understanding, and judgment. The many acts
which introspective analysis brings to light arrange them-
selves on three essentially different levels, each one adding a
new and quite distinct dimension both to knowledge as im-
manent activity and to the objective content known, until we
reach on the one hand rational judgment and on the other
the corresponding object.

4. Relation of cognitional activity to reality.

According to the intuition principle cognitional activities
are objective, that is, cognitive of the object, in the measure
in which they resemble ocular vision. Thus it is established in
advance, on the basis of this analogy, what these activities
must be if they are to be cognitional at all. But if we
abandon the intuition principle, and instead consider the acts
we in fact continually exercise in the process of knowing, we
come to different conclusions (1) on what establishes the
immediate relation of our knowledge to reality, and (2)
on the way this relation is realized, that is, the way we pass
from a relation of intention towards reality to a relation of
actual knowledge. We have stated above the conclusions of
Insight on this subject.

Therefore to the question, What gives our cognitional
activities their relation to the object? we answer: Our pure
desire to know, which is our intention of being. Hence the
importance of the a priosi as tendency to the absolute. The
unrestricted scope of the objective of our primordial question
and the unconditional character we seek in the judgments by
which we move toward that objective, are interdependent.
Being, that which has absolute status, is the correlative of an
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unrestricted intentionality capable of tending towards its
object without any qualification or condition. But, to recognize
that a tendency to the absolute is the basis of our knowledge of
being, we must have have explicitly worked out a rational
conception of the real. Transcendental analysis will avoid
ending up in immanentism, if and only if, it operates on the
basis of the intrinsic intelligibility of the real.

If by being one means the objective of the pure desire to know,
the goal of intelligent inquiry and critical reflection, the object of
intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation, then one must affirm
the intrinsic intelligibility of being. For one defines being by
its intelligibility . ..one denies that being is anything apart from
the intelligible or beyond it or different from it. (Insight, 499).

Kant did not get as far as the intrinsic intelligibility of
reality, even though he was opposed to empiricism and high-
lighted with all desirable emphasis the operations superior to
sensing. Precisely on account of that failure, when he comes
to decide on the objectivity of these operations, he can only
deny it. Man understands, conceives, and—according to a
certain meaning of the word—judges; he performs all these
activities in a manner coherent with their immanent norms.
But for all that, what does he know of reality? Nothing.
The intelligent and rational fulfillment of the cognitional
dynamism is not the means of knowing reality. And rightly so,
since by hypothesis reality is neither intelligible nor rational.
Such is the reality which Kant calls Noumenon: something
absolutely beyond our intelligent inquiry and our critical
reflection. Then, in order not to leave our knowledge without
an object, Kant assigns it another entity as object: the
Phenomenon, which is always in danger of vanishing into
nothing.

Let us try to clarify what we mean when we say that the
KRV presents an irrational conception of the real. In a
general way Kant admits that in order to know reality, other
acts beyond sensing are necessary; he states therefore that the
object is given through sensibility, but not thought without
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Verstand. But such generic statements do not yet prove a
rational conception of reality. Such a conception would re-
quire Verstand to have its own proper and real content not
given through the senses. It is just here that Insight differs
from the KRV. Insight not only states that intellect thinks or
brings to the concept the contents of sensible intuition, but it
qualifies this doctrine in a way which goes beyond that of
Kant; intellect grasps a new content which was not given in
intuition: the intelligibility of the sensible grasped in the
sensible. Understanding thinks, or brings to the concept, or
subsumes under the concept, the object of sense by adding to it
an objective element which is not sensible. If we fail to
recognize this, the term, to think, remains an empty term, so
that verbally one seems to refer to knowledge as a structure,
but in fact one still understands knowledge as only intuition.
In order actually to overcome the intuition principle we must
deny it from the beginning, i. e., deny that the object of our
knowledge is given us in intuition. Instead we must say that
sense intuition has its own content, that the understanding
of Verstand has its own content, and, going beyond the binary
structure, that the judgment of Vernunft has its own content.
Hence it is clear that we can no more say that intuition givesus
the object of reality, than we can say that understanding
gives us the object—except for the functional priority of the
sense act over that of understanding. Each cognitional act
gives us a partial object. It is the task of the entire structure,
which is brought to term in rational judgment, to give us the
proper object of knowledge, that is, being.

If the intuition principle is assumed, we can see readily enough
how Kant, in the measure in which he recognizes both the
intuition principle and the structure principle, has to relate
the various cognitional acts to reality. According to the
passage cited from #1 of the Aesthetic, intellectual activities,
termed generically Denken, refer to reality through sensible
intuition. This interpretation of the objectivity of knowledge
is confirmed at the beginning of the Analytic a propos of the
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activity of Verstand: ° Since no representation, save when it
is an intuition, is in immediate relation to an object, no con-
cept is ever related to an object immediately, but to some other
representation of it . .. . Judgment is therefore the mediate
knowledge of an object, that is the representation of a repre-
sentation of it” (A 68=B 93). In the Dialectic Kant treats
of our tendency to the unconditioned. In virtue of the same
intuition principle the activities of Vernunft, far from realizing
the immediate relation of knowledge to its object, are doubly
mediated instead, by Verstand and by Anschauung: “ Reason
is never in immediate relation to an object, but only to the
understanding; and it is only through the understanding that it
has its own empirical employment ” (A 643—B 671; see also
A 302=B 359, A 306 £.—B 363, A 335—=B 392, A 567=B 595) .
This is perfectly comprehensible: if knowledge can have an
immediate relation to the object only through a sort of
intuition, then Vernunft, as tendency towards the uncon-
ditioned, will resemble intuition even less than Verstand, as
faculty of the intelligible, resembles it.

Analysis of knowledge in its own terms, that is, analysis of
the sort adopted in this paper, will overturn the relationship
that Kant conceived. Relationship to reality is immediate
in the intention of being which is our dynamism towards the
unconditioned. We obviously mean an immediate relationship
to reality in so far as the reality is intended. The same
relationship to a reality which is no longer only intended but
rather attained, is immediate in judgment, in so far as judg-
ment, as absolute positing, satisfies our intention of the
absolute. If we wish to use the image of seeing, we must say
that the act by which we see reality, and hence are in immediate
contact with it, is the judgment.

However, this relationship to reality is mediate in under-
standing and conceiving—in Denken, to use Kant’s term. In
fact, the intelligibility grasped by understanding implies of
itself only the possibility of being; it will be promoted to the
level of knowledge in the full sense only when there is added to
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understanding the concrete judgment of fact in which the
intelligibility is absolutely affirmed. The same relation to
reality is doubly mediated in the data of sense and of con-
sciousness. The datum in its pure givenness, far from con-
stituting the moment of our encounter with the real qua real,
must be enriched by some intelligibility through the process of
inquiry, and this intelligibility must be shown in critical
reflection to be correct, before we are brought to knowledge of
that reality with whose datum we began.

5. The a priori of sensibility.

Kant distinguishes a passive and an active aspect in sense
representation. In so far as the representation is related to the
object through sensation (i. e., through the object affecting the
faculty of representation), it is entitled empirical intuition.
But in the same representation there is also a component
which arises from the activity of the senses. This component
is intuition in so far as it is from the senses, and a priori in so
far as it is not caused by the Empfindung.

The object known through intuition is thus a composite
object:

That in the appearance which corresponds to sensation I term its
matter; but that which so determines the manifold of appearance
that it allows of being ordered in certain relations, I term the
form of appearance. That in which alone the sensations can be
posited and ordered in a certain form, cannot itself be sensation;
and therefore, while the matter of all appearance is given to us
a posteriors only, its form must lie ready for the sensations a
priort in the mind, and so must allow of being considered apart
from all sensation (A 20=B 84).

This general principle is applied when Kant analyzes space
and time. Actually Kant does not adduce new elements at
that point to demonstrate that space and time are a priori
forms and, indeed, the only forms of sensibility.

Why is it that the formal component of sensible knowledge
cannot originate in the Erfahrung? The KRV does not give us
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the slightest response to this question; we find ourselves face
to face here with what is a tacit premiss for Kant. Nevertheless,
it is possible to give at least a psychological explanation of the
fact that Kant could consider as obvious a premiss which for
us obviously needs demonstration. Admittedly Kant attributes
an a priori origin to the synthetie, intelligible element of our
knowledge. The reason he was drawn to do so was that he
overlooked the act by which we grasp an intelligibility in the
sensible. So it was natural for him to attribute, by a sort of
argument from analogy, an a priori origin even to the unifying
forms of sensible knowledge.

The a priori of sensibility is thus a pure form of space and
time, which provides a form for the known object. But
what is the form? In the beginning, and more correctly, we
believe, the form is introduced as the relation or the system
of relations among the contents of the Empfindung. In this
sense it is hard to see what Kant can mean when he declares
that the form can be considered in itself, apart from all
matter (A 20=B 34), or that we can know space and time
prior to all actual perception (A 42=B 60). But the same
statement becomes more meaningful when Kant attributes to
the form a content of its own, independent of the a posteriori
content. In this sense he speaks of space and time as a
totality, or as an infinite magnitude given to pure intuition.
This conception of the a prior: is still clearer where he says
that the pure intuition contains a manifold which is likewise a
priori (A 77=B 103, A 76=B 102, B 137, etc.). We touch
here on the ever-present tendency in Kant towards a con-
ception of the a priori in which it has an objective content of
its own. This tendency is even stronger in the Aesthetic
where he examines the intuition which is the very act of
knowing an object.

But this conception does not represent the entire Kantian
doctrine on the a priori of sensibility. Whereas the objective-
content conception would lead us to think of the a priori as
a manifold which is laid upon or added to the empirical mani-
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fold, there is another conception according to which the sensible
a priori forms are seen as modes of sense receptivity. Thus, in
his reply to Eberhard, Kant explicitly rejects the interpretation
that the a priori is an objective representation; it is only the
ground (the subjective constitution) of the space-time repre-
sentation.® We may term this latter conception *““ operative”
in so far as it states that the a priori is the law of the sensitive
receptive operational power in respect to the impressions
caused by the alteration of the sense organ. On the basis of
this conception Kant says that space and time are nothing if
we prescind from the operational power the senses exert when
confronted with data.

It is, therefore, solely from the human standpoint that we can
speak of space, of extended things, etc. If we depart from the
subjective condition under which alone we can have outer
intuition, namely, liability to be affected by objects, the represen-
tation of space stands for nothing whatsoever....The constant
form of this receptivity which we term sensibility, is a necessary
condition of all the relations in which objects can be intuited as
outside us (A 26 {.—=B 42 f. For time, cf. A 34 =B 51).

It seems to us that what Kant says is exact, but it does
not lead to the theory of appearance as the only knowable
reality. To say that sense representation conforms to the
constitution of the sensing subject is not the same thing as
saying that the senses bring us to knowledge of mere appear-
ance. To evaluate correctly the ontological import of the
object of our knowledge we must take into account the entire
structure of knowledge. Experience is only the presentation of
data for the sake of knowledge of reality. Now it is un-
deniably true that this presentation depends also on the
sensing subject. Presentation implies a relation between two
parties; here, between the material reality and the receptive
organ. Hence it will differ according to the different organs, and

8 Kants gesammelte Schriften, Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Berlin
1910-, VIII, 222.
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also according to the physiological state of the organ. To
prescind from the relation to the organ is to prescind from
the very presentation. When we say that a body is extended,
that is, that it has partes extra partes, or that it has a certain
smell, or that it is heavy, we are doing nothing more than
asserting our intelligence of this relation and affirming the
relationship. But the intelligence we are exercising is de-
scriptive; its terms are experiential conjugates, that is,
“ correlatives whose meaning is expressed, at least in the last
analysis, by appealing to the content of some human ex-
perience ” (Insight, 79). If we remember that descriptive
intelligence has this element of relation to our sensibility, it
will be meaningless to ask what color is independently of the
act of seeing, or what seeing is except the grasping of bodies as
colored. Nor will we ask what extension is apart from that
complex of sense acts of which it is the content.’ Since
descriptive intelligence consists in grasping the connection
between content and act of sensation, it is evident that, if
we prescind from one of the two terms of the relation, we no
longer have the connection, and so there is no longer any
understanding and much less any resulting concept. Herein
lies the correctness of the statements of the KRV on the
relational element in the object of our sense knowledge.
Besides descriptive intelligence, in which the human subject
is the privileged point of reference in respect to which reality
is understood and expressed, thereis the explanatory intelligence
of scientific knowledge, which consists in grasping the relations
of things to one another. The terms in which this intelligence
is expressed are pure conjugates, that is, “ correlatives defined
implicitly by established correlations, functions, laws, theories,

® Representation of extension is correlative to a number of fundamental com-
plementary sensations. Thus we understand how this representation, unlike—for
example—that of color, is always necessarily present when there is a minimum
of sensitive life. Kant relies on this impossibility of eliminating the experiential
conjugates of space and time from representation, when he assigns them a privileged
ontological status, intermediate between the mere illusion (blosser Schein) of
secondary qualities and the absolute reality of the thing in itself.
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systems ” (Insight, 80) . Whence it is clear that the relational
element is no less present in scientific knowledge than in
descriptive. In every case understanding, which is indispen-
sable for the constitution of our knowledge, grasps a connection.
But no subjectivist interpretation must be given to the
affirmation of a relational element as constitutive of human
knowledge. For, if knowledge is a structure, then the onto-
logical value of its object can only be determined by considering
the whole structure. We have spoken of the relation component
in every content of understanding. But with understanding
we have not yet attained knowledge. What is still lacking is
the judgment which pronounces on the correctness of the
understanding and so goes further than a mere relation to the
knowing subject. If then experience verifies the descriptive
intelligence of reality as spatial, temporal, colored, etc., we
must admit that bodies as extended, temporal, colored, etec.,
are real. Reality here obviously means the reality as under-
stood; other understandings of the same reality in different
contexts may also be verifiable.

In #2 Kant asks: “ What, then, are space and time?” His
answer to the question of their reality is, in a certain sense,
secondary. More significant is the fact that he does ask this
question from the very beginning of the KRV, and from the
very beginning he answers it. The study of the sensitive phase
of knowledge implies, no doubt, that its object be determined,
since act and object are correlative. But to determine the
sense object is not yet to determine the ontological status
of the object; it is not yet to answer the question of being.
For that, we have to analyze what the datum becomes when
understanding and judgment are added to sensation. Now
examination of the structure enables us to integrate two
aspects of knowledge that are otherwise incompatible. This
incompatibility is at the root both of the Renaissance theory of
the unreality of the secondary qualities and of Kant’s theory of
the ontological status of appearance which he attributes to
space and time. Now because in knowledge there are different
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components and different functions we can recognize that
intelligence is synthetic by its very nature, since it grasps
connections and relations in what is presented, and at the same
time we can see that this relational element is not opposed to
the truth of knowledge. In judgment, which is the absolute
positing of a correct insight (correct because it is verified),
reality is known. Human knowledge does not involve a
passage from phenomena to reality, or from a merely relative
reality known by means of empirical intuition, to an absolute
reality known through an intellectual intuition. The course of
the cognitional process extends rather from the given to some
understanding of it, according to the indefinitely different
configurations which understanding can assume, and from
understanding to the rational judgment in which reality is
known. Consequently, in critical inquiry as to the reality
of what we know, the crucial point lies in the passage from
understanding to judgment, from the relational component of
the former to the absolute character of the latter. Where this
distinction is not clear, the relational component of intelligibility
is claimed to be a sufficient reason for affirming the relativity
of the known reality.

6. The a priori of Verstand.

Parallel to what we have seen concerning the a prior of
sense there is in the KRV a twofold conception of the a prior:
of Verstand. According to the first conception the categories
are functions of synthetic unity, that is, functions of a judg-
ment without content (A 349). They express the spontaneity
proper to Verstand, by means of which the manifold of pure
intuition “is gone through in a certain way, taken up, and
connected if it is to be known ” (A 77=B 102) . It belongs to
the categories to bring sense knowledge up to the level of
human knowledge; and this they do by means of a synthetic
activity which they exercise on the contents of sensibility. Not
by chance does the transcendental deduction of the pure
concepts of understanding begin with a detailed examination
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of the combination (Verbindung), as of that which “can
never come to us through the senses, and cannot, therefore, be
already contained in the pure form of sensible intuition. For it
is an act of spontaneity of the faculty of representation” (B
129 £.). Whether Kant speaks of the modes of combining the
manifold peculiar to our understanding (B 806), or of the
functions of understanding (B 104, A 245), or of the
Verstandeshandlung (B 180), or of the pure Handlung des
Denkens,” it is always to point out the operative character of
the categories. Under this aspect, they are not objective
contents, but rather the ability of Verstand to add an intelligible
content to the sense object by operating a synthesis upon it,
or the capacity of “ making a concept out of any data that may
be presented ” (A 239—B 298) .

Characteristic of Verstand, according to the KRV, is its
spontaneity, which manifests itself as an original synthetic
capacity. Such a spontaneity must be taken in the fulness of
the capacity to which our intelligent consciousness witnesses.
In this respect Kant’s analysis is not carried far enough. He
speaks of twelve categories, indicating that our intellect can
have neither more nor less (B 146). It is the common view of
Kantian scholars that Kant erred in considering his table of
categories to be complete. But the error is not corrected
simply by increasing the number of categories. The real
deficiency lies in the too formalistic or too logical conception
which Kant has of the spontaneity of Verstand. For him
this faculty is endowed with a certain number of pure concepts,
a number determined @ priori. Actually the spontaneity of
understanding cannot be pigeon-holed into any set of concepts.
Every concept, no matter how general, is a posteriori; but the

1 Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft (Kants gesammelte
Schriften, Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Berlin, 1910-, IV, p. 472).

11 This is a line of thought that is certainly to be found in the KRV, though
not so explicitly as we have expressed it, since in the KRV the operative con-
ception of the categories never goes so far as to eliminate the objective-content
conception,



THE “ A PRIORI ”’ IN HUMAN KNOWLEDGE 203

operative intelligibility of understanding, that which makes
it an intelligent intelligible, is @ priori. The concept, every
concept, is the product of this intelligence in operation, never
the norm of its operation.

To discover this operative intelligibility is to discover the
true a priort of Verstand, which works within a very precise
structure, but is always superior to its products. “The
mind is not just a factory with a set of fixed processes;
rather it is a universal machine tool that erects all kinds of
factories, keeps adjusting and improving them, and eventually
scraps them in favour of radically new designs. In other
words, there is not some fixed set of a priori syntheses”
(Insight, 406) . There is no doubt that Kant tends to conceive
of the categories as a system of fixed processes and for this
reason Lonergan charges his a prior: with being too rigid (Ibid.,
498) .

This insufficiency stands out even more if we consider
the second conception of the categories which is strictly
connected with the rigidity we have mentioned. We mean the
objective-content conception. Just before the table of cate-
gories we find this :

The same understanding, through the same operations by which
in concepts, by means of analytical unity, it produced the logical
form of a judgment, also introduces a transcendental content into
its representations, by means of the synthetic unity of the mani-
fold in intuition in general. On this account we are entitled to
call these representations pure concepts of the understanding, and
to regard them as applying a priori to objects (A 79=B 105).

We do not insist on the affirmation of a content which would
be peculiar to the categories,”® an affirmation which stands
in opposition to other texts stating that the categories do
not have a content (A 349, A 77=B 102). The difference
between the two series of texts seems at least partly verbal

12 Kant speaks of a transcendental content. But this qualification is far from
unambiguous.
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and may be merely verbal. Much more probative of the
second conception of the categories is the very way Kant sets
up his quest for the a priori. In Introduction B, Kant refers to
the traditional theory of the composition of knowledge as the
basis of his inquiry into the a priori:

Though all our knowledge begins with experience, it does not
follow that it all arises out of experience. For it may well be that
even our empirical knowledge is made up of what we receive
through impressions and of what our own faculty of knowledge
(sensible impressions serving merely as the occasion) supplies
from itself. If our faculty of knowledge makes any such addition
(Zusatz), it may be that we are not in a position to distinguish it
from the raw material, until with long practice of attention we
have become skilled in separating it (B 11{.).

Whatever the a priori may prove to be in the course of Kant’s
inquiry, it will in any case be an addition made by the cogni-
tional faculty to the raw material of the sense impressions.
The context does not allow us to interpret this addition in
any other way than as an objective content added to that
other objective content which is the raw material coming from
the senses.

The a priori is then an objective content alongside the
a posteriori objective content. Certainly the a priori is the
formal element in what is known, but this does not make it less
an object. In studying the Aesthetic we saw that the sensible
a priort is a manifold of intuition which can by itself be the
object of knowledge “ apart from all sensation ” (A 20=B 34).
The same objective-content conception holds as well for the
a priort of Verstand, indeed it occurs in the text much more
often than the operative conception. On this basis Kant
speaks of an a priori knowledge of objects. Such an affirmation
is acceptable if it rests on the notion of an & priori which is
itself an object, whereas it would be acceptable only with a
number of qualifications if it rested on the assumption of a
heuristic a priori. Moreover, the entire problematic of the
application of the pure concepts of understanding to a cor-
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responding intuition, makes sense only because the pure
concept of understanding is precisely a content to be applied.
Likewise, the description of the a prior: as something which lies
ready in the mind (Gemiit), or in the Verstand, obviously
indicates it to be an object. Finally, the affirmation that the
a posteriori of empirical intuition is only the occasion or
the opportunity for the mind to draw forth from itself the
formal @ priori elements which it already possesses, points in
the same direction, for as regards a heuristic @ priors, the given
is much more than a mere occasion.

It is true that from the beginning Kant says that * thoughts
without content are empty ” (A 51=B 75) , whereby it is meant
that the content is given through Anschauung. Similar state-
ments occur throughout the KRV, But we must note in these
texts the prevalence of the intuition principle, which stands
in a relation of tension not only with the conception of the
categories as contents which are to be added to the a posterior:
contents of sensibility, but also, more generally, with the
conception of knowledge as structure, of which the doctrine of
the categories i1s a part. The intuition principle taken in all
its rigor excludes not only the conception of the categories as
a priori contents but even the conception of them as a synthetic
activity of Verstand in search of an intelligible objective con-
tent. In fact, according to the intuition principle, a content
of knowledge is possible only where there is an intuition-like
activity. But the very exclusion of a real objective content,
one known through the activity of understanding exercised on
the data of sense, led Kant to maintain an a priori content:
precisely, the pure concepts.

Extremely important for determining the notion of the
categories is the ample section of the Analytic known as the
Transcendental Deduction of the Pure Concepts of Under-
standing. Why does the problem of justifying the objective
reality of the a priori concepts arise at all? Kant begins the
deduction by viewing the problem provisionally from the
common sense point of view. To common sense it is evident
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that the object is given to us through sense intuition; from
this it is not difficult to understand why the a priori conditions
of sensibility are conditions of the object of sense knowledge,
and hence have objective validity; but one cannot see why the
same object must conform to synthetic a priori forms of under-
standing. But, whereas the objection against the objective
validity of the pure concepts of understanding is proposed
on the basis of the intuition prineciple, the response is given
on the basis of the binary structure of knowledge. Therefore
the answer denies the very basis of the objection; that is, it
denies that “ appearances [objects] can be given in intuition
independently of functions of the understanding” (A 90—
B 122).

The appearances that enter our field of consciousness are
already fruits of the synthetic activity of understanding,
which works on the appearances through the imagination.
This is the final word of the Kantian critique. 'We have thus
set forth a course of thought which in this explicit form is not
formulated by Kant, but is the one towards which the various
inquiries of the KRV tend, no matter how they approach the
problem. The unifying moments of the pure concepts of
understanding, as well as of the pure intuitions, are the result
of the synthetic unity of consciousness which operates from the
very beginning of the cognitional process, and finds progressively
in the a posteriori datum what it has put there itself, and thus
goes ahead creating, on different levels of the structure, the
conditions of possibility of objectively valid knowledge. What
might seem to be the empirical condition antecedent to an
intellectual knowledge is actually a consequence (A 114, 123)
of the synthetic activity of imagination, and ultimately of
transcendental apperception, which is Verstand itself in its role
as the ground of unity of the pure concepts of understanding.
“The order and regularity in the appearances, which we
entitle nature, we ourselves introduce. We could never find
them in appearances, had not we ourselves, or the nature of our
mind, originally set them there” (A 125).
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It is possible to find in the KRV quite a number of passages
in which this position is modified in the direction of a greater
realism, that is, of a conception of a really determining «
posteriori. But it is not too difficult to realize that in such
passages the strictly intellectual features of knowledge retreat
to the background, since in fact it is impossible to base them
on an a posteriori factor if the premisses of the KRV are
accepted. One such premise, contained in the principle that
universality and necessity cannot be derived from experience, is
the inability of understanding to penetrate the sensible; this
means that there is no act in the structure of knowledge capable
of effecting the passage from the concrete to the abstract,
from the singular to the universal, from the approximation to the
ideal—in a word from the datum to the concept. To place the
concept, precisely in its character of universality and necessity,
at the center of human knowledge, and at the same time to
overlook the act of understanding which preceded it, is to
take upon oneselfl a desperate task. The doctrine of the
construction of mathematical concepts, as well as the doctrine
of the imagination, and in part too of the schematism, are
attempts to find a substitute for that act which for Aristotle
is at the center of the cognitional process. The problematic of
the a priori in Kant, at all levels and above all at those of
sensibility and understanding, is indissolubly bound up with
his having overlooked the act of understanding that grasps an
intelligibility in the sensible.

If we interpret correctly the justification of the objective
validity of the categories, then we must say that the final
direction of Kant’s epistemology is towards a totally thetic
knowledge. The a priori either posits or is itself constitutive of
the reality which it enables us to know. In respect to such an
a priori, expressions which would otherwise sound surprising
keep their literal meaning: put into (hineinlegen: B xii-xiv),
think into (hineindenken: B xii), prescribing laws to nature
(B 159), reality must conform to our knowledge (B xvi), ete.
On this thetic activity, which extends to the Anschauung,
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depends the ontological status of known reality. The ob-
scurity, the tortuousness, and even the incoherence of the KRV,
are due to the aim of recovering empiricist realism within this
1dealist perspective. What we consider to be the final word of
the KRV, whenever it is said and as soon as it is said, is subject
to correction and reinterpretation within the empiricist
perspective—in a to and fro movement which shows in itself
no criterion for settling on any one definitive position.

7. The a priori of Vernunft.

Kant finds in the depth of the human mind a tendency to
broaden the field of knowledge beyond the limits of possible
experience as they have been ascertained in the Analytic.
What is the goal of this tendency? It is the unconditioned.
““What necessarily forces us to transcend the limits of ex-
perience and of all appearances is the unconditioned (das
Unbedingte) ” (B xx). Not by chance does the term “das
Unbedingte ” appear only on two pages of Preface B, and then
disappear until, the Aesthetic and Analytic completed, Kant
faces the problem of metaphysics as a science. In fact at the
beginning of the Dialectic the theme of the unconditioned is
taken up again. Parallel to what he did in the Analytic, Kant
here institutes a metaphysical deduction of the pure concepts
of reason, taking as a clue the formal and logical procedure of
reason, namely, the syllogism, which is the typical mode of
operation for Vernunft. It is difficult to maintain that this
deduction has a truly philosophic value. What is significant,
however, is that Kant, having brought to a conclusion his
doctrine of knowledge in its objectively valid performance,
feels compelled to take into consideration the tendency towards
the unconditioned. It is with this other factor that his
epistemology must reckon. We read in a Reflection: “The
unconditioned is the only theoretical idea of the Vernunft.” **

13 Reflexion 6414 (Kants gesammelte Schriften, Preussische Akademie der Wis-
senschaften, Berlin, 1910, XVIII, p. 709).
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What is the unconditioned? Here again we bring into
relief two aspects which, without being mutually exclusive,
and even without being clearly distinguished by Kant, con-
stitute two different modes according to which the a prior
representation of reason acts upon human knowledge. Ac-
cording to the first aspect, the unconditioned amounts to the
totality of conditions; according to the second it amounts to
what we can call the simply absolute. In the first two ideas
of reason the first aspect prevails, in the third the second as-
pect prevails.

In the course of our study we noted that Kant tends to
conceive the a priori as a content on the side of the object.
But we added that in Kant there is also present an operative,
heuristic conception. Now in the transcendental ideas there
is clearly present the conception of a content on the side of
the subject, that is, we find a dimension of consciousness as
norm of the cognitional process. * These concepts of reason
are not derived from nature; on the contrary, we interrogate
nature in accordance with these ideas” (A 645—B 673). This
statement recalls the formulation of Preface B: “Reason must
constrain nature to give answer to questions of reason’s own
determining ” (B xiii), which we used as a basis for disclosing
a merely heuristic a priori. According to Kant we have here
something less than what the a priori ought to be if it is to be
objectively valid; actually we have here the true a priori—
not a content which is added and hides another content, but
rather that which first makes possible the content of knowledge
in its rational character. It is rationality on the obverse
side, which requires and hence seeks unconditionality on the
reverse side, in the content presented by both the experiential
and intelligent levels.

How does reason satisfy this exigency? By means of an
indefinite regressive discursus. We saw that the systematic
way for discovering the transcendental ideas is to consider the
discursive-syllogistic activity of reason. This, according to
Kant, requires not only the search for the general condition
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of a judgment, but even beyond that, the beginning of an
indefinite regress which is imposed on our mind just as the first
deduction of knowledge from a principle was imposed on it.
Thus, just as Vernunft, in its role as a faculty of principles,
passed from a particular to a universal, so it goes from a
universal to a still more universal principle, etc. The syllogism
is thus the beginning of an infinite regress of pro-syllogisms
(A 499=527, A 328—B 3879). This means that it never
constitutes the attainment of any sort of unconditioned, but
rather is always merely transitional, a moment of passage
(A 831=B 3887 f.). The unconditioned is found only at the
end of the series or is the infinite series itself in its totality.
There is no sense in which it can be said to occur also at each
link of the chain.

Let us see what is said in Insight about our tendency to the
unconditioned. From the beginning of our study we have
insisted on the intelligent and rational dynamism which lies
at the base of our knowledge. Because of an intelligent a
priori in the quest of the intelligible, there is an intelligible
content, expressed in the concept, which is added to the
sensible content of presentation. Now the same consciousness
expands, setting up the new a priori which operates at a higher
level than that achieved in the concept. Spontaneously we
meet every concept with the question: Is it so? Such a
question expresses the dissatisfaction of our mind in respect
to any representation whatever which does not bear the mark
of the absolute, that is, does not claim the same value as
our dynamic orientation itself, which is unrestricted and
therefore unconditioned.

At this point it becomes necessary to overcome totally
Kant’s conception of the a priori. The KRV is set up entirely
as a search for the formal conditions of the possibility of
having objective contents as objects of knowledge. From the
beginning of Preface B the search for the a priori means the
search for the formal addition which comes in to constitute
that composite which is knowledge. This approach is confirmed
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in the Aesthetic and the Analytic—the a priori is the formal
content of the object of knowledge. In the last section of
the Transcendental Deduction of the Pure Concepts of Under-
standing, in a paragraph which plainly recalls the beginning
of Preface B, the pure intuitions and the pure concepts of
understanding are said to be “elements of knowledge, which
are found in us a priori” (B 166). Such concepts, Kant con-
tinues, “ make experience possible” (Ibid.). With this the
doctrine of the @ priori according to the KRV is concluded.

But the transcendental analysis is concluded only when,
going beyond the formal conditions according to which sensi-
bility receives impressions and understanding thinks the con-
tents of intuition, it arrives at the subject which performs
all these actions. The question whether or not the subject
has fixed a priort forms is really of secondary importance.
This other question, however, is decisive: Why and how does
the subject fulfil its cognitional activity? The answer is
that the subject is a rational consciousness which traces out,
in the orientation which constitutes it, the horizon of its
search as the horizon of being. In principle it is possible to
delimit any formal sphere of consideration whatever: the
sphere of mere appearance within which our experience is
confined according to the KRV, the sphere of the purely logical,
within which mathematicians are contained in the elaboration
of their hypothetical deductive systems, etc. But it is not
possible to limit the sphere delineated by the intelligent and
rational concrete subject who marks off these domains. The
subject, when he performs all the operations brought to light
by the KRV and even others of which the KRV is ignorant,
acts according to that a priori which he is.

An imaginary computer furnished with the two forms of
sensibility, the twelve categories of understanding, the transcen-
dental schemes, etc., would be able to accomplish all the
operations described in the KRV: the object of operations
performed by means of such formal equipment would be the
appearance. In what would such “knowledge” differ from
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that of man? In this, that in man the structure of knowledge is
actualized as a response to the questions which express the
dynamism of his consciousness. Sensible conditions and formal
elements, all are put into the conscious orientation towards that
absolute which we call being. Even conscious intelligence
in quest of the intelligible is a moment in the realization of
the subject which works necessarily within the horizon of
being. We shall later consider the function of the a prior:
in respect to judgment. The importance of judgment lies in
the fact that it gives the answer, at least by way of successive
increments, to our tendency to the unconditioned. Much
more important, however, than the fact that it founds the
judgment as one phase of the cognitional structure, is the
decisive fact that the tendency to the unconditioned consti-
tutes the operational power of the subject which enables it
to act on every level. Such a power of intelligent and
rational operation is really our a priori. It alone brings to
light, not just what the subject does or what it has, but the
subject itself which acts, and what it is.

We said above that there are two modes according to
which the Dialectic considers the unconditioned: (1 )it is
the totality of conditions, (2) it is the simply absolute. In
neither of these cases, according to Kant, is the uncon-
ditioned able to acquire objective reference and thus become
constitutive of our knowledge. In Insight there are two senses
of the unconditioned which have a certain affinity with the
two senses of the KRV: (1) the formally unconditioned,
(2) the virtually unconditioned. The first has no conditions
whatever; the second has conditions indeed but they are
fulfilled (Insight, 280). Let us try to determine the difference
between the virtually unconditioned and the Unbedingtes as
the totality of conditions, so as to see why the first according
to Lonergan can enter into the constitution of our knowledge,
whereas the second according to Kant cannot.

According to Kant “the transcendental concept of reason
is directed always solely towards absolute totality in the
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synthesis of conditions, and never terminates save in what
is absolutely, that is, in all respects, unconditioned ” (A 326—
B 382). The unity towards which reason tends is the unity
of a system (A 680 =B 708 f.). This conception of the
totality of conditions as constituting one system is particularly
evident in Kant’s conception of nature. There is demanded
of the human mind a quest without end, in accordance with
the deterministic connections of natural events. This onto-
logical conception of the universe as one system corresponds
to the conception of our discursive activity as the beginning of
an indefinite regress of pro-syllogisms.

Now it is possible to acknowledge a constitutive function
to the idea of the unconditioned, only if Kant’s conceptions
both of the material universe and of the discursive capacity
of the mind are submitted to a revision. According to Lonergan
the whole universe is not such a pattern of internal relations
that no part and no aspect of it can be known in isolation from
any other part or aspect. The universe is not simply an
explanatory system, a system whose single parts are totally
determined by the internal relations which hold among them-
selves; for “its existents, and its occurrences diverge non-
systematically from pure intelligibility; it exhibits an em-
pirical residue of the individual, the incidental, the continuous,
the merely juxtaposed, and the merely successive; it is a
universe of facts” (Insight, 845). In harmony with such a
universe Lonergan describes the act of judgment as follows:
“ A judgment is a limited commitment; so far from resting on
knowledge of the universe, it is to the effect that, no matter
what the rest of the universe may prove to be, at least this
is so” (Ibid., 344). The nature of judgment as limited
commitment determines the way we come to pronounce a
judgment: “So far from pronouncing on the universe, it is
content to affirm some single conditioned that has a finite
number of conditions which, in fact, are fulfilled ” (Ibid., 345) .

The Kantian Unbedingtes is the comprehensive coherence
which embraces the entire universe and towards which we tend
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by asking questions for intelligence (Ibid., 345). There is
no doubt that in this sense the unconditioned has a purely
normative function in our knowledge. In fact what we grasp
with the understanding is always a partial intelligibility,
which therefore is not unconditioned; in itself, as intelli-
gibility of such a nature, it implies merely the possibility of
being, not being simply. But our cognitional structure brings
forward questions of another kind, those for reflection,
which turn precisely on those intelligibilities which embrace a
limited sphere of the universe. Now the reflexive inquiry
subsequent to these questions is capable of attaining an un-
conditioned which is the result of the combination of a con-
ditioned (expressed by the concept) with the fulfilment of
its conditions. It is virtually unconditioned or de facto
absolute.

To parallel what we have said about the universe as pro-
portioned to our knowledge, namely, that it is not a single
interlocked field of internal relations, but a universe of facts,
we must clarify the mature of the discursive activity of our
mind.** Prior to the reasoning found in the syllogisms dealt
with in formal logic, there is an activity, generically termed
reasoning, which is a movement towards understanding. In it
we must distinguish two levels: the movement towards direct
understanding and the movement towards reflective under-
standing. The first is a movement towards that intelligible
synthesis which 1is expressed in the concept, the second
towards that content which we have called the virtually
unconditioned. Just as the content both of sensible experience
and of direct understanding enter into the comstitution of
human knowledge, so with no less truth does the content of
reflective understanding form a constitutive part of the same
knowledge. Upon it is founded the act of judgment.

14 See Bernard J. Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas (Edited by
David B. Burrell), University of Notre Dame, 1967, pp. 54 ff.
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8. Judgment as adequate response to the a priors of mind.

If it is the absolute character enjoyed by mental synthesis
that founds the judgment, then the judgment is not a
synthesis of concepts, a compositio et divisio, but rather the
absolute positing of the synthesis. The absolute positing is
the peculiar contribution of judgment to the cognitional
structure. What Kant calls analysis and synthesis are two
different kinds of understanding, and hence two kinds of
synthesis. Kant was all the more inclined to attach a funda-
mental importance to the distinction between analytical and
synthetic judgments since he was not at all clear on the a
posteriori origin of all our concepts. But once this origin is
brought to light, the problematic of judgment becomes totally
different. We must not overlook the intimate connection
between what we have said above on the a priori of reason
according to Kant, and his doctrine of judgment as that
“ in which the relation of a subject to the predicate is thought ”
(A 6=B 10). If we assign to the a priori as quest for the
unconditioned only the function of regulating the development
of our objectively valid knowledge, then the judgment, in the
measure in which it is nonetheless recognized as an act of the
cognitional structure, can only be conceived as a synthesis of
subject and predicate. i

But the notion of absolute positing is not unknown to Kant.
It crops up especially when he treats the theme of our know-
ledge of reality. The entire treatment of the categories of
modality in The Postulates of Empirical Thought in General
elaborates this double theme: (1) only the first three groups
of categories have a function constitutive of the concept; (2)
the fourth group, while it designates the supreme character
of reality qua reality, nevertheless is not on the same plane as
the formal determinations which belong to the first three
groups. The same doctrine is found in the section on the
impossibility of an ontological proof for the existence of God.
Everything Kant says about Wirklichketit or Existenz or Dasein
or Sein in opposition to the category of Realitit (Qualitit)
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culminates in the notion of positing. In the tenth paragraph
of the section on the ontological proof we have the essential
elements of the Kantian doctrine of being as posited. “Being
1s obviously not a real predicate; that is, it is not a concept
of something which could be added to the concept of a
thing. It is merely the positing of a thing, or of certain
determinations, as existing in themselves” (A 598=DB 626).
Again, “ the object as it actually exists, is added to my concept
synthetically ” (A 599=B 627). The concept as concept is
a determination of my state and hence it is in me; on the
other hand, the object as existent is outside my concept.
Similarly, the Lectures on Metaphysics tell us: “Die wahre
Erklirung des Daseins ist: existentia est positio absoluta.” **

We can establish two conclusions on the basis of the quoted
texts: (1) from an ontological viewpoint, Wirklichkeit
(actuality) or Dasein means the positing of the thing in itself; ¢
(2) from a cognitional viewpoint actuality does not involve
any conceptual determination beyond that involved in the
knowledge of possibility. Lacking in this Kantian analysis
is any indication of the cognitional act correlative to actuality.
Being means the thing in itself. But by what process do I
achieve this absolute positing of the thing in its being and
thus attain a knowledge of the thing in itself? The difference
between knowledge of possibility and knowledge of actuality
is that the first goes only as far as a conceptual content,
while the second reaches the thing itself, so that the existential
statement (Ewistenzialsatz) adds the thing itself to the con-
cept.”” But how do we add the thing (!) to the thought of the
thing?

38 Kant, Vorlesungen iiber die Metaphysik, Erfurt, 1821, Photomechanischer
Nachdruck, Darmstadt, 1964, p. 104.

1 Tn these texts * thing in itself ” means the thing outside the concept. Whether
it belongs to reality as appearance or to absolute reality is a further problem which
Kant does not raise at this point.

17 Kant, Reflexion 6276 (Kants gesammelte Schriften, Preussische Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Berlin, 1910- XVIII, p. 548): “ Durch das Pridikat des Seins
tue ich das Ding selbst zum Begriffe hinzu.”
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Faced with this question, after he has set forth the binary
structure of knowledge, and arrived at the notion of absolute
positing, Kant is always in danger of falling back into em-
piricism: “ While possibility is merely a positing of the thing
in relation to the understanding...actuality is at the same
time a connection of it with perception ” (A 234=B 287 note).
In the same chapter Kant writes: * perception is the sole
mark of actuality” (A 225=B 273). It is impossible not
to notice a strange leap in Kant’s investigation of the process
by which we arrive at knowledge of reality. Having reached
the decisive point he jumps over to the reality without showing
clearly how we make this jump or what act it is in which we
know the real. If he ever again happens to speak of cognitional
operations, he seems to attribute to perception alone the
activity of knowing the actual existent.

If we turn now to Insight we find that its whole doctrine
on knowledge of actuality can be summed up in this way: The
act of judgment is the means by which we know reality. A
mental synthesis which has the character of the absolute is
a true synthesis, and the true is the “medium in quo ens
cognoscitur.” The true meaning mediates reality for man. To
speak of an absolute positing of a synthesis is not to speak
of perception alone, nor of perception plus concept, but rather
of an act which is at once empirical, intelligent, and rational.
There is only one way to safeguard the role which the senses as
well as the concept play in our knowledge of reality, and that is
to recognize that both intuition and concept are assimilated by
that absolute grounding by means of which the cognitional
process passes from thinking to judging.

Let us take another step in our analysis of the process by
which judgment brings us to knowledge of reality. To study
this process is to study the problem of the transcendence of
knowledge. Here again, as we saw in the general problem of
knowledge, the real question is not whether our knowledge is
transcendent, but what transcendence actually means. For our
part we place the transcendence of human knowledge entirely
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in the fact that it is knowledge of being qua being, being sub
ratione entis, that is, being as something unconditioned. Neither
givenness nor intelligibility enjoys this absolute character.
The given is known as what has some relevance to biological
activity; it is “real ” from this “ viewpoint.” The intelligible
is the object of spirit in its search for meaning; yet this alone
does not imply an absolute character, precisely because
intelligible means intelligible for someone. Being is that which
is known in answer to the question, An sit? But in the latter
case relativity to the subject is identical with transcendence in
respect to the same subject and in respect to any restrictive
qualification whatever, because in this case, and only in this
case, the subject is defined by a tendency to the transcendent.
In other words, in this case the viewpoint according to which
the object is sought is the transcending of all viewpoints.

If the a priort which rules our cognitional acts is a demand
for the absolute, then only the unconditioned will constitute
an adequate fulfillment, and hence only in virtue of the un-
conditioned will the intention of the intending subject pass
from anticipation of being to knowledge of being. Obviously,
the representation as representation is in me, it is mine. But,
by reason of the unconditioned, the content is not relative to
me. An absolute, the representative content is a representation
under an aspect which does not mean relativity to the subject.
In brief, the representation of the unconditioned does not imply
relativity to any reality other than that which intrinsically
constitutes the unconditioned itself. It is in this sense that
we call it an absolute representation.

Now we know everything that is represented to us—inde-
pendently of the question whether the represented content
transcends the representation. This principle, which is valid
for all phases of knowledge, must hold as well for the repre-
sentation of the unconditioned. Therefore a faculty which
represents to itself an absolute content, if it knows anything
at all—and this is to be granted, once the irrational conception
of the real is overcome—knows precisely this absolute. But
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the absolute is what everyone understands—operatively—Dby
being. To ask whether we know being is the same as to ask
whether we are capable of a representation whose character,
formally as representation, is unconditionality. Our answer is
yes, since we saw that the cognitional process is capable of
representing the virtually unconditioned, by thinking of a
conditioned and grasping the fulfillment of its conditions.
The delicate point is, How is the content of our representation
grasped as absolute? And our answer is: Not by the direct
way of formal content, but by the indirect way of the
virtually unconditioned.

The a priori as quest of the unconditioned determines for
us the object of our knowledge, which we call reality or being.
Being is the objective of our intelligent and rational dynamism.
When the mental content, the representation qua repre-
sentation, has acquired the character of the absolute, we have
a representation which by its very nature brings about that
transcendence that belongs to knowledge; arriving at it as
a mental representation is the means of reaching the thing
directly. The difficulty of recognizing this reflexively, even
though it is spontaneous in our performance whenever we
make a rational judgment, is the difficulty of intellectual
conversion—the shift from the animal extroversion with which
our psychic life first develops and which perseveres as a valid
function throughout our entire life, to the intellectuality and
rationality constitutive of our spirit, recognized and accepted
as the immanent norm of our knowledge of the universe of
being.

9. Expansion of the a priori: from knowledge of nature to
constitution of the human world.

The Kantian epistemology is highly obscure, fragmentary,
and even contradictory. One must disagree with Kant in
statement after statement of his analysis of knowledge. The
significance of the KRV lies much more in its setting the
problem than in its solving the problem. Its special merit
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consists In its having opened to philosophical reflection the
problem of the a prior: in all its breadth and thus introduced
the study of the role of the subject in human knowledge. One
need only think of the importance that modern focus on the
subject has for present-day culture to be aware of the
epochal significance of Kant’s quest of the a prior.

We have spoken of man as that being which is intrinsically
endowed with meaning. We have seen that this meaning is
his @ priori: the dynamism, intelligently and rationally con-
scious, which lies at the source of the cognitional process and
penetrates it throughout, setting up principles normative of
the different phases of the structure in which it is realized. We
have eliminated from our interpretation of the a priort the
objective-content elements which are found in the Kantian
doctrine, thereby opposing the “ hineinlegen ” (putting into)
on which Kant relies so heavily. It does not seem to us
that an attentive analysis of knowledge, particularly in its
character of receptivity and development, confirms the a
priort as a knowledge of an object, or of a partial object, which
lies ready in the mind.

Kant’s analysis considers mainly, if not exclusively, that
kind of knowledge which is natural science. But, once the
role of the subject in knowledge of nature is thematized, the
way is open to recognize the subject as the principle of
intentional activity in every other field as well. As a matter
of fact, the intelligently operative intelligible which, as sub-
jects, we all are, is not only the capacity for bringing ourselves
to knowledge of a reality which already exists independently
of the conscious activity of man; it is also a principle which
creates a reality other than that of nature—man himself and
the human world. We have here a reality not only mediated
by meaning, but also constituted by meaning; hence this
section of the world can be correctly called the world of
meaning. That meaning, both receptively searching and
creatively expanding, which we saw to be our a priors, is that
by which man makes himself and his own world. Here we can
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restore in all its truth the thetic conception of the a prior
of the KRV. As regards the human world, the affirmation
that objects must conform to our knowledge, i.e., to our
intentionality or to our capacity for giving a meaning, or that
we know of things only what we ourselves put into them,
must be taken literally. Here truly the spirit gives the law
to reality, raising nature to the ontological level of human
reality. Here knowledge of reality is essentially interpretation,
that is, knowledge of the meaning understood and realized by
others from the horizon of their own meaning.

But there is still another development. The expansion of
consciousness to the rational level is ultimate for cognitional
activity, but not for the conscious activity of man as a whole.
Our a priori is not only a dynamism which demands the truth of
knowing in order to attain being, but also requires, beyond that,
consistency between knowing and doing, in order to constitute
authentic human living on the basis of true meaning. This
makes still more evident both the importance of transcendental
analysis in order to thematize that a prior: which constitutes us
as intentional beings, and the necessity of determining what
path it must follow to lead us to truth in our knowledge. We
are capable of a categorical imperative which constitutes our
interior anagke together with our supreme dignity, because we
are capable of the truth of being in the interior anagke of
rationality.

The merit of Insight lies in its having advanced the trans-
cendental analysis begun in the KRV, bringing to light the
conditions for the possibility of objective knowledge. This has
resulted in a three-fold clarification: (1) of the a priori as the
conscious-subjective dimension of knowledge (2) of knowledge
as an empirical, intelligent, and rational structure, and (8) of
reality as intrinsically intelligible.

GrovanNI Sara, S. J.
Hochschule fiir Philosophie
Miinchen



NATURALISM AND THOMISTIC ETHICS *

oA

T IS NOT unusual to find the moral philosophy of Thomas
I Aquinas described as naturalist. The meaning of the ad-
jective must be sought in the still ongoing squabble be-
tween Prescriptivism and Naturalism. Doubtless there is al-
ways the danger of anachronism in the use of current labels to
speak of the thought of a predecessor and it is surely foolish to
borrow a recommendation of Thomistic ethics from the capital
of contemporary trends. Old wine, new bottles. But vintners
know that age is itself a recommendation. Nonetheless I think
there is something to be gained from seeing Thomas’s moral
thought through the dust of today’s controversies. To call him
a Naturalist in ethics is, as far as it goes, true, This paper is
an effort to see how far indeed it goes.

The Prescriptivist conception of ethics which has been de-
veloped by R. M. Hare is elevated on Hume’s guillotine (Ought
cannot be derived from Is), the fact / value dichotomy and,
more specifically, G. E. Moore’s so-called Naturalistic Fallacy.
The acceptance of these as commonplaces can no doubt lead in
a number of directions, but Hare’s position seems to arise
inexorably out of the sternest and most unrelenting adherence
to them.

Moore was concerned to show that it is a mistake to try to
explain the meaning of “ good ” by appeal to the characteristics
or qualities of the thing called good. No doubt it is because
the thing has certain qualities that we evaluate it as good, but
these qualities cannot be what we mean by “ good.” Hare has
a conveniently succinct way of showing why this is so.2 Let

* This paper was read at a symposium held to comamemorate the 700th anniversary
of the death of St. Thomas at Aquinas College. I am grateful to Professors Joseph
Boyle, Alan Donagan and Giles Milhaven for their comments.

2 A flurry of footnotes would be needed to document this summary of Prescrip-
tivism. Those acquainted with R. M. Hare’s The Language of M orals and Freedom
and Reason will, I trust, find it accurate.
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P stand for the qualities of the good thing. Then, when we say
that “an X which is P is good,” if “is P” were the meaning
of “good,” the formula could be made to say, “an X that is
P is P” and that is not a very informative remark. In order
for evaluations to perform some useful function, then, it seems
necessary to distinguish the qualities the good thing has from
what we mean by calling it good. These qualities are sometimes
called the criteria of application of the term so that the distinc-
tion is sometimes expressed as one between the meaning of
“good” and the criteria of its application. This distinction
is given added force when we reflect that there is no single set
of qualities had by each and every thing called good. The
qualities we have in mind when we call a book good are surely
not those involved in calling a wife good. This might lead us
on to say what Hare himself does not, namely, that *“ good”
has many meanings. Hare does not say this because, were we
to take just one of our alleged meanings of “ good,” say that
which is involved in the phrase, “a good book,” we would of
course cite the qualities the book has as the meaning of “ good ”
in that instance. But Hare is every bit as intent to deny the
identification of the criteria of application and the meaning
of “good™ in this case as in any other. His reason is that
“good ” has one and the same meaning whatever criteria for
application may be invoked.

As an evaluative term, “ good ” bears the abiding meaning
of commending the object called good. Commendation, pre-
scription—these, or this, is what constitutes the single, per-
vasive meaning of “good.” This enables us to see why Hare
is so insistent on denying that the meaning of “ good” could
ever be identified with the descriptive qualities of the thing
called good. If such an identification were possible, it would
seem to follow that, in calling a thing good, we are engaged in
describing it. But it is perfectly clear to Hare that description
is not the standard function of sentences in which the term
“good ” appears. Such sentences are standardly used to com-
mend and preseribe,
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Sometimes Hare allows that the qualities of the thing, the
criteria of application of “ good,” constitute ¢ meaning, the
descriptive meaning, of “ good,” but, for reasons already sug-
gested, he does not want us to confuse the descriptive meanings
“good” may have with its single and abiding meaning as an
evaluative term. Hare remains faithful to the OED which in-
forms him that “ good” is the most common term of com-
mendation in the English language. Let us not, then, misled by
the descriptive meanings “ good ” takes on in various uses, lose
sight of its chief role, and meaning, which is to commend.

If “ good ” can be said to have, over and above its chief use
and / or meaning which is to commend, other descriptive
meanings, there is no logical tie between the descriptive
meaning of “good,” the criteria of its application, and the
single evaluative meaning of “ good.” Like Moore before him,
Hare maintains that anything whatsoever can be called good.
If there is no analytic connection, no logical tie, between factual
properties of a thing and its being commended, we have opened
up a gap which permits some surprising things indeed. If, in
commending an object, I must have in mind some qualities or
properties of that thing, it is nonetheless true that, in principle,
logically speaking, I can have in mind any qualities of the thing.
Hare’s notorious example of the * fanatic ” is proof enough how
seriously he takes the gap between evaluation and factual
properties. From the point of view of the logical behavior of
the term “ good,” in its commending function, it is possible to
commend an object on the basis of any qualities whatsoever.?
Indeed, this possibility is, for Hare, the very root of our freedom.
That we are unlikely to select just any qualities of the thing
commended, is, according to Hare, a contingent fact.

Perhaps this is sketch enough of Prescriptivism for us to un-
derstand the misgivings of those opponents of Hare whom he
calls Descriptivists. It just seems wrongheaded to them to sug-

2Cf. my “The Poverty of Prescriptivism,” American Journal of Jurisprudence
(17), pp. 80-91.
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gest that a thing or action or person or whatever can be com-
mended on the basis of any qualities or properties you please.
They want to say that, in the nature of things, there are con-
straints on the qualities which can be invoked in commending
what we commend. If you say that Alcibiades is a good man,
and I ask your reason for saying so, and you reply that he can
wriggle his ears, you have no doubt suggested criteria of ap-
plication of the term “ good ” to Alcibiades, but you will forgive
me if I cease taking you seriously. The most charitable in-
terpretation would be that you are speaking in riddles, in some
Delphic way which must be decoded. Hare too, let it be said,
would be surprised at that in Alcibiades which led you to eall
him good. He is as aware as you or I that, taken literally, the
ability to wriggle one’s ears is just not the sort of thing people
are likely to ground their favorable evaluations on. Nonethe-
less, Hare will defend to the death your freedom to do so and
he will be particularly concerned to defend you against the
charge of having made some logical mistake, of being insuffi-
ciently instructed on the evaluative meaning of “ good.” How-
ever Pickwickian your standards of evaluation, you do have
standards, and since no standards are analytically connected
with evaluation, yours are, from the point of view of the logic
of “ good,” as good as any others.

There are two quick ways in which his opponents have tried
to undercut Hare. (1) Some sentences in which “ good” oc-
curs can be said to commend, but others, such as questions
or the protasis of a hypothetical, are not so used and yet we
understand their meaning fully. “Is The Gulag Archipelago
good?” “If he is a good writer, I am Dostoievsky.” Since
“good” can be understood here without reference to com-
mendation, commendation does not seem to be the meaning
of the term. (2) It is further suggested that Hare has con-
fused the elocutionary force of sentences in which “good”
occurs with the meaning of the term and even perhaps the
meaning of those sentences. Thus, “ The Winds of War is a
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good book ” may in given circumstances be used to commend
the novel, but that is not what the sentence means.*

I think the second of these objections to Hare is more suc-
cessful than the first. But neither is quite what we would get
if we turned to Aquinas and compared his teaching on such
matters with the positions of the controversialists of our time.
Indeed, it can be said that there is something mystifying in the
use that both Hare and his opponents make of such terms as
logical, logically and the logic of . . . If Hare maintains, some-
what obscurely, that logically I can commend an object on the
basis of any qualities whatsoever, some of his opponents have
a tendency to say that logically I cannot commend a thing on
any basis whatsoever. The sense of the adverb is hard to come
by in both cases. Let us look for some way to avoid this shared
obscurity.

What I propose to do is to turn to St. Thomas to see what
he might have made of commendation as Hare has laid it out:

An X whieh is P is good.

This is, it might be said, the logical form or the general struc-
ture of (some) sentences used to commend. What the Descrip-
tivists wish to say is that a commendation has an addressee
and this is not an unimportant feature of the activity of com-
mending. I commend something to someone for some reason
or other, where by “reason” I do not mean my motive but
rather the qualities or features the commended thing has. The
addressee, further, is presumably in the market for recom-
mendations of this sort. That is, the recommendations will
work only if the addressee is in need of, desirous of, objects
having the features the thing called good has. In calling it
good, in telling him it is good, I am presuming that he will like

*Cf. J. O. Urmson, The Emotive Theory of Ethics, New York: Oxford University
Press, 1968, p. 180 ff.; R. M. Hare, Essays on the Moral Concepts, Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1972, p. 55 ff.; Practical Inferences, same publisher, same
year, p. 74 ff., and Alisdair MacIntyre, A Short History of Ethics, New York:
{Macmillan, 1966,] p. 249 f.
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or want it because of those characteristics. In short, we have a
triad:

a) the thing commended
b) to someone who wants
c¢) a thing with such qualities.

This seems to entail constraints on commending and that is
what the Descriptivists or Naturalists want. When you say
“This is a good glass” and I ask why, your answer might be,
“ When struck it gives off the C above Middle C.” If I couldn’t
care less, if nobody cared, it is silly to go about recommending
glasses on that basis. The introduction of the addressee of
recommendations thus opens up the possibility of finding in
the structure of the agent, who might act on the basis of advice
or recommendations, criteria for the correct use of “good.”
That possibility suggests, of course, a central feature of
Thomas’s ethics and one he shares with, because he borrowed
it from, Aristotle,

Let us approach the notion that it is somehow the structure
of the human agent which provides criteria of the human or
moral good by taking what is not really a detour through some
matters discussed by Peter Geach and Bernard Williams.
Williams is of especial interest because he pursues the Aris-
totelian path only so far and then decides that we cannot go
the full distance with Aristotle.

In his essay entitled “ Good and Evil,” Geach introduces the
grammatical distinction between attributive and predicative ad-
jectives to pry apart what Moore had joined together, namely,
“yellow ” and “ good.” “ Yellow ” is a predicative adjective.®
The force of this claim can be seen by noticing that “The
canary is a yellow bird ” can be broken into “The canary is
a bird ” and “ The canary is yellow.” Despite the assumption
of many, this is not how “ good ” modifies: it is an attributive
adjective. “Player is a good golfer ” cannot be analysed into

®Peter Geach, “ Good and Evil,” reprinted in Phillipa Foot, ed. Theories of
Ethics, Oxford University Press, 1965.
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“Player is a golfer” and “Player is good.” “Good” is at-
tributed to Player qua golfer and its sense cannot be grasped
independent of such roles or titles. Williams further illustrates
this difference by showing its effect on inference.® We can
reason thus:

The canary is a yellow bird,

A bird is an animal,
The canary is a yellow animal

but we cannot similarly reason:

Player is a good golfer
A golfer is a man,
Player is a good man.

The upshot of this is that since “ good ” occurs attributively,
that is, in such phrases as “a good golfer,” “a good typist,”
and so on, it can only be explicated with reference to the role
or description under which the agent is envisaged. Thus, in a
phrase of the form “a good X,” the meaning of “ good ” is es-
sentially tied to what goes into the place of X. What goes into
the place of X is some term which signifies a role or function
of the thing called good. To call something a good knife is
to say that it possesses the qualities wanted in knives in order
that they might do their work well. And, insofar as there are
knives and knives and the function of even a paring knife is
somewhat various, there is a certain play in the qualities we
might have in mind in calling a knife a good one. The point
is that knives being what they are, which has built into it what
we want or expect from them, we are under constraints as to
what qualities we can cite in calling a knife a good knife.

In the case of men, we call them good insofar as they play
certain roles or perform given functions and we will have to
make reference to the role or function in explaining the meaning
of “ good ” in such phrases as “ a good flautist,” ““ a good novel-

e 3

ist,” “ a good cobbler,” and so on and on. In even the simplest

¢ Bernard Williams, Morality, New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1972.
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case, there is a range of aspects of the function or role which
may be brought into play in explaining the meaning of the
phrase, but the range is not infinite. Williams, having brought
his discussion to this point, now observes, “ If there were some
title or role with which standards were necessarily connected
and which, by necessity, a man could not fail to have nor dis-
sociate himself from, then there would be some standards which
a man would have to recognize as determinants of his life, at
least on pain of failing to have any consciousness at all of what
he was.” * Who in reading this can fail to be reminded of the
following passage from Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics?

For just as for a flute-player, a sculptor, or any artist, and in general
for all things that have a function or activity, the good and the
‘well * is thought to reside in the function, so would it seem to be
for man, if he has a function. Have the carpenter, then, and the
tanner certain functions or activities, and has man none? Is he
born without a function? Or as eye, hand, feet, and in general each
of the parts has a function, may one lay it down that man similarly
has a function apart from all these? What then can this be? ?

When man is viewed as performing some role or function, we
assess his performance by appeal to the role or function. Man
as golfer, man as surgeon, man as hunter: so viewed we can
come up with standards which enable us to assess a man as a
good surgeon, a mediocre golfer and a bad hunter. Now, if it
were possible to see being human as a role or function, if we
could look at ourselves not merely qua hunter, qua surgeon,
qua whatever particular role or function, but qua man, well
then, we would be able to say what is meant by a good man
sans phrase. When Aristotle speaks of man qua man, he is not
of course looking for yet another particular role to put beside
the others. He is not proposing a list which would go like this;
hunting activities, healing activities, golfing activities and—
human activities. What he is rather looking for is the note or
characteristic which pervades all such particular human ac-

7 Ibid., p. 57.
8 Nicomachean Ethics, 1097b25-30.
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tivities and leads us to call them human. Particular human ac-
tivities of the kind we have mentioned can be assessed in terms
of functions and roles; there is now the suggestion that these
same activities can be assessed from a more basic or funda-
mental point of view, as human.

St. Thomas makes quite explicit what may be only implicit
in Aristotle, and that is the identification of human acts and
moral acts. “. . . nam idem sunt actus morales et actus
humani.”® This may seem a surprising identification since what
it means is that all our deliberate acts, all our conscious acts,
are as such moral. The only thing Aquinas contrasts with
moral acts, actus humani, are what he calls actiones hominis,
acts of man. Examples of the latter are scratching, thoughtless
movements of the head or hands and, we may perhaps add,
seeing, hearing, digesting food, etc. There are activities which
can be truly predicated of a man but which do not arise from
any deliberate intention on his part. The domain of morality
is thus bewilderingly vast and we may wish to ask what be-
comes of contrasts like that between the moral and legal, the
moral and prudential, the moral and the religious, ete. Further-
more, just as the move from man qua harpist, man qua surgeon,
man qua aquatic performer, to man qua man is not a move
down a list to a final entry on it, as if there were some few acts
which are human while the rest are something else, so too the
search for moral acts is not one which brushes away as ir-
relevant the surgical, hunting, golfing and other such activities
men engage in. On the Thomistic view, these are all moral acts
because they are human acts. Now that seems odd and odd on
Thomas’s own assumptions. Our look at attributive adjectives
was to make the point that the good golfer is not, as such a
good golfer, a good man. Do we want to say that there must be
several ways of assessing such particular activities as golfing,
healing, hunting, etc., first, in the light of standards embedded
in the particular roles or functions, and, second, in the light

® Summa theologiae, TaIlae, q. 1, a. 3. c.
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of wider considerations? But does not this make the moral
assessment look generic and vague? We must return to this.

The identification of human acts and moral acts is implicit
in the following crucial passage of the Nicomachean Ethics.

Now if the function of man is an activity of soul which follows
or implies a rational principle, and if we say ‘a so-and-so’ and

‘a good so-and-so > have a function which is the same in kind, e. g.
a lyre-player and a good lyre-player, and so without qualification
in all cases, eminence in respect of goodness being added to the
name of the function (for the function of the lyre-player is to play
the lyre, and that of a good lyre-player is to do so well): if this
is the case and we state the function of man to be a certain kind
of life, and this to be an activity or actions of the soul implying
a rational principle, and the function of a good man to be the
good and noble performance of these, and if any action is well
performed when it is performed in accordance with the appropriate
excellence: if this is the case, human good turns out to be activity
of soul in accordance with virtue, and if there are more than one
virtue, in accordance with the best and most complete®

The human good is the excellent performance of activities
which involve a rational principle. As we know, in ar-
riving at this, Aristotle made a list of activities which
can be truly ascribed to man and suggested that not all
of them pertain to man as man. Thus, it can truly be said
that a man sees, feels, hears, fears, ete. But, if these activities
can also be predicated of beings other than man, as they can,
they cannot be peculiar to man and thus do not belong to him
as man. That is one of the significances of the qua-locution. Of
the many activities which are truly predicated of man, only
some are such that they are peculiar to or proper to man. These
are the activities which follow or involve a rational principle;
they are Thomas’s conscious deliberate acts. This makes it yet
more clear that playing the flute, performing brain surgery,
using the sand wedge, are not to be contrasted with acts of man
qua man: they are instances of such acts. But we have also
seen that, once we have a class of activities which are peculiar-

1® Nicomachean Ethics, 1098a12-18,
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ly human—since they are conscious and deliberate, since they
follow or involve a rational principle—the diversity within the
class is explained by reference to a diversity of roles or func-
tions, leading us to speak of man qua flautist, man qua surgeon,
ete. If we try once more to contrast what belongs to man qua
man and what belongs to him qua surgeon, say, we seem to
have nowhere to go except to the generic, more universal and
vague. Aristotle, in the passage last quoted, suggests another
possibility.

If human actions are the set of all the acts performed ac-
cording to particular roles and not the performance of some
special function laid next to the others, the set may still be
an ordered one, that is, it may involve a hierarchy such that
some particular functions are on an appropriate basis more
human than others. If this should be the case, the human good,
of man qua man, could be read from them. Both Aristotle and
Aquinas lean in the direction of this solution, but not perhaps
in the way too commonly thought. If there is, on some ap-
propriate basis, a hierarchy among the particular functions and
roles such that some human activities are more human than
others, it is nonetheless not the case that performing that or
those functions well is identical with, exhaustive of, the human
good,; the good for man.

What have I tried to do thus far? Some contemporary
ethicians feel that we can grasp the meaning of “good,”
its single abiding meaning, by seeing that its function in
evaluative discourse is to commend. What is commended
is commended on some basis, because of descriptive qualities
or characteristics; nonetheless, there is no logical tie between
the evaluative meaning of “good” and such descriptive
meanings as might be fashioned from the descriptive qualities
of the things called good. Since there is no logical tie, it is logi-
cally possible to select any qualities whatsoever as the basis for
commending a thing. Descriptivists, on the other hand, wish
to say that it is not logically possible to commend something
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on any basis whatsoever. Their misgivings seem to be based
on the fact that there must be an addressee of commendations
and the structure of the addressee introduces constraints on
what can be proposed to him as good. The notion that the
structure of the human agent is the locus of criteria for assessing
the good of man, the human good, is a feature of the moral
theory of Aristotle and Aquinas. What is it that belongs to
man as man? I have tried to show the ambiguity of the qua-
locution in the phrase “ man qua man ”, Making use of Geach
and Williams, we arrived at one understanding of it by con-
sidering the assessment of man in different roles and functions:
qua flautist, qua surgeon, qua hunter. We figure out what is
meant by calling a man a good flautist by examining the role
or function of the flautist. But a good flautist does not seem
to be as such a good man. So it is asked, is there some function
or role, being human, which would underwrite the phrase “ man
qua man” in such a way that, by examining that function, we
could tell whether a man is a good man without qualification?
The difficulty which arose was that either this function would
be merely a generic way of referring to the particular functions
or it would be a particular function among the others and then
the others would not be human activities. A second under-
standing of the qua-locution in the phrase “man qua man”
is based on distinguishing from among the activities which are
truly predicated of man, those which are peculiar or proper to
him. It is these which pertain to him qua man. They are said
to follow or involve a rational principle; they are deliberate
conscious acts. But this only brings us back to the set of role-
or function-activities with which we began: playing the flute,
operating on patients, bagging a bird—all these are conscious
deliberate activities and belong to man qua man. The only way
out of the dilemma suggested is that some sort of scale or
hierarchy might be discerned among human acts such that
some are more human than others. Performing those well could
thus be said to constitute the human good by a kind of
synecdoche,
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Bernard Williams, who has followed the role or function way
of explaining “good ” as attributive adjective, feels that the
effort to elicit unquestionable moral ends from distinguishing
marks of man’s nature, is bound to fail. In support of this, he
puts forward three surprisingly weak and inapposite arguments.

First, a palpable degree of evaluation has already gone into the
selection of the distinguishing mark which is given this role, such
as rationality or creativity. If one approached without precon-
ception the question of finding characteristics which differentiate
men from other animals, one could as well, on these principles, end
up with a morality which exhorted men to spend as much time
as possible in making fire; or developing peculiarly human physical
characteristics; or having sexual intercourse without regard to
season; or despoiling the environment and upsetting the balance
of nature; or killing for fun.™*

Williams has made a list of things which man alone can do and
of course the remarkable thing is not that he has found so many
candidates but that he has contented himself with so few. It
would be easy to add such deeds as going to the moon, writing
novels, attending philosophical symposia, buying on the install-
ment plan and thinking up objections to Aristotle’s ethical
theory. No matter how prolonged, such a list is not such that
the distinguishing mark Aristotle himself pointed to could ap-
pear on it as another item. Indeed, it is clear that Williams’s
entries as well as those I have added are all instances of what
Aristotle settled on. Such an objection, then, ends by paying
a backhand tribute to its target. For, Aristotle might ask, “And
now, Mr. Williams, what do all these items have in common
which led you to aseribe them to man and only to man? > That
there is some common note seems clear from the fact that,
once we see such a list, we are able to add to it easily and with-
out any need for extensive and lavishly funded research.

Second, and very basically, this approach bears out the moral
ambiguity of distinctive human characteristics (though Aristotle
paid some attention, not totally successfully, to this point). For if

3 0p. cit., pp. 63-4,
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it is a mark of man to employ intelligence and tools in modifying
his environment, it is equally a mark of him to employ intelligence
In getting his own way and tools in destroying others.*?

Williams goes on to point out that, if it is the mark of man to
have a conceptualized and fully conscious awareness of himself
as one among others, this is a precondition of both benevolence
and cruelty. “If we offer as the supreme moral imperative that
old cry, “ Be a man!’, it is terrible to think of the ways in which
it could be taken literally.”
~ In order for this second objection to work, it has to assume
that Aristotle is saying that any use of intelligence in action
is a good use. But of course what Aristotle was looking for was
a distinctive activity the good use or performance of which
would constitute man’s good. “ Be a man!”, which is Kipling,
not Aristotle, and none the worse for that, of course, can func-
tion as a moral imperative only if it is understood to mean not,
act as you cannot help but act, viz. intelligently, consciously,
to some purpose, but: do this comme il faut, well. That
Williams has indeed gone so strangely astray is clear from what
he immediately adds: “ Here we seem to encounter a genuine
dimension of freedom, to use or neglect the natural endowment,
and to use it in one way or another: a freedom which must
cut the central cord of the Aristotelian enterprise.” Williams
can only regard this remark as pertinent on the assumption that
to say that it is the mark of the human agent qua human to
act intelligently is equivalent to saying that it is a necessary
mark of the human agent to use his intelligence well. Since it
was Aristotle who opined that most men are bad, it is witless to
interpret him in such a way. I suspect that Aristotle would
say that, while we are of course free to put our minds to the
perpetration of every conceivable sort of cruelty, debauch and
injustice, we are not free to constitute such behavior as perfec-
tive of the kind of agent we are.

Williams has a third objection which contrasts being help-
lessly in love and being rational, but discussion of it would lead

1% Ibid., p. 64.



236 RALPH MCINERNY

too far afield. Despite the objections he brings against the Aris-
totelian view, Willlams assures his reader that he is far from
thinking that considerations about human nature, about what
men are, what it is for man to live in society, do not contribute
to a correct view of morality: “ one could not have any concep-
tion of morality at all without such considerations. In particu-
lar, they help to delimit the possible content of what could be
regarded as a morality.” ** What he questions is that there is
any direct route from such considerations to a unique morality
and a unique moral ideal. In that, I think he is both right and
not at odds with Aristotle (and Aquinas).

To the objections raised by Williams against the notion of
a distinctive human characteristic or function, let us add others
raised by D. J. O’Connor in his brisk tendentious little book,
Aquinas and Natural Low. These objections bear on Aris-
totelian tenets which O’Connor rightly sees to have been ac-
cepted by Aquinas.

(1) The whole discussion seems to confuse two senses of ‘ good’
as (1) what s sought after, and (ii) what ought to be sought after.
What reason is there to suppose that there is any coincidence
between happiness and virtue?

(2) What reason is there to suppose that human beings have
a characteristic function (ergon)? Aristotle’s argument to show
that there is a function peculiar to man is a very poor one. .

(8) Granted that the good life for man must somehow be
grounded in human nature, how do we argue from the facts of
human nature to the values of morality? As Hume notoriously
showed, the gap between fact and value cannot be bridged by
logical argument.

(4) Although the relation of means to ends does entail that some
things are desired for their own sakes and not as a means to some-
thing else, we have no reason to suppose that there can be only
one final end to which all our acts are means. Indeed, our experi-
ence clearly shows that the ultimate objects of human desires and
activities are many and diverse*

13 Ibid., p. 66.
* D, J. O’Connor, Aquinas and Natural Lew, New York, 1968, pp. 23-24.
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Of these four objections, (1) and (8) seem to involve pretty
much the same point; (2) may be taken to stand for the sort
of objections we have already found in Williams; and (4) is a
statement of the most common objection to the Aristotelian
and Thomistic ethical theories. We have then two objections
to consider:

(1) Does the ethical theory of Aquinas involve a fallacious
elision from what men do in fact seek to what they ought
to seek?

(2) Does the notion of an ultimate end involve the fallacy which
has been illustrated in the following way: since all roads
end somewhere, there is somewhere that all roads end?

I think that it is undeniable that Aquinas thinks that there
is a way in which we can argue, or proceed inferentially, from
what men do in fact seek and pursue to what they should or
ought to seek or pursue. In noticing this, however, we are well
advised not to invoke dogmatically an alleged Humean feat,
namely, his having shown that from premisses of a descriptive
sort (Is-statements) we cannot conclude to a normative or
Ought-statement. If matters are to be settled by invoking our
predecessors, then the fact, as Hume noticed, that most
moralists make the disputed illation (including perhaps Hume
himself) is difficult to overlook. To admit impediments to so
common a practise might indeed involve notoriety, though per-
haps not of the kind O’Connor has in mind. The point is that
slogans are of little help here. Let us look at what Aquinas does
and test his procedure in the usual way to see if it works.

The opening discussion of the moral part of the Summa
theologiae (Iallae.l.l.c) seeks to establish that human action
is teleological, that it is a characteristic of human action that
it has a point, that men act for the sake of some goal or end.

(1) Of the actions which can be truly ascribed to men, only
those which pertain to man as man can properly be called
human,

(2) Man differs from irrational creatures in this that he is
master of his own actions.
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(8) Only those acts of which man is the master can properly
be called human aects.

(4) Man is the master of his acts thanks to reason and will.

(5) Therefore those acts are properly called human acts which
proceed from deliberate will.

(6) Actions which proceed from any faculty or capacity are
caused by it under the formality of its objects.

(7) The object of will is the end or good.
(8) Therefore, all human actions are for the sake of an end.

We may have special difficulty understanding (6); perhaps
some parallels will be helpful. Objects of sight are such under
the formality of color, objects of hearing are such under the
formality of sound. So here Aquinas holds that whatever we
do, whatever we deliberately choose to do, we do under the
formality of goodness, sub ratione boni. This way of speaking
suggests that we can distinguish what is chosen materially, the
particular course of action, say, and the formality under which
it is chosen. Just as mind is not restricted to a category of
objects materially depicted, so will, which is the rational ap-
petite, has universal good as its (formal) object. (“... obiectum
voluntatis est finis et bonum in universali.”) What we have,
then, is a kind of sandwich: the formality of goodness and the
(material) thing, action, whatever, which is judged to save or
sustain or exemplify that formality.

What is the “ formality of goodness,” the ratio boni? Thomas
takes from Aristotle the account of “ good ” as that-which-all-
things-seek. And, in a passage which has occasioned some
Humean inspired outrage, he seems to make an inference from
bonum est quod omnia appetunt to bonum est faciendum et
prosequendum.*® Now that does seem odd, not least because it
seems to make a virtue of necessity. If all men, say, do in fact
seek the good, it seems otiose to recommend that they do or
to say that they ought to. It sounds like a move from “ Snow
falls in winter ” to “ Snow ought to fall in winter.” (Carlyle’s

8 Summa theologiae, Tallae, q. 94, a. 2,
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retort to the woman who said she approved of the universe—
“You had better, Madam “”—does not provide a similar oddity.)
While sense can no doubt be made of the remark that it ought
to snow in winter, it does not seem to follow from the fact that
it does in fact snow in winter. Let us charitably assume that
Thomas is not simply urging men to do what they are already
doing and what they perhaps cannot not do. What then is he
doing? We must first ask what the force of the claim that the
good is what all things seek is. Seeking, appetition, desire, may
be said to be a “trying to get.” Trying-to-get presumably in-
volves something one has not got. Appetition thus suggests a
want or lack, a negation, in the subject of appetite, of the one
trying to get. Furthermore, the want, lack (or negation) will
be fulfilled if the trying-to-get is successful. Thus, having
got what one is trying to get is preferred to not having it and
this preference suggests the judgment that having it is fulfilling
of or perfective of the agent. Let us see if we can, on the basis
of these humble observations, construct a Thomistic argument
which derives Ought from Is.

(1) Men are de facto engaged in the pursuit of a vast variety
of objectives, ends, goods.

(2) The pursuit of the good involves the judgment that, say,
a particular action, A, has the formality G, goodness; that
is, A is regarded as perfective of the agent.

(8) That A has G is the reason for, the justification of, desiring
A.

(4) Tt is possible that A, which is thought to have G, does not
really have G.

(5) One desiring A under the assumption that it has G who
comes to see that it does not have G, should not pursue A.

(6) If A is seen not to have G, there is no longer any justifi-
cation of pursuing it.

(7) And if B is seen to have the G A was mistakenly thought
to have, one who ought not to pursue A, ought to pursue B.

Looked at in this admittedly schematic and general way, the
procedure from the fact that particular courses of action are
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pursued under a given formality, first to judgments that a
course of action ought not to be pursued and then to affirmative
judgments as to what ought to be pursued, does not seem to
fly in the face of reason. Any man may be presumed to act
in the light of what he thinks is truly perfective of the kind
of agent he is, and, because of the possibility that what is seen
in that light, what is brought under that formality, is not really
perfective of him, his judgments can be regarded as corrigible.
Further, as this type of analysis suggests, there is presumably
no action which could exhaust the formality under which it is
performed, as if the concrete and abstract could coalesce and
a particular action be identical with the ratio boni, the what-
is-perfective-of-the-human-agent. That would mean that some
good is tantamount to goodness. (For Thomas, as we know,
it is because God is goodness that He can be man’s ultimate
end in a way which would make no sense in moral philosophy.)

We can now profitably introduce the conception of an ul-
timate end. From a formal point of view, the ultimate end,
that for the sake of which man does whatever he does qua man,
is the formality of goodness or the ratio boni: whatever is per-
fective of the kind of agent man is. From the formal point of
view, there is little difficulty in saying that all men have the
same ultimate end, but, as Aristotle observed, so stated it is
little more than a platitude. Matters get interesting, difficult
and controversial, insofar as attention turns to the concrete ac-
tions which are brought under this formality. The second ob-
jection that we have extracted from O’Connor’s four brings
against the notion of ultimate end the fact that no single de-
terminate type of action can be said to exhaust or be identical
with this formality. And this is of course true. It does not, how-
ever, as O’Connor and many others have thought, go contrary
to what Aristotle and Aquinas say.

Aristotle described the distinctively human activity as fol-
lowing or involving a rational principle. Human activity is
rational activity. To say this is not, as we observed against
Williams, to introduce a particular role or function from among
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others like shoemaking and performing lobotomies. Rather, “ra-
tional activity ” functions as the genus of such particular roles.
It is this genus that Aquinas expresses as deliberate voluntary
activity. To perform such activity well is the formal ultimate
end we have just been speaking of. The difficulty that the ob-
jectors see, and that Aristotle and Aquinas saw before them,
is that rational activity or deliberate voluntary activity is not
a particular kind of action. The next step, accordingly, is to
look for sub-genera, less general than rational activity and more
general than the sort of thing we and Williams have included
on our lists. To make a long and complicated story deceptively
short and easy, I shall simply say schematically that it is pos-
sible to distinguish between essential rational activity (which
involves a rational principle) and participated rational activity
(which follows a rational principle) . That is, sometimes human
actions are simply the use of reason itself, at other times ra-
tional activity is acts of other faculties or capacities which can
come under the sway of, bear the imprint of, rational direction.
Essential rational activity is further distinguished into theo-
retical and practical uses of the mind. Well then, and this is
the point of so summary a recall, the excellences or virtues of
rational activity, subdivided in this way, are the constituents of
the human good. Do Aquinas and Aristotle identify the formal
ultimate end with the virtue of one of these subtypes of ra-
tional activity? The answer would seem to be yes and no. The
highest perfection of the theoretical use of our mind, contempla-
tion, is sometimes spoken of as if in its case we could have that
coalescence of matter and form, of particular action and the
ratio bont, we spoke of earlier. Nonetheless, a careful reading
of Aristotle and Aquinas makes it clear that they do not really
hold this identification.”® What emerges is rather that the hu-
man good has structure, that it is a set of virtues or excellences
which may be thought of as ordered in a variety of ways. Some
virtues are more necessary than others, some virtues are more

1 Cf.dbid., q. 1, a. 7.
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noble than others, but however the set is hierarchically arranged,
plurality is retained. Surely it is worse than a parody of the
material consideration of the ultimate end to suggest that Aris-
totle and Aquinas are interested in homogenizing mankind
so that the richness and variety of human occupations and—
in that jargon phrase—life-styles would ideally be overcome.

Our aim has been to look at Thomistic ethics from the van-
tage point of the problematic of our own day and to show that
Thomas shares certain hopes for ethical theory with Naturalists
and that, in his hands, those hopes develop in ways which in-
volve great difficulties. The distinctive function of man must
not be viewed as yet another particular one, yet that is how it
is often objected to. No more did Thomas identify the ratio
bons with some particular activity. The fear that he violated
the Humean stricture against deriving Ought from Is was al-
layed by presenting his procedure so that one can judge for him-
self, independently of slogans, whether a fallacy has been com-
mitted. Williams and O’Connor, and, in this they are hardly
unique, fear that talk of an ultimate end must end in laying
it down that every man is ideally destined for the same identical
vocation or career. The distinction between the formal and
material aspects of ultimate end enables us to see that while
the former is one, there is a necessary plurality, even limitless
variety, in the latter. Williams and O’Connor concede that
human nature provides the basis for a correct view of morality
and helps delimit its content. If this paper has succeeded in
removing misunderstandings about Thomas’s views on this
point of agreement, the way is open to press on to the real
difficulties. In that further task, the thought of Thomas
Aquinas provides a sure and lucid guide.

Ravrre McINERNY
University of Notre Dame
Notre Dame, Indiana
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HE OUTSTANDING CONTRIBUTION to philo-
sophical and theological thought that Bernard Lonergan
has made over the last few decades has not gone un-

noticed. Indeed, considerable attention has been paid over the
years to his work in such areas as cognitional analysis, epis-
temology, philosophical theology, and, most recently, method
in theology. Less consideration has been given to his contribu-
tions in the field of ethics.

An important element in the development of Lonergan’s
ethical thought has been his reflections on value.! Inasmuch
as these reflections are at once not only strikingly original but
also deeply rooted in the best of traditional and modern philo-
sophical thought, they have the potential for making a major
contribution to the task of clarifying the foundation for a con-
temporary ethic.

However, because Lonergan’s reflections on value have de-
veloped significantly over many years, and because they have
not been presented as a whole in an explicit, systematic integra-
tion, their full potential has never been readily available. It
is my intention in this brief article, then, to lay out in an ex-
plicit way the key elements and basic pattern of Lonergan’s
developing reflections on value. This article will not attempt to
present a complete exposition of anything like “ Lonergan’s
Theory of Value ”; rather, it will concentrate on two central
issues in the development of Lonergan’s reflections on this
topie: first, the explicit introduction of a transcendental notion
of value, and, secondly, the relation of value and feelings.

1 This is most evident in the period beginning with Insight: A Study of Human
Understanding (New York: Philosophical Library, 1957; designated below as
Insight) and continuing up to the appearance of Method in Theology (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1972; designated below as MT). An important point in the
course of this development is marked by The Subject (Milwaukee: Marquette Uni-
versity Press, 1968; designated below as Subject).
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I. Transcendental Notion of Value

The fundamental difference in modes of intending, and thus
also the principal division of sources of meaning, according to
Lonergan, lies between the categorial and the transcendental.®
Categories are involved in asking determinate questions and
giving determinate answers through experiencing, understand-
ing, judging, deciding.? Transcendentals, on the other hand,
“are contained in questions prior to the answers,”* they
“ground questioning.”® Transcendentals are, in fact, “the
radical intending that moves us from ignorance to knowledge.
They are a prior: because they go beyond what we know to seek
what we do not know yet. They are unrestricted because an-
swers are never complete and so only give rise to still further
questions. They are comprehensive because they intend the
unknown whole or totality of which our answers reveal only
part.” ¢

Most importantly for our interests, however, “ the transcen-
dental notions, that is, our questions for intelligence, for re-
flection, and for deliberation, constitute our capacity for seli-
transcendence.” * In the following passage Lonergan further
clarifies the meaning of this radical thrust for self-transcendence
by distinguishing between transcendental concepts and tran-
scendental notions:

. intelligence takes us beyond experiencing to ask what and
why and how and what for. Reasonableness takes us beyond the
answers of intelligence to ask whether the answers are true and
whether what they mean really is so. Responsibility goes beyond
fact and desire and possibility to discern between what truly is
good and what only apparently is good. So if we objectify the
content of intelligent intending, we form the transcendental concept
of the intelligible. If we objectify the content of reasonable in-
tending, we form the transcendental concepts of the true and the
real. If we objectify the content of responsible intending, we get

2MT, pp. 11 and 78. 5 Ibid., p. 74.
% Ibid. ¢ Ibid., p. 11.
¢ Ibid., p. 11. 7 Ibid., p. 105.
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the transcendental concept of value, of the truly good. But quite
distinct from such transcendental concepts, which can be mis-
conceived and often are, there are the prior transcendental notions
that constitute the very dynamism of our conscious intending,
promoting us from mere experiencing towards understanding, from
mere understanding towards truth and reality, from factual knowl-
edge to responsible action.?

According to Lonergan, the subject operates on different
levels of consciousness, qualitatively distinguished by questions
for intelligence, for reflection, and for deliberation. It is im-
portant to emphasize here that these distinctive and functional-
ly interdependent “ levels of consciousness are united by the un-
folding of a single transcendental intending of plural, inter-
changeable objectives.”® ILonergan formulates the dynamic
movement in this way:

What promotes the subject from experiential to intellectual con-
sciousness is the desire to understand, the intention of intelligibility.
What next promotes him from intellectual to rational conscious-
ness, is a fuller unfolding of the same intention: for the desire to
understand once understanding is reached, becomes the desire to
understand correctly; in other words, the intention of intelligi-
bility, once an intelligible is reached, becomes the intention of the
right intelligible, of the true and, through truth, of reality. Finally,
the intention of the intelligible, the true, the real, becomes also the
intention of the good, the question of value, of what is worth while,
when the already acting subject confronts his world and adverts
to his own acting in it.*°

The many levels of conscious intentionality, then, are, as
Lonergan says, just “ successive stages in the unfolding of a
single thrust, the eros of the human spirit.” ** And this single,
radical drive is the principle of the relation and interdependence
between the levels of consciousness. For the image of “levels ”
of consciousness is no more than a metaphor denoting the suc-
cessive and sublating enlargements of consciousness that occur
with the unfolding of the subject’s fundamental drive for tran-

8 Ibid., pp. 11-12. *® Ibid., pp. 22-28.
® Subject, p. 22. * MT, p. 18.
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scendence. These successive enlargements and sublations of
consciousness are brought out clearly in the following passage
as Lonergan first runs through the “levels ” from “ top to bot-
tom,” then reverses the direction:

To know the good [the human spirit] must know the real; to know
the real, it must know the true; to know the true, it must know
the intelligible; to know the intelligible, it must attend to the data.
So from slumber, we awake to attend. Observing lets intelligence
be puzzled, and we inquire. Inquiry leads to the delight of insight,
but insights are a dime a dozen, so critical reasonableness doubts,
checks, makes sure. Alternative courses of action present them-
selves and we wonder whether the more attractive is truly good.
Indeed, so intimate is the relation between the successive trans-
cendental notions, that it is only by a specialized differentiation
of consciousness that we withdraw from more ordinary ways of
living to devote ourselves to a moral pursuit of goodness, a phi-
losophic pursuit of truth, a scientific pursuit of understanding, an
artistic pursuit of beauty.'?

Lonergan further suggests that the transcendental notions
not only promote the subject to full consciousness and direct
him to his goals, but they also

provide the criteria that reveal whether the goals are being reached.
The drive to understand is satisfied when understanding is reached
but it is dissatisfied with every incomplete attainment and so it
is the source of ever further questions. The drive to truth compels
rationality to assent when evidence is sufficient but refuses assent
and demands doubt whenever evidence is insufficient. The drive
to value rewards success in self-transcendence with a happy con-
science and saddens failures with an unhappy conseience.'®

Value, then, in this analysis, is a transcendental notion, that
is, it is “ what is intended in questions for deliberation, just
as the intelligible is what is intended in questions for intel-
ligence, and just as truth and being are what are intended in
questions for reflection.” ** But we must emphasize again, with
Lonergan, that “ such intending is not knowing.”** “ When I

12 Thid.  Ibid., p. 34.
 Ibid., p. 85. 8 Ibid.
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ask what, or why, or how, or what for,” he says, “I do not
know the answers, but already I am intending what would be
known if I knew the answers.” 1 Likewise, “ when I ask whether
this or that is so, I do not as yet know whether or not either
is so, but already I am intending what would be known if I
did know the answers.”** And so, “ when I ask whether this
is truly and not merely apparently good, whether this is or
is not worth while, I do not yet know value but I am intending
value.” 8

Again, to repeat a fundamental point, just “ as the notion of
being is the dynamic principle that keeps us moving toward
ever fuller knowledge of being, so the notion of value is the
fuller flowering of the same dynamic principle that now keeps
us moving toward ever fuller realization of the good, of what
is worth while.” *°

Readers of Insight will recognize that the analysis of value
I have outlined here does not correspond to the treatment given
in Insight under the title, “ The Notion of Value.” *® The fact
is that Lonergan had not yet worked out a transcendental no-
tion of value at the Insight period of his development. In In-
sight, value is the good of order with its concrete contents as
a possible object of rational choice that comes to light in moral
consciousness.” Ten years later, however, in The Subject
(1968) , Lonergan presents an explicit consideration of the no-
tion of value as transcendental. Here, however, the transcen-
dental notion seems simply to replace the former notion of value
developed in Insight as part of a threefold division of the good:
the particular good as object of desire, the good of order, and
value. For in The Subject Lonergan says that the transcenden-
tal notion of value is “ distinct from the particular good that
satisfies individual appetite, such as the appetite for food and
drink, the appetite for union and communion, the appetite for

18 Ibid. 1% Subject, p. 24.
17 Ibid. 20 Insight, pp. 601-602.
18 Ibid. 2 Ibid., p. 601,
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knowledge, or virtue, or pleasure.” ** Further, he says, the
transcendental notion of value is “ distinct from the good of
order, the objective arrangement or institution that ensures for
a group of people the regular recurrence of particular goods.
As appetite wants breakfast,” he says, “ so an economic system
is to ensure breakfast every morning. As appetite wants union,
so marriage is to ensure life-long union. As appetite wants
knowledge,” Lonergan continues, “so an educational system
ensures the imparting of knowledge to each successive genera-
tion.” 2 So far, what Lonergan has said here about particular
goods as objects of desire and those objects as ordered cor-
responds exactly to his position in Insight** He continues in
The Subject, however, by saying that “ beyond the particular
good and the good of order, there is the good of value.” * But
this value that is beyond the particular good and good of order
is the transcendental notion of value, not the good of order itself
with its concrete contents as a possible object of rational choice,
as in Insight.?® This transcendental notion of value in The Sub-
ject functions as a norm, for Lonergan says that “it is by ap-
pealing to value or values that we satisfy some appetites and
do not satisfy others, that we approve some systems for
achieving the good of order and disapprove of others, that we
praise or blame human persons as good or evil and their ac-
tions as right or wrong.”?” But while introducing this tran-
scendental notion of value, The Subject does not explicitly dis-
cuss the notion of value worked out in Insight, and by dis-
cussing the transcendental notion of value in the context of
and in relation to the particular good and the good of order,
The Subject has the effect of allowing the reader to confuse the
two notions of value, or to think that the concept of value of
Insight has simply been replaced by the new transcendental
notion of value.

Method in Theology finally introduces some measure of

22 Subject, p. 23. 28 Subject, p. 23.
22 Ibid. 28 Insight, p. 601.
% Insight, p. 596. 27 Subject, pp. 28-24.
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clarity to this question, but while both notions of value are
treated here, the discussions are separate and not explicitly
linked. Further, Method in Theology adds the issue of judg-
ments of value to the whole question. So while there is some
degree of clarity to this latest work, it is in something of a
potential form that needs to be actualized through some direct
explicating and relating.

Three key terms central to our question occur at various
places in Method in Theology: judgments of value, terminal
value (as in Insight), and the transcendental notion of value
(asin The Subject) . Judgments of value are related to terminal
values through decisions or choices, inasmuch as terminal values
are objects of possible choice or, indeed, actually chosen,”® and
choices, when they are responsible, conform to judgments of
value. Terminal values, indeed, are the primary and basic
instances of value discussed in Insight under the title “ The
Notion of Value,” in relation to the particular good and the
good of order, a threefold division that is maintained in Method
in Theology.?® In Insight, Lonergan explains that these values
may be true or false, insofar as they are or are not the objects
of reasonable choice.** In Method, however, he emphasizes true
values, describing terminal values as “ true instances of the par-
ticular good, a true good of order, a true scale of preferences
regarding values and satisfactions.” **

As we have seen above, Method also discusses the transcen-
dental notion of value, but without explicitly and clearly re-
lating it to the notion of terminal value. We may recall, how-
ever, that in discussing the transcendental notion of value,
Lonergan likens it to the notion of being. ““Just as the notion
of being intends but, of itself, does not know being,” he says,
“so too the [transcendental] notion of value intends but, of it-
self, does not know value.” *> There are further similarities be-

28 Insight, p. 601; and MT, p. 51.
*® Insight, p. 601; and MT, pp. 48-51. B MT, p. 51,
8 Insight, p. 601. 32 Subject, p. 24.
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tween the transcendental notions of being and value that
Lonergan points out which will, T think, be helpful to note here:

Just as the notion of being functions in one’s knowing and it is by
reflecting on that functioning that one comes to know what the
notion of being is, so also the notion or intention of the good
functions within one’s human acting and it is by reflection on that
functioning that one comes to know what the notion of good is.
Agalin, just as the functioning of the notion of being brings about
our limited knowledge of being, so too the functioning of the
notion of the good brings about our limited achievement of the
good. Finally, as our knowledge of being is, not knowledge of
essence, but only knowledge of this and that and other beings,
so too the only good, to which we have first-hand aeccess, is found
in instances of the good realized in themselves or produced beyond
themselves by good men.®®

The first point in the above passage will be especially important
in helping us to understand the relation between Insight’s
notion of terminal value and the later transcendental notion
of value. Just as we can distinguish the being or reality in-
tended in questions for reflection and the being or reality known
through true judgments, so we can distinguish between the
value intended in questions for deliberation and the value
kenown and realized in true judgments of value and reasonable,
responsible decisions or choices that conform to those true judg-
ments. There are, in other words, the reality and value that are
intended in questioning (the transcendental notions) and the
concrete instances of reality and value that are known and
realized in correct judgments and authentic choices. We may
say, then, that the transcendental notion of value stands to
the notion of being as terminal values stand to the reality
known through true judgments, or, in more direct response to
our original question, that terminal values stand to the tran-
scendental notion of value as the reality known through true
judgments stands to the notion of being. As the notion of
being functions as a criterion for the judgments through which

82 Ibid., pp. 25-26.
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reality is known, so the transcendental notion of value func-
tions as a criterion for the decisions and choices through which
terminal values are realized.

II. Value and Feelings

We have considered several aspects of the question of value
thus far, but we must now turn our attention to one aspect
that seems central, the relation of value to feelings. For while
we have discussed values and their judgments and choices in
relation to the cognitive operations, Lonergan makes a point
of the fact that “ the apprehension of values and disvalues is
the task not of understanding but of intentional response.” %
And “such response is all the fuller, all the more discrimi-
nating,” Lonergan says, “ the better a man one is, the more
refined one’s sensibility, the more delicate one’s feelings.” **
Briefly, and quite simply, Lonergan puts the matter this way:
“ Intermediate between judgments of fact and judgments in
value lie apprehensions of value. Such apprehensions are given
of feelings.” ®¢

Lonergan’s most interesting consideration of feelings, per-
haps, is in connection with his analysis of symbolic meaning,
through which “mind and body, mind and heart, heart and
body communicate.” *” Because of “internal tensions, incom-
patibilities, conflicts, struggles, destructions,”*® the need for
this internal communication is basic, and symbols, obeying “ the
laws not of logic but of image and feeling,”* have the power
of recognizing and expressing the internal tensions and conflicts
that logical discourse abhors.”® “ Organic and psychic vitality,”
says Lonergan, “ have to reveal themselves to intentional con-
sciousness and, inversely, intentional consciousness has to secure
the collaboration of organism and psyche. Again,” he says,
“our apprehensions of values occur in intentional responses,

2 MT, pp. 24-5.

85 Ibid. 38 Ibid., p. 66.
3¢ Ibid., p. 87. *° Ibid.

0 Ibid., p. 67. 4 Ibid,































































































































































































































































