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Cantower VII
Systematics and General Systems Theory
October 1st 2002
“Now | ask you,

Where are you going?’!

As| mentioned in Cantower VI, these next three Cantower s are connected with three of
James Joyce' s short stories. They are” The Dead” , “ An Encounter” , “ Eveling” . Y ou can certainly
treat the connection and the references as periphera or ignore them entirely. Theissueis presence: my
presence to you; your presence to your own biographic opportunitiesin the axia stage so closeto
necrophilia, to The Dead; your presence as metaphysician.? It would cheer my ederly heart to take as

serioudy probable that “a new generation is growing up in our midst, a generation actuated by new

1James Joyce, The Dead, p.6. | note that the references to The Dead will be given thus, in
terms of the probable page sarting with p. 1.

2Thisisamassvely degp problem of axia culture. Metaphysicsis normatively concrete: it
amply ams at rendering operations saf-luminous. The Joyce stories as context nudge onein the right
direction. Anillugration helps here, in itself anudging. Rabbi Harold SKushner lost his son at
fifteen.”In asense, | have been writing this book for fifteen years. From the day | heard the word
‘progeria and wastold what it meant, | knew that | would one day have to face Aaron’s declining and
dying.” (When Bad Things Happen to Good People, Schoken Books, New Y ork, 1981, 132). The
Rabbi brings you gently forward - but ayear’ s reading is not enough - to the edge of a glimpse of what
L onergan writes about in Insight 19.9, 25" place, and to a glimpse of Hefling' s thesis about the law of
the cross (see Cantower | X, section 6). But you may find it avery different type of reading, because
the Rabbi lifts you into genuine metaphysicd reading. These three (7-9) Cantowers moveto an
identification of a“scientific moment”: but do they so move you? The Rabbi climbs to that moment and
concludes the book very smply: “I think of Aaron and dl that hislife taught me, and | redize how much
| have lost and how much | have gained. Y esterday seems less painful, and | am not afraid of
tomorrow”.(148). Thisisthe stance of heroism and fantasy that | would have you absorb when | write
of the end of page 250 of Method in Theology. “Now that this has happened to me, what am | going
to do about it?’(136). Kushner’s painfilled honest dlimb is very different from trivid talk of adding
fedingsin Didectic, of turning to the future in Foundations. The book is dso agoodly introduction to
the topic of real prayer, rea contemplation, atopic to be taken up againin Cantower XXI.
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ideas and new principles’,® and that the Tower-start of a new Odyssey would lead to new mollycule
Y esing, agdactic gentleness faling on soiled humanity like amanna, like a*snow faling faintly through
the universe”.*

There are three sections to follow. The firgt brings together previous invitations to thing out the
meaning of genetic sysem. My effort is clearly impressonigtic: | would hope that eventudly a
community would emerge so conversant with the eementary explanatory heuristics of development of
Insight asto be capable of lifting into the context of a genetic structuring both of the specidty
systematics and of the foundational search. At present, however, the problem seemsto be one of
generding an ethos of genetic thinking, both autobiographic and phylogenetic.

The second section adds pointers towards the context of contemporary work on systems and it
could certainly be skipped on afirg reading. But it, too, must be taken serioudy and taken into the
foundationa search if we are redlly to turn the ‘can’ of “one can go on”® into a decent statistics of
achievement, if we are to get out of the breathless dead tate that is more than “ alittlelate® Thefind
section moves back into the saf-search for foundationa orientation in away that sets the stage for the
dopes and poises of the last two Cantower s of the year. THEN, surely, some of you will be energized
to venture onto “The Bridge of Size’’ for ayear, “anatura bridge over which we may advance from
our examination of science to an examination of common sense’® and of the task on interpretation: a

SIX-year project.

3The Dead, p. 20.

“The Dead, conclusion. Joyce' s Ulysses beginsin atower overlooking Dublin Bay and ends
with Mally’s bedroom yes-saying.

*Method in Theology, 287.
®Insight, 733[755].

"One of seven bridges of growth treated in “ Features of Generdized Empirica Method”,
Creativity and Method, edited by M. Lamb, Marquette University Press, Milwaukee, 1983.

8Insight, chapter 5, paragraph 1.



1.1 History and Systematics

The Lonergan student of some years cannot but recognize the title as one that belongsto
Lonergan’swork in Rome, especidly during the late fifties. We might well sart there, and indeed |
invite the reader to do S0 by passing to section 7.1.x immediately. But | wish to moveto thetopicina
way that seems more fruitful. Firdt, then, | introduce the topic in an introductory fashion by means of
two extracts from previous work: there seems no point in adding complexities to these now, something
that | would certainly do if | attempted another verson now. Thefirg extract is from an essay written to
open up the possibility of collaboration in philosophy of physics, the second extract isfrom the
beginning of chapter five of The Redress of Poise. Thereisaway in which the two should bracket your
reflections: the firgt suggests a homely beginning to reflection; the second leads to dreaming aheed,
something that belongs to the category of fantasy. It invites a serious reading of a dictionary definition of
alater century.

1.1.1 Systematics: An Introductory Notion
S0, let us begin with the firgt short extract:

Appendix: Organic Systlemétics

The purpose of this short gppendix isto invite aflexing of the imagination with regard to future
systematic physics. Such inviting is an integrd part of the task of the metaphysician.

My own interest in organic systematics came from work in biology, againgt the background of
Insight 15, in the early sixties. Indeed, it was my second option for doctorate work: a sublation of the
work of Woodger in axiométic biology. But its broader sgnificance did not escape me: there were
abundant cluesin the Epilogue of Insight and in Lonergan’s Latin works. | recdl joking with Lonergan
a pool sde in Regisin the mid-sixties about Dog-matic theology. Still, it wasn't till the late seventies,



4

when | began following up hisleads, epecidly in De Intellectu et Methodo®, that the massive cultura
shift involved became sufficiently clear to astonish me. Most recently | had the advantage of following
up pardld cluesfrom Lonergan’s Logic: the purauit of truth in logic is associated with a sequence
(andogicdly organic) of sysems refining that pursuit.

While | havetried to draw attention, in these past decades, to the shift involved, there has been
little response.’® My hope hereisto bring it to the atention of those interested in the methodology of
physics it will be both a necessary internd development of future physics and an andogue from a
“successful science’ for theology. So here | note helpful images

The primary hdpful image is one’ s own strugglein life towards a present coherence thet carries
forward, geneticaly ordered, the potentia of ones past.. The four images | touch on here should help
give afullnessto that task: images from biology, theology, physics, tennis.

(a) Theimages from biology, of course, can lead one right up to the remote complexity of Insight’s
treastment of development, but try to struggle with the topic at the level of description. The acorn and
the tadpole are both *working systems’, as are the oak and the frog. An ementary text could help you
to glimpse the development gap, the need for types of intermediate systems.

(b) More familiar to you, perhaps, are systems in philosophy and theology: though here the
development question becomes problematic. However, that very problem hel ps us dong towards
thinking of how one gets from story, or history, to system, where now you are thinking, | hope, of
gystem as asystem of systems: that is the key jump. And the centrd point in the problematic isto note
that the sequence of red systems - in philosophy, in theology, even in sciences- are not related
geneticaly. To get agenetic sequence you have to envisage “twisting” ! flawed systems as best you can

°I would note that this work, the lectures on logic, and the related works on “History and
System” dl belong to Lonergan’s creative surge in the late fifties. There is the need both to sublate then
into hislater Hodic context and to enrich histired expresson, Method in Theology, of that context.

1°Robert Doran has brought the topic into focus in theology in recent years (1998-2000) of
Theological Sudies. See aso Method, 2000.

"This, of course, is an image of the ‘reversing counter-positions of De Intellectu et Methodo
and of Method in Theology.
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(the ‘you', of course, isaglobd hodic community). What, for instance, is genuinely progressive about
the semi-system of Irenaeus, or Tertullian, or Damascene, or Descartes, or Hegdl? (Y ou get a sense
here of the massive task of p. 250 of Method in Theology?) The image sought here isan image of a
genetic systematics, say in theology, of which Thomas Aquinas sysem isone ‘dice, one trangtion
stage.

(c) Canyou envisage thisin physics? A criticaly established systematics that would include the best
of past srugglestha would give the globa community the humblest best context for progress? But this
envisagement is the centrepiece of our heurigtic work on physics: you will need to draw on the work
eg. of Lochlainn O’ Rafertaigh'? to reach towards it, and help it forward through (d).

(d) Findly, there is the pedagogically-chalenging image of genetic sysem in tennis. It isachdlenge
because, if you pause over the notion, you may well find that you have no image, or perhaps you think
of changes in tennis rules and techniques over the past century. But the image | wish you to grapple with
- leading back to afruitful gpproach to (C) - istheimage of a‘growing’ tennis player: Martina
Navrdilova, MartinaHingis, some familiar top-player. | recall Navratilova saying, in an interview after
her retirement, that she was a much better player ‘now’, but her body was't up to it. What might she
have meant?

An enormous question, of course, bringing to mind for you again the heurigtic reaching regarding
harmonious development in Insight ch.15, but now within the broader collaboretive structure of
coaching, physiology, etc that is a dim anaogue for hodic collaboration. But your initid effort should be
directed towards some molecule-minding gppreciation of, say, the poise of Hingis before servesin the
present(June, 2000) Wimbledon. Has she not struggled, with arange of helpers, to incarnate arevised
verson of her past returns of serve? Thisisalead image for a post-Proustian post-axia Remembrance
of Things Past that would be the seventh functiona specidty, in physics asin theology, which might
better be called Pragmatics.

For those interested in advanced work in the philosophy of physics | recommend his two
books, Group Structure of Gauge Theory, Cambridge University Press, 1986 and The Dawning of
Gauge Theory, Princeton University Press, 1997.



1.1.2 Systematics. Reaching Forward
The second extract isimportant not only for its content but for the character of the invitation thet it

givesto cultivate fantasy.

SYSTEMATICS: A LANGUAGE OF A HEART

This essay points forward to structures within anew control of meaning made remotely possible
by the subtle legps of Lonergan's heuristic perspective, especidly after hisfiftieth year. Indeed, my
focusis on some hidden achievements of his Roman years. There are the manifest achievements, of
course, evidenced in hiswork on logic and exigentidism, his lectures on education and meaning, his
Latin writings, his various courses and summer schools on theologicad method. But, far less conspicuous
isadrive, summarized in the title, "History and System”, 22 that led him forward towards a new viewing
of himsdf and others, "the theologian as moment in history resuming past and pointing to future', *4 and
of his science of natures and meanings, rooted in the efficiency of eech ™ sngle inteligent view", viewer,
giving the universe a unique unity, echoing hearty friendship for a groaning globe.*® The drive fractured
into anew unity in February, 1965, but the new unity remained unexpressed, and his fina mgor work,
Method in Theology, did not go beyond gentle prescriptive description. Init, certainly, it is hard to
recognize the Ken Magtery that cals nature and diary and history into a seventh haven of proleptic
histosystematics. But then would the twentieth century academy, "well wadded with stupidity”, % have
recognized that mastery had Lonergan been able to carry forward his project of "athird-order

¥These are notes from Lonergan’s Roman days, available in the Toronto centre. The relevant
notes here are those in Batch V..8.

1A quotation from handwritten notes of Batch V.7.c of the notes referred to in the previous
footnote.

150n the efficient cause as grounding the unity of a science, see Topicsin Education, 160. The
“gngleview” of Insight 520[544] is part of that efficiency. My essay might be viewed as a discusson
of an efficient cause in the absence of materia disposita.

5George Eliot, Middlemarch, W.W.Norton, New Y ork, 1977, 135.
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consciousness and a third-order intentionality"*” with the energy that produced Insight? And thiswas a
massve fleshing out and flowering of the foundationd stance of Insight.

S0, the present essay invites my reader both to an impossible dream, a sympathetic glimpse of
Lonergan's efficiency asit lived in tense solitude, poised in, crucified by, the adbsence of a
contemporaneous praemotio metaphysica et psychica, and to a hoping suspicion, a reduplicative
discernment, of one's own self-tasting system that may be cdled to cling self-creatively forward to a
sysem-flavour of finitude's future.

| must apped to, cgjole® my reader, at this stage, to fantasize,'® to reach forward in a proleptic
heurigtic exercise associated with the envisagement of actua, probable and possible schemes of a later
millennium. | will return to the difficulty of this exercise shortly: it is, S0 to speek, a matter of your heart
being in the effort. | invite you to imagine, with concrete globa reference, the following note on
Systematics as being from an dictionary of theology of the year 3000 A.D. (trandated from the Hindi).
Theologicd sysematicsis by then, the eventua budding of the third stage of meaning and the second
time of the tempora subject, an established enterprise, on the scale of present zoology. The
evolutionary paradigm isin place, and aglobd collaboration of detailed reaching is operative in
functiond specidig journds, and in the hearts of theologians living richly in atransposed retrieva of
Greek Patrigtic theoria, focused in aWendung zur Idee that istheir cultured divine spark, shadow of

|dea, generating, from their oktoechos,?® meodies of loca common meaning.

| quote here from a nine-page typescript of Lonergan from the same Batch V,& which
contains the February 1965 “ discovery Pages’ of functiond specidization. The typescript handlesthe
two fist sections of what would seem to be an outline for a chapter one of Method contained in the
samefile. Thefileisreproduced as chapter 2 of Darlene O’ Leary, Lonergan’s Practical View of
History, Axia Press, Hdifax, 2002.

8part of the method of metaphysics: see Insight 398[423].

9 introduced the notion of fantasy, in atechnica sense, in The Shaping of the Foundations,
117.

“Tradition gives credit to John of Damascus for the invention of the eight melody types of
Byzantine chant, but they had an earlier origin. (See Process, chapter 5, section 5). The metaphor helps
towards a sense of the different tona rhythms of thinking and talk to be expected within each functiona
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Here, then, is our dictionary extract, modified down from its self-referentid dengity of expresson

out of deference for twentieth century truncation's language.

"SYSTEMATICS

The theological transposition of the Atlas project (1568) of Mercator (1512-1594), linking, meta:
hisosysematically, beings of meaning in criticaly redemptive fashion. It has now reached the scientific
dimensions and respectability that the dementary natura science of zoology reached in the twenty
fourth century when it moved beyond reductionism to evolutionary and genetic psychic categories. The
andogous focusin theologica systematics is on the evolution of minding, upgraded in content through a
positive didectic Seving. The globd effort is controlled cregtively by a normative genetic metalogic of
irregularly sequentid systems, pseudo-systems, depraved systems, 'sport’ systems, etc. The logic alows
for, and thematizes, alarger irregular periodization anaogous to the Kondratieff of Economics,? this
rhythm being related to micro-paradigm surges in other specidities. The present character of the
achievement of systematicsis grounded in the massve enlargement of data-base made possible by
psychic shifts of didectic scholarship. The basic drive remains rooted in the detailing efforts of seventh-
leve theologians, who carry forward the now-classic strategy of didectics, prolepting of system warps,
into creetive sub-operators of the total, micro-revisable, genetic prolepses of meanings of finite spirit.
The classic drategy took its present form through the work of the school of Mo Ti (China: 2784-
2832)%2, who profited from the development of contrafactua economic history in the twenty sixth

specidty as theologians move into those differentiations. Each specidity becomes a non-geographic
regiond group, with “something smilar in the t one, the color, the way of doing things, the attitudes that
are said to be characterigtic of the regiona group”.(Lonergan, Topics in Education, 252).

21K ondratieff cycles periods are not dictated by a normative macrodynamics but are subject to
the circumstances and dimensions of innovations. See either of Lonergan’s Economic volumes (15, 21),
the indices, under Kondr ati eff.

22The mention of Mo Ti here may bring to mind her illustrious predecessor Mo Ti (470-391
B.C.) and histhree foundationa laws of reason: See P.McShane (ed), Searching for Cultural
Foundations, 39-40.
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century made possible through the acceptance at that time of the Lonergan paradigm of economic
dynamics. The beginnings of the Strategy, however, are found in the descriptive suggestion, "reverse the
counterpositions’ of Lonergan (Canada: 1904-1984) which gave anew historicd twist to an early
second millennium interest in "sc et non", "sed contra’, etc. So, to shift our zoologica analogy from
evolutionary to organic development, one can view the Strategy as comparable to the sdlf-system
coping with malnutrition, poisoning, etc. Cancerous systems of proposed or operationa meanings are
rendered benign, not by excision from the anamnesis and prolepsisthat islower core of the genesis of
Christ's Body?® but by the crestive suffering of al to grow that is the tropic classic Strategy at its
Mysterious best. Thetotdity of viewpoints® is ordered and nurtured, fostering the ongoing sublation of
atheologica systematics that is a metasystem of systems of possible and probable sub-systems -
indtitutions, roles, tasks - of localy-common human meanings.

An accepted control of meaning within the community isthe transcultura control of expresson
made possible by the advances of the lower and middle sciences, so that the generic aggreformic
expression of the history of finite meanings, HSI(p; ¢ . by ; 7 ; Uy ; 1), isfilled out in amanner that is
neither culture-bound nor handicapped by semi-descriptive categorizations.

So, for example, Arigtotle's andysis of virtues and Durand's analysis of symbols have been

intussusscepted into a systematic theology of progressin away that opens their genetic affinity to ill

%The suggestion should be tied in with Insight 742-3[763-4], the ‘rock’ of Method in
Theology 19, and De Deo Trino I, Pars Systematica, Gregorian Press, 1964, 107-109 (on the
procession of the Word from the understanding of creatures). However, the entire system of this latter
work isrelevant to atheology of higtory that would link trinitarian redlity to the geness of human history
and glory.

24lyo Codlho, Hermeneutics and Method: A Study of the Universal Viewpoint in Bernard
Lonergan, Rome, 1994, discusses the fate of this universal viewpoint of Insight in Lonergan’s later
work: to say the leadt, it is not centre stage. (A revised version of the work appeared from Univergity
of Toronto Pressin 1999. | will return to it in more detail in Cantower X111). What | am pointing
towardsis the trangpogition of the later explicit writings into that full explanatory heuristic context. That
trangposition is the topic of those key pages, 286-8, of Method in Theology. What emergesthenisa
vast enlargement of the task envisaged by the canons of hermeneutics of Insight.

°B.Lonergan, De Deo Trino |1, Pars Systematica, 308-309.
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further advances in biopsychology and neurophysiology. Genetic affinities, time-branched fibres within
the heurigtic structure, enrich the possibility and probakilities of the mediated mediation that is the larger
eighth specidty of Executive Reflection. So, for example, the theoretic fibre that contains Thomas
Aquinas ontologica anaysis of incarnate love, Bernard Lonergan's semi-descriptive account of the
findity of human intimacy and Hossma Tati's psychodynamics of sexud mysticiam makes possible the
mediation, by the eight Specidty, of sdlections of larger sgnificance, grounding multicultura
sophidtications of conjugd affectivity. Entwining the metalanguage is a sustaining image of the enterprize,
shared by al theologians: athree dimensiona hisomap - based on the Mercator projection, in historic
regard and in conventiona convenience: its area distortion leaves space for bracketing commentary -
to the foundationa markings of which each speciaty adds its particular flaggings. So, Systematicsis
fundamentally an ordering of S,;, where the use of the symbal 'S’ in our Hindi dictionary implicitly
acknowledges the English-language achievement of the Canadian-Irish thinker, Bernard Lonergan, who
thematized descriptively the speciatiesin the mid-sixties of the twentieth century. S, is not, of course,
acontinuum of viewpoints to be ordered, nor indeed does it include avast array of second-rate
viewpoints. Again, we recdl the semina suggestions of Lonergan: "Theology: 1) not a Platonic Idea
2)but the many species [not individuals except as types, as dominating persondities] 3) in ageneticaly
and didecticaly differentiated genus'. % Lonergan's work gave rise, in the late twentieth century, to
Lonerganism, which faded in the twenty third century as the fibre paradigm running from Arigtotle
through Lonergan became increasingly respected as empiricaly and metacritically grounded.”

1.1.3 Lonergan and the Development of M athematics

The key piecein this section is the quotation from Lonergan that appears on the next page. |
give it an added context by quoting it asin occurs on pages 125-6 of Lack in the Beingstalk, where|

%From handwritten notes of Lonergan, as described in footnote 12 above. Batch V.8.v.
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am deding with the place of Husserl’ s thesis under Weierdtrass on the Caculus of Variations, but don’t
let that put you off. We are not venturing again into that area, but | do wish to draw aitention here to the
pardld | drew in chapter four of that book between the development in the 19" century of this calculus
of variaion and the possible development in this 21% century of the caculus of variation that is
functiond specidization. Interna to that development is a development of a developmenta perspective
on philosophy.

Sowhat | am at hereisardativey lightwe ght introduction to a developmenta perspective on
method and methodology that | have been mentioning for some years without sufficient guiding hints. |
want to pick relevant hints from this key text of Lonergan and lift those hintsinto the context of his
clearer hint about a developmenta perspective on method that occurs in the unpublished draft of a
chapter one on “Method” that would seem to date from early 1965.

Here, then, is my single-page quote from Lack in the Beingstalk that leads up to the key text in
question.

“My last pointing here.... regards the notion of development. | have, perhaps, given you some
impression of a development in an area of mathematics. So you have some notion of development. Are
you critica of that notion? Can you agree with the biologist Paul Weiss. ‘ Does not everyone have some
notion of what development implies? Undoubtedly most of us have. But when it comesto formulate
these notions they usualy turn out to be very vague.’?” Weiss was struggling with the notion of
biologica development, in away indeed that in the past century has become unfashionable: genetic
shifting means a etic of genes rather than adynamics of forms. Here we have a development that is
higtorical.

Husserl’ sthesisis certainly apiece of the story of the development of mathematics. It isapiece
of history but isit a piece of sysem? The reader familiar with Lonergan’s struggle in the decade after

Insight will recognize this as aform of one of his primary questions?® | raiseit herein rdaion to the

'Paul Weiss, Principles of Development, New Y ork, 1939, Introduction.

8See Robert Doran on this struggle, “Bernard Lonergan and the Functions of Systematic
Theology”, Theological Sudies (59) 1998, 569-607; “ System and History: The Chalenge to Catholic
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caculus of variations and its stages, and perhaps the reader - recalling stages of the development of the
system that is the plant or animd - aready has a sense of where thisis going. | recal now - for your
encouragement and my delight - my own legp in this areato a genetic perspective on the seventh
functiond specidty, sysematics. | was struggling in the late 1970s with the work De Intellectu et
Methodo when | met the key page deding with the development of mathematics and began to glimpse
the genetic structure of that functiona speciaty, and now find it rlevant to the genetically- spirding
gtages for the hodic enterprize. It seems worthwhile to quote the relevant passage fully here.

‘The higtory of any particular disciplineisin fact the history of its development. But this
development , which would be the theme of a history, is not something smple and straightforward  but
something which occurred in along series of various steps, errors, detours, and corrections. Now, as
one studies this movement he learns about this developmenta process and so now possesses within
himsdf an instance of that development which took place perhaps over severd centuries. This can
happen only if the person understands both his subject and the way he learned about it. Only then will
he understand which elements in the historica developmental process had to be understood before the
others, which ones made for progress in understanding and which held it back, which eementsredly
belong to the particular science and which do not, and which dements contain errors. Only then will he
be ableto tdl at what point in the history of his subject there emerged new visions of the whole and
when the firgt true system occurred, and when the trangtion took place from an earlier to alater
systemdtic ordering; which systematization was Smply an expansion of the former and which was
radicaly new; what progressive transformetion the whole subject underwent; how everything that was
explained by the old systematization is now explained by the new, one, dong with many other things
that the old one did not explain - the advancesin physics, for example, by Eingtein and Max Planck.
Then and then done will he be able to understand what factors favored progress, what hindered it, and

why, and so forth. Clearly, therefore, the higtorian of any discipline has to have a thorough

Systematic Theology”, Theological Sudies (60)1999, 652-678; “Intelligentia Fidei in De Deo
Trino, Pars Systematica: A Commentary on the First Three Sections of Chapter One’, Method (19)
2001, 35-84.
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knowledge and understanding of the whole subject. And it is not enough that he understand it any way
at dl, but he must have a systematic understanding of it. For that precept, when applied to history,
means that successve systems which have progressively developed over aperiod of time have to be
understood. This systematic understanding of a development ought to make use of an andogy with the
development that takes place in the mind of the investigator who learns about the subject, and this
interior development within the mind of the investigator ought to parald the historica process by which
the scienceitsdlf developed.’ %

This reflection on the understanding of a development requires a digestive pause.

Firgt thereisthe historical sequence of developments; a twisted sequence, we may say, but ill
a sequence of less developed dtates. If the sequence is studied, then the student generates an instance
of development by the study. Isit apardld to the historicad sequence? No. The study is a sorting out of
the historical sequence. What sort of sorting out? Notice here that, if thisis your question, the answer
must come from illudiration: have you such illugraions, from any field? Or isthis just purely doctrina
ligening? (It is purely doctrind talk if | am smply repesting Lonergan’s prose, like some non-climber
reading out amountain-climbing ingructiona book to a group of non-climbers) You may damthat itis
not purely doctrinal: then check your illugtrative instances for purely descriptive characters. 1s your
illugtration the theory of phlogiston in the history of chemistry? But do you understand oxygen and
combustion?

This sheds light on the phrase at the beginning of the next sentence, “this can happen only”, that
can S0 eadly be glided over. The adequate sorter must know his or her stuff: understand the fully
developed subject, which means the subject thus far devel oped, the incomplete genetic systematics of
an open-ended search. There followsin Lonergan’ s text two ponderous sentences each beginning
“Only then”, both illugtratively enlarging on the characterigtics of the required understanding. In the
paragraph to follow he invites you to bring it dl together, beginning with that wondroudy mideading

| am quoting from Michael G.Shidd'strandation of 1990, Under standing and Method,
130-2. The origind Latin text | have of De Intellectu et Methodo has the material on page 55. You
might like to go back now to our discussion of John Damascene on chapter one of Lack in the
Beingstalk and sense the chadlenge and the lift that this gives to the tasks of interpretation and history.
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“clearly, therefore’, when the darity, if it emerges at dl, emerges by thefull reading - perhaps many re-
readings - of the paragragph, in the light, the habitud light, of one's experience of doing something Smilar
in somefidd, if not in the fidld of mathematics. As James Joyce once wrote to afriend, Am | throwing
sufficient obscurity on the matter?°

One has to grasp the difference between a thorough understanding of the subject and a
systematic understanding. Surely if you understand something completely, you understand it
systematicaly? What difference does it make? These are obvioudy not questionsto be dedlt with in the
corner of a section that seeks to suggests features of developmentd structures, mental or not. But
pondering them serves to throw descriptive light on the difficult task of moving from history to system
and indeed on moving back to interpretation and history armed with a developed, if incomplete, genetic
systematics. On might go on to ponder the possibility of a genetic metasystematics and the relation of
such a systematics to the universal viewpoint so skimpily trested in Insight. What dl this pondering
helpsto reved isthat thereiswork to be done, work that centers on evolving a new controlling
metaphys cs going quite beyond the sketches of the concluding chapters of Insight. | hope to add to
that impression in the find section here, by pausing over contemporary work on systems. But before |
do that | would like to invite a smple pondering on method in relaion to methodology.

Fix Klein once remarked that method changes in mathematics every decade. It is common
knowledge that method in history has changed, even evolved, over the past centuries. Now method is
first spontaneous, then it may be thematized: this connects to our problem above about knowing the
whole field but not knowing it sysematicaly, but the present problem is larger in that we are explicitly
requiring the subject’ s turning of attention to the subject in process. From spontaneous method one
moves to explanatorily thematic method. Is this methodology? | suppose one could cdl it alogos about

At this stage it isas well to recall, re-read, note 2 above, about Rabbi Kushner’s book. First |
would note that | am only trying to open up the topic of genetic understanding: so thereis nothing here
about the various layers of evil, the various facets of didectic thinking and living. Secondly, that opening
up isan invitation to pursue e.g. the reading of Lonergan quoted here in order to face the complexity of
what is caled “reversing the counterpositions’. But the deeper issueis the issue of reading
metaphysicaly, reading ontogeneticaly and phylogenticaly present in the cosmosin areaching
luminous fashion: might | say, “protopostionaly” .
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aparticular method. But for me - and | would claim for the Lonergan of the unpublished first (1965)
chapter of Method®!- methodology is another level of inguiry which | have regularly compared to
zoology: zoology isto animas wha methodology is to methods. Isthis overly complicating matters?
Not if the matters are complicated. Which opens up the question of foundationd metasystematics. how
complicated isthis zone of inquiry? Before we tackle that briefly in the find section, it isaswdl to skim
past present complexitiesin syslems' sudies.

1.2 General Systems Theories

My origind intention, when | planned this Cantower some months ago, wasto am in this
section at some comprehensive pointings towards the sgnificance and the deficiencies of the movement
associated with Bertaanffy. By the end of the twentieth century systems theory became much more
inclusive, as the various texts and topics touched on below indicate. Still, the project might be
managegble if | kept to genetic system: but that keeping itself is problematic. Is there not a genetic
dynamic in such curiosities as Mandelbrot structures? Or, less far fetched, is not evolutionary structure
something of a genetic structure? And what of the genetics of science, as envisaged, say, by Kuhn? So,
‘comprehengive pointings fals by the wayside, and is replaced here by srategic pointings, pointings

31See note 16 above.

32| had foolishly hoped to include reflections on Mandlebrot’ swork in relation to Penrose's
reflections (see the index of his The Emperor’s New Mind, Oxford University Press, 1990, under
Mandelbrot set) onit but it certainly would sidetrack us from the present drive. But | do recommend a
eyeful of the phantasms grounded in the related mathematics as part of the metaphysician’sjob of
providing “asymbolic indication of the total range of possible experience’ (Insight, 3396[421]). For
the mathematics and the images see Robert L.Devaney, An Introduction to Chaotic Dynamical
Systems, Addison-Wedey Publishing Company, 1989. For a popularized broad context see Barr
Parker, Chaos in the Universe. The Stunning Complexity of the Universe, Plenum Press, New
York, 1996. A suitable descriptive introduction to the topic is Lars Skyttner, General Systems
Theory. An Introduction, Macmillan Press, London, 1996. Chapter 3 of that work gives a convenient
summary of 14 versons of sysemstheory. It isardevant context for the larger problem of Cantower
XV, the evolutionary mesh of system and non-system. For a critique of the movement see Robert
Lilienfdd, The Rise of Systems Theory, Wiley, New Y ork, 1978.
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that twist through the next fourteen Cantowers.® So, the problem of evolutionary structures becomes a
separate topic in Cantower XV, and the work associated with Thomas Kuhn becomes afocusin
Cantower XVI, “Hodics as Science 11”3

My strategy will be recognized by readers familiar with Lonergan’s “three basic questions.
What am | doing when | am knowing? What do | know when | do it? Why is doing that knowing? The
first answer is cognitiond theory. The second answer is epistemology. The third answer isa
metaphysics’.* But there is a fourth question, embedded in the triple occurrence of the word “do” in
the first three: ultimately the question of aluminous persona pragmatics.® | am aiming here, perhaps
over-optimigicaly, for atwo-way helpfulness. | would like to give regular Lonergan students a lift
towards a suspicion of alarger reach of hiswork; but | would aso like to think that the people
represented by the texts quoted below, the people struggling with systems thinking in its various forms,
would sense the possihility, in Lonergan’s suggestions, of aluminous lift to their work. Of course, the
two liftings are interrdlated. Thereis both dialogue and didectic. Didogue, arandom redlity of shared
nourishment or faculty lounge, can be a beginning, but history’s conversation is amatter of the dow
dopes of didectic described in the following Cantower. Here we are in the realm of the random, and |
plunge us in with alengthy quotation - which you should associate with the fourth question mentioned

33 dready noted, in Cantower VI, the manner in which the chapters of the book Insight mesh
with the corresponding-numbered Cantowers.

3Stephen Jay Gould' s massive book (1400 pages), The Sructure of Evolution Theory,
Harvard University Press, 2002, will provide a context for the revisiting of Insight chapter 15; The
return to chapter sixteen will be contextuaized by reflections on Kuhn'swork mediated by two recent
books: Thomas Kuhn, The Road Snce Structure, The University of Chicago Press, 2000 and Steve
Fuller, Thomas Kuhn. A Philosophical History For Our Time, University of Chicago Press, 2000.

BMethod in Theology, 25. See also 83, 261, 287, 316.

3] have been moving gradualy towards the deegper issuesinvolved here, especidly in regard to
sophigtications in the thematics of vaue. These issues will become more explicitin Cantower XVII1,
“The Possbility of Culturd Ethics'.
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above, with operation®” - from a book whosetitle sings out our full problematic; Metasystems
Methodology. A New Synthesis and Unification.® And doesit not sing out that issuein afresher,
larger, different key? But you must reach for this sense in a page-reading that twines in your mind with
the first pages of either of Lonergan’s two chapterstitled “Method”.*°

“God made Homo sapiens a problem-solving creature. The trouble isthat He gave us too
many resources. too many languages, too many phases of life, too many levels of complexity, too many
way's to solve problems, too many contexts in which to solve them, and too many vaues to balance.

First came the law, accounting, and history which looks backward in time for their vaues and
decison-making criteria, but their paradigm (casuistry) cannot look forward to predict future
consequences. Casuidry isoverly rigid and does not account for satistical phenomena. To look
forward man used two thousand years to evolve scientific method - which can predict the future when it
discoversthe laws of nature. In pardld, man evolved engineering, and later, systems engineering, which
a so anticipates future conditions. It took man to the moon, but it often did, and does, a poor job of
understanding socid systems, and aso often ignores the secondary effects of its artifacts on the
environment.

Environmenta impact andlysis was promoted by governments to patch over the weakness of
engineering - with modest success - and it does not ignore higtory; but by not integrating with system
design, it isaso an incomplete philosophy. System design and architecture, or Smply design, like
science and engineering is forward-looking, and provides man with comforts and conveniences - if
someone will tel them what problems to solve, and which requirements to meet. It rardly collects
wisdom from the backward-looking methodologies, often overlooks ordinary operating problemsin

37If ‘you’ is someone not versed in Lonergan’ swork but in systems theory, then the association
needs to reach in areverse direction, towards the advantage of asking what the beginning of Hal’s
book has in common with the beginning of Lonergan’s reflections on method, on “operations yielding
cumulative and progressive results’ (Method in Theology, 4).

By Arthur D.Hall, Pergamon Press, 1989. Cited below as Hall.

3Method in Theology, chapter 1; Insight, chapter 14.
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designing its artifacts, whether autos or buildings, and often ignores the principles of good teamwork.

Operations research, management science and systems analysis on the other hand specidizesin
the *ordinary operating problems’ that other paradigms often ignored or forgot and by so doing solved
hundreds of problems and carved a lasting niche. However, by ingsting on mathematica modelling as
the centrd feature of its method, the ‘ operational sciences tended to isolate themselves from the
increasing maority of people who cannot spesk mathematics.

The operationa sciences hoped to nourish bus ness management, which however largely
ignored them, and the latter continues to be undernourished by the business schools which arefairly
broad but shalow everywhere. By over focus on short-range financia vaues, business management in
the United States has lost a dozen mgjor markets to the Japanese, added pollution in dl itsforms, and
enriched itsdf out of dl proportion to its vaue as just one factor of production.

Action science, developed by the socid sciences over many years in relative isolaion from the
gpplied physica sciences, and which might otherwise have humanized them and made engineering more
productive, was doomed to fail by being on one end of the two-culture problem wherein science and
the humanities do not even speak the same language.

| could go on ligting afew dozen paradigms: art, law, computer software design, medicine,
politics, and architecture, each addressed to a certain context, level, or phase, each good in itself, but
eech limited to the fields of its origin and its purposes. The methodologica problem isthe same asiif, in
designing any large system, each subsystem designer were left to design each subsystem to the best
requirements he knew. The overdl requirement might not be met; overdl harmony could not be
achieved, and conflict could ensue to cause falure at the system leve.

What is envisoned isanew synthess, a unified, efficient, syslems methodology (SM): amulti-
phase, multi-level, multi-paradigmetic crestive problem-solving process for use by individuds, by small
groups, by large multi-disciplinary teams, or by teams of teams. It satisfies human needs in seeking
vaue truths by matching the properties of wanted systems, and their parts, to perform harmonioudy
with their full environments, over their entire life cydes’.*°

OHdl, xi-xii.
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Isthis not a substantidly sound, even inspiring, introduction to our human problem of history
and systematic progress, perhaps even better that the beginning of ether of the chapters of Lonergan?
“One can go on”.* But how can we, as Lonergan-focussed, go on with Hall, or Hall with us? Among
the various obstacles to going on thereis aroot problem. We are back on page 2 of Lonergan’s
discusson of Systematics: both the Lonergan community and Hall have to come to grips with “the
heavy overlay of conceptudism”#? that has colonized globa culture in deep pathological molecularity.
“The key issue is whether concepts result from understanding or understanding results from
coneepts’,*® but the pathology nominalises that issue for Lonergan followers and cutsit from the field*
for such people asHall. The lengthy quotation from Hall poses a degp problem for Hal which he never
comes to grips with, caught in hisfirgt-line word “ problem-solving”.*® But it poses atrickier problem for
those versed in Lonergan’s Aristotle: does the concept of contemporary complexity not presuppose a
massive effort to understand the data on that complexity? And does not that effort require a complexity
of imaging such as Hall presentsin hisbook?® Serious grappling with “problem-solving” requires the

4| quote from that key paragraph on page 287 of Method in Theology which spesks of a
molecular version of thefirst part of that book, one that would ground the didlogue | write of above.

“2Method in Theology, 336.
®|bid., in the footnote.

“Hed heretakesits meaning from Phenomenology and Logic: see the index there under
Field. It isthe concrete redlity that is beyond present horizons.

“SHall, xi. The book is remarkably superficid whenever it touches on thisissue. See especidly
the oddments in chapter 10. Chapter 7, “Economic Decison Making” in particular is a sad mess,
doubly s0 because of the brutdizing globd effects of the stupid implementation of erroneous economics.

“Thereis, of course, the text and its references asimage, but | am calling atention here more
immediately to diagrammatic imagings of complex structure of collaboration throughout the book.
Centrd to the drive of this Cantower isthe reflection, in note 27 (pp. 123-4) of A Brief History of
Tongue, on the complexification of imaging that goes with advancing civilization. The reflection there
was focussed on the basic hodic image given there on p. 124 and repeated and commented on
throughout these Cantowers. The basic image provides a sublationd corrective context both for Hall’s
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incluson of an imaging of contemporary problems. one has to grapple with a scotomatizing pathol ogy

which would mistake one' s cultured horizon for the field, which would settle for the anti-conceptudist

nominalism of a cognitiond theory which is operatively deductivig. | am thinking now especidly of the
chdlengein thelong Hal quotation, the chdlenge cirded in these next few Cantowers, the concept of
anintegra heurigtic structure that includes Mandelbrot and Manhattan: it is not a priori.*’

Only acognitional theory that reaches the mass of data of and on cognition of these past
centuries can ground sincere did ogue on epistemology. That is the message of thefirgt part of Insight
which | am discomfortingly complexifying here. | paused in my reflections on current systems literature
to cast about in my “ Systems’ books of the late sixties and early seventies, when it was evident to me -
in my optimism - that such dialogue might be immanent. Instead there occurred a narrowing of
Lonergan studies and a truncated complexification of the sudies of sysems. Thereis ill no coherent
systems epistemnology; thereis fill no didogue. There remains the dua problem under that abosence of
didogue: of liberating Lonergan studies from genera bias and of the deeper problem of Liberating
Systems Theory.*® The degper problem is tha mentioned above; mind cut off from itsdf through a
neura disorientation that | have called Psychothymia. At least Flood senses the problem, “The Need
for aNew Episemology”,*® and he appeals to Habermas,>® whom we shal meet again rdevantly in
section 6 of Cantower | X. Thereindeed we will note that the move to a new epistemology of cultura
ggnificance isthrough a private sublation of the “scientific moment” advocated by Habermas its
cultura sgnificance depending on afullest didectic concreteness, afullness of humble empiricism. Such

images and for his agpiration for a* multi-phase, multi-level, multi-paradigmétic cregtive problem-solving
process for use by individuas, by smdl groups, by large multi-disciplinary teams, by teams of teams’
(Hal, xii).

4’0On Mandelbrot, see note 32 above. On imaging Manhattan as a metaphysical problem see
Cantower XIV, and the comments below, note 71.

“Robert L.Flood, Plenum Press, New Y ork, 1990. | will refer to this work below as Flood.
“Flood, 161.

*See Flood, 33ff, 162ff.
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ahumble empiricism requires thet one lift the dementary invitation of Insight chapter eleven beyond the
context of Insight chapter 18 into a context of luminous darkness and persond risk. But we are
perhaps reaching too far ahead of the present topic. Perhapsit is sufficient to note that Systems thinking
is no better or worse epistemologically than other areas from mathematica logic on up to religious
sudies™

And what of the metaphysics of Systems Theory? The word metaphysics is, of course, not
much used. System theorigts tend to move comfortably aong in amuddle of naive redism and assumed
objectivity of theoretic results. Here is not the place to enter into the various weaknesses of thinking and
presentation: one only is significant for present purposes. It isthe consstent failure to handle the issue of
complexification, layers, hierarchy. The problem can be acknowledged® or smply did over, asisitisin
the substantial work, Dynamics of Complex Systems>® with an early trivia section on “Emergence
and Complexity”.>* The resulting fundamental oversight faces two ways: forward to a misconception of
planning and control; backwards to a missed feature of cognitiond theory.

First let usturn backward: and | might well repest the strategy used with Hall, by presenting a

*10One might check the index of Lonergan, Phenomenology and Logic, under Truth, to get a
glimpse of the muddle in two particular zones of culture.

%)t is clearly acknowledged - as dear astruncation alows - by Howard Patee in his various
contributions to the volume Hierarchy Theory. The Challenge of Complex Systems edited by
Howard H.Peattee, George Braziller, New Y ork, 1973. His “Principle of Optimum Loss of Detail” (92-
94) isas near as he gets to aggreformism. “To this end, there have to be invented gppropriate symbolic
images of the relevant chemica and physica processes; in these images there have to be grasped by
indgght laws of the higher system that account for regularities beyond the range of physicad and chemica
explanation” (Insight, 464[489]). So one arrives at the metaphysics of aggreformism: “a concrete
plurdity of lower entities may be the materid cause from which ahigher form is educed” (Lonergan,
“Findity, Love, Marriage’, Collection, 20). My Randomness, Satistics and Emergence, (Gill,
Macmillan and Notre Dame, 1970) pushes towards such imagery e.g. of the biochemistry of protein-
folding in the hunting amoeba. | will return to thistopic in Cantower XV, which dedls with the theory of
evolution.

53Y aneer Bar-Y am, Addison Wedey, 1992. Referred to below as Bar-Y am.

*Bar-Yam, 9-14. See dso the substantia liting in the index under compl exity.
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lengthy quotation from Bar-Y am that poses a problem both for Systems Theory and for Lonergan
followers. But the point is too obvious. “The key notion in the explanatory speciesisthat any lower
gpecies of things, T;, with their conjugates, C;, and their schemes, S, admits a series of coincidenta
aggregates of events, say E, , Ejn, o, -..., Which stand in correspondence with a series of conjugates,
Cims Cin » Cio, .., Of @higher genus of things, T;”.>> What is obviousis adeficient cognitiondl theory in
both Lonergan studies and Systems Theory, a deficiency that can only be remedied by a massive meta-
empiricd effort to read properly the sentence quoted. We are back at the problem of asubtle
nomindist deductivism: “let us admire Arigtatl€”,*® but Aristotle is more admired than imitated. We are
back at the problem of “concept”, and at the need to come to grips with the intussusception of the
meaning of aggreformism. Fruitful dialogue between Lonergan students and System theorists and
otherswill remain impossible until the nature of aggreformism becomes a serious undergraduate topic.
The solution probably lies, not in random efforts to push beyond present deficiencies in either school,
but in the long-term embarrassing cycling of hodic method that is the topic of the next Cantower. So,
the problem of understanding protein-folding in relaion to hdlix-structured organic components will
press forward a people-folding in the helix of hodic collaboration. Such is the character, such arethe
characters, of the organic progress of history. But before we pause on that topic, there is the other
forward-looking face of deficient cognitiona theory; the face described in theinitid lengthy Hall
quotation.

That forward face regards planning, and its fegble cousin prediction.®’ It regards the control of

intelligibilities and meanings. 1t could beillustrated abundantly in its weskness, truncation and non-

*Insight, 262[287].

%6 am recalling Lonergan, De Deo Trino: Pars Systematica, (Rome: Gregorian Press, 1964),
283 “Admiramini enim subtilitatem Aristotelis’. Appendix B, p. 325, note 4, of Phenomenology
and Logic placesthis quote in arelevant context.

>"Thisis alarge topic that we might consider as lurking under the phrase, “other things being
equa”. Even planetary orbits, which are one solid source of the myth of prediction, are not secure,
much less plans. Robby Burns hasiit right: “The best laid schemes of mice and men [and moong| oft

gang awry”.
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objectivity from Hall’ stext, but a generd pointing must suffice. At dl events, the labour towards an
enlightened perspective on it throws one into the deep water of the non-systematic, primary and
secondary relations, divergent series of conditions, the randomness of finite redities reaching up in
coincidental clugters from photon-events to flights of fancy and insghts. It throws us, indeed, towards
our find topic in this section. The generd point, then, is that planning and norms of planning are
intringcally heurigtic, meshed at the highest level of their materia object with the secret sacredness of
finite goirit’ s roving commission and falures of commisson. When planning takes on the appearance of
security and sufficiency, asinwar games or centraist economics, it usualy is pivoting on detigtica
norms - or, in the case of present economics, on entrenched stupidities.

o, | legp to the findl point of this section which is continuous with the conclusion of the
previous paragraph. How do we engineer that elusive project, progress? “Systems engineering
anticipates future conditions. It took man to the moon, but it often did, and does, a poor job of
understanding socid systems’.%® What is needed is an dtogether richer “displacement towards
system”, tensely harmonious with the differentias of human striving.*® Y ou might well pause here to add
the lively actua context of the chapter referred to in Topics in Education, of which the following
guotation is merely areminder.

“Thereis aredemptive aspect in revolution, the violent destruction of exigting indtitutions,
exiding habits, existing materid equipment, and the persons that are the carriers of the indtitutions and
the habits of the culture. Thucydides provides a terrifying description of the revolution at Corcyra,®
where the people were divided into the rich and the poor, and the rich were smply wiped out,

mercilesdy and completely. The French and Russian revolutions were more or less complete

BHdl, xi.

%A context hereis chapter 3 of Topicsin Education, which deds with these differentids. It
was an early focus of Lonergan’s attention. On this, and more refinements, see the work by Michael
Shute cited in note 74 below. See a'so note 70.

9See The Complete Writings of Thucydides: The Peloponnesian War, the unabridged
Crawley trandation with an introduction by John H.Finley, J (New Y ork: Random House, 1951),
book 3, chapter 10, esp. 188-92.
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liquidations of the past of a country. In Marxism,, there is a Jewish eschatologica eement combined
with the idea of revolution, a sudden, quasi-eschatologica transformation of the Situation, produced by
the revolution.

Thereis an dement of the notion of redemption that isillusory, in archaism with itsreviva of
ancient virtues, in futurism with its legp to utopia, in esotericism with its atitude of ’let the world go by,
we shall live out our well-regulated and happy lives by oursdves,” and, of course, in the more recent
illusion of automatic progress, which is Ssmply adenid of the problem created by sin”.%*

The search - and it is the search of these 117 Cantowers - isfor an envisagement of “an
eschatological transformation of this world’®? in harmony with hope and emergent probability. The
envisagement, and the heuristics of that envisagement which must be part of it,%* must be some form of
metasystem.

Ohbvioudy this seventh Cantower is meshing, asit is meant to do, with the find section of the
seventh chapter of Insight, giving it anew context in a non-moving viewpoint. And an enlargement of
that context would seem appropriate.

| have not attended in this section to the various efforts of Lonergan followersto cometo grip
with systems and systematics. The ongoing work of Robert Doran comesto mind, but thisis not the
place to venture into reflections on his searchings. for one thing, one must acknowledge, with him, the
incompleteness of hiswork: “Asthere is amore concrete higtorica exegesis of biblica and other
sources that attains a synthetic understanding of the commonsense religious Development of the
authors, and as there is amore concrete synthetic theology that grasps the evolution of the economy of
sdvation and of the church’s appropriation of it, so there is a more concrete interpretation of the data
on thinkers like Lonergan that grasps in the very interpretation of the data on his development the
systematic links that bind eements of that development to one another. It isthose links that | am

®1Topics in Education, 66.
®2Topicsin Education, 66.

% Thereis a subtle point here about containment worth puzzling out: there is no contradiction
involved, such aswith the set of dl sets.
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searching for in these articles’.®* Hiswork, and those of other Lonergan scholars, is certainly relevant
to our searchings, but it is necessary to delay their consideration till 2004, Cantower XXI1 and ff. (In
particular, | delay precise treatment of genetic method to Cantower L X1 X, December 1% 2007). The
single context | would add here isthat given by Nell Ormerod in his searching and imulating article,
“The Structure of a Systematic Ecclesiology”.% “The question | seek to addressis what should a
systemtic ecclesology seek to achieve? My answer is that a systematic ecclesiology should be
empirical/historicd, critica, normative, diaectic, and practica”.% “Again, in reference to Lonergan’s
theologica method, the import of what has been argued is that a systematic ecclesiology must take into
account his functional specidties of foundations and doctrines. Foundations will be needed to provide
the basic categories to give an account of the kingdom, aswell as to control the meaning of those
categories through the foundationd redlity of the theologian’s converted subjectivity”.®” “This brings us
to the find type of ingght proper to the task of ecclesiology. An analysis that is normative and didecticd
will dso be practicd. It will guide action, propose possible courses of action, and outline their likely
outcome’.%®

Y ou would find it interesting, | propose, to put these reflections on system and action back into
the context of the quotation from Hall with which | began this section. But what | wish you most to do is
to put hisreflections into different Lonergan contexts: for ingtance, mesh the context of the reflections on
Cosmopoalisin Insight® with the fifth and fourteenth chapters of Method in Theology. Then there will

®R.Doran, “The Truth of Theologicd Understanding in Divinarum Personarum and De Deo
Trino, Pars Systematica, Method: Jouirnal of Lonergan Studies 20(2002), 33-75, conclusion.

®Theological Sudies, 63(2002), 3-30: referred to below as Ormerod.
%Ormerod, 3.

" Ormerod, 9.

%80rmerod, 10.

% Footnote 73 below mentions the relevance of Michael Shute’ s work in the present context.
One must |ace together, as Shute does, Lonergan’ sreflectionsin Insight on Cosmopolis and on the
mystical body with his earlier thoughts on Panton Anakephalaiosis and on heurigtic gpproximations to
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appear to be, a least a first Sght, a serious confusion. Ormerod seems to be reaching for something
like Cosmopalis, and meshing into that reach the identities of different functiond specidties. At the same
time he would seem to be reaching for the content of the functiona specidty Systematics which, snceit
would “propose possible courses of action” ", might better be called Pragmatics.” But the function of
that specidty isnot “historica, critical, didectic”’’? as Ormerod would haveit. The second hdf of his
article moves within this confusion to spesk of symbols of ministry and categories of change, lacing
together reflections on such diverse persondities as Clement of Alexandriaand Ignatius of Antioch,
Hans Urs von Balthasar and Hans Kung, Kasper and Congar, Plato and Aristotle. And | did enjoy his
last-page notion of Ratzinger as Platonist - would Plato?"3: but his point there brings us right back to the

and differentids of historical process.
°Ormerod, 10.

""Naming the forward functiona specidtiesis a difficulty associated with the problem of
“backward-orientation” raised in the first Cantower, and with the novelty of serioudy envisaging a
science of the future. Hall, searching for a definition of Systems Methodology remarks, “Methodology,
or praxeology, refers to the study of human planning, action and behaviour”. Thereis need for a
vocabulary in English that would bring the tone of Praxisweltanschauung into Smme’ s die Wendung
zur |dee. Thereis the degper need, the core message of this Cantower, of not letting that turning be
aso aturning avay from phantasm. Both needs are brought into focusin the title and content of section
2 of Cantower XI1V: ”Founders of Manhattan”.

2Ormerod, 3.

“Plato’s greatness liesin hisfiddlity to the socia problem in its most acute form” (Lonergan,
“Philosophy of History”, an 1930s manuscript, quoted by M.Shute, The Origins of Lonergan’s
Notion of the Dialectic of History. A Sudy of Lonergan’s Early Writings on History, University
Press of America, 1993, a book that provides a relevant context for this Cantower. | suspect that few
would accuse Ratzinger of fiddity to present distress. Like the porter in Joyce's “The Dead”, *he would
be surprized by such anovel idedl (p.32) asthat of attending to the concrete redlities of contemporary
culture and systems theory. Thereis, then, the deep problem for dl of us, sanding like Gabrid a the
window, of coming to sense the song of history inits present complex melody. We may well be
tempted to our own version of Gabrie’s speech: “1 will not linger on the past. | will not let gloomy
moraizing intrude upon us here tonight. Here we are gathered together for a brief moment from the
bustle and rush of our everyday routing’ (p.23). Philosophica reflection is the scientific moment of
listening to the concrete redlity of that present bustle.
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problem of concepts. “One Sde [Ratzinger’s| proceeds by Plato’s method: its Sarting point is the
primacy of anided tha is auniversa concept”.” Ormerod, like mysdif, “standsin the Aristotelian-
Thomist tradition with emphasisin the concrete redlity of ecclesid history”.” Nor have we any
disagreement about the inclusion of sociologica systemetics in ecclesidogicd reflection. What | have
emphasized hereisthe need for the fuller Aristotelianism that Lonergan reached regarding concrete
redity, and the fuller precison that he offersin his digtinction of functionsin the turn to the ideg, to
system. The confusion in Ormerod points to that fuller precison but dso to afuller vison. Isthe
ecclesiology that Ormerod is searching for not perhaps the overarching metasystem that can be
identified as Cosmopolis, within which certainly there would be a component named Systematics? Bt |
must postpone further reflections on thisto Cantower XXI.

1.3 Symbols of Foundational M etasystems

That postponement leads me to conclude with afocus on a single issue: your tolerance of
symbolization. Perhaps the best approach to the present section is for you to ask, How much of the
symbolizations of the systems of the previous sections are to be included, in heuristic mode, in a
foundational systematics? Foundational systems, of course, are a geo-historical population, and their
future thematic genesiswill occupy usin section 5 of Cantower | X. But hereyou and | - with
Lonergan lurking in the wings - can entertain the question somewhat casudly, descriptivey: What do
we think would be an adequate symbolization of foundationa system? In section 8.5 we will meset the
same question asit occurs in discomforting didectic. Here we may relax, perhaps pretend that it isthe
problem of some other person or persons.

In that case would we not muse that it should surely “contain” heurigticaly dl that we have

talked about in the previous two sections? What might we mean by “contain” there? Perhaps we can
get somewhere by thinking in terms of symbols of open containment. | would note immediately thet the

word ‘adequate’ comesinto focus here: awink is as good as anod or a gpeech in good circumstances

"4Ormerod, 30.

Ormerod, 30. Recal the meaning of ‘ concrete redity’ above, note 44.
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of shared system and perspective. But generdly the issue is the significance of symbolism in embracing
the universe of discourse in its potentidities. So, | would claim, the first word of metaphysics advocated
in these Cantowers is an adequate wink in contemporary culture. The potentidities are evident for the
wise and they emerge for the beginner through norma pedagogy. So, for instance, the semicolons point
to the complex solution to the root problem hierarchy theory - aggreformism - a problem that baffles
the systems theorigts - when they notice it - and the followers of Bertdanffy. But they dso point to the
concreteness of intention of that first word: secondary determinations are built into the heurigtic. | do not
wish to go further in this matter here: it requires arewriting and enlargement of chapter 16 of Insight,
mediated by afull trangpogtion and enlargement of the best of Thomas' metaphysics. But the key to the
genesis of future metasystematic symbolization is the luminous maintenance both of concrete intent and
of linguigtic feedback. This genesis, of course, isakey component of that problematic task
“implementation”. On the broad canvas that problem is solved by functiona specidization - | am diding
past issues of effective Reveation here - but there are layers (ingtitutions, roles, tasks) of implement-
dructures that must be held in vigilant fantasy if the mediations of the hodic recyding isto stand
successfully againgt recurrence-schemes of dienation.

So, the extended symbolization that would give bite to the prose of chapters 16, 17, 20 and
the Epilogue of Insight has to be a massive directive sublation of dl the symbolisms of contemporary
technology and aesthetics. Immediately one may notice the inadequacy of whatever symbolism present
conventions might read into Lonergan’s generd categories. The “one might go on” 7 that follows his
ligting is seen then as apardld to saying “one might go on” after stating Newton' s three laws of motion.
The pardld’s central weakness, of coursg, isthat Newton's laws are transent hypotheses that call for
the addition of secondary determinations within divergent conditions,; Lonergan’s categoriesam a an
invariance that includes both secondary determinations and divergent conditions.

Briefly, then, human systematics pirouettes on symbolisms. “you’re not going to hold it together

®Method in Theology, 287.
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without diagramming”.”” It is not difficult to conclude that Lonergan’s old view of metaphysics as “the
conception, afirmation and implementation of the integra heuristic structure of proportionate being”
must include under “implementation “ the implements of linguigtic expresson. And, to answer our
question regarding the inclusion of the varieties of systems touched on in the previous sections, the
replacement of metaphysics that is hodic collaboration must provide types of integra symbolism that
reech al other private and public syssemsin an integral concrete heuristic luminoudy-feedback fashion.
Y ou might now profitably review with fantasy the remainder of the section on generd categoriesin
Method in Theology. The specid categories that follow there, dedling with revelationary clamsin
various cultures, cdl for a sophidtication of that complex.

In section 9.6 of Cantower |1 X | will touch very briefly on one stream of what | might cdl the
literary tradition of European philosophical debate. 1t is not one of sophisticated symbolization, no
more than present Lonerganismis.

How are we to move towards arelatively invariant adequate controlling heurigtic symbolism? It
is evident to me that there isa prior question that you have to entertain serioudy: is complexification of
symbolization necessary, convenient? As you entertain the question now you may well agree with a
mgority that McShane has an agenda of complexifying what is smple: that “Lonergan had afew clear
thingsto say”.” | could counter that, yes, Lonergan had afew clear things to say, that his account of
things and their conjugates and the secondary determinations of those conjugates suggest that he had it

al together in acontrol of meaning associated with such phrases as “the redlization in accord with

""A loose trandation of Lonergan’s Latin: the trandation in volume 7 is “Forma comprehension
cannot take place without a construct of some sort” (The Ontological and Psychological Constitution
of Christ, Univergity of Toronto Press, 2002, 151).

8| nsight, 391[416].

| am recdling here the criticism of publisher’s reader, the sex-neutrd “Joey”, of the origind
Appendix A of Phenomenology and Logic, which | consequently omitted from the volume but made
avallable as chapter five of Lack in the Beingstalk. Joey’s comments are also available there, in
section 4.4. The comments on complexification and * clear things are on p. 138.
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successive schedules of probability of a conditioned series of schemes of recurrence’® and - regarding
the acts of things - “flexible circles of ranges of schemes of recurrence.”®! Etc. Etc. But that
argumentation and counter-argumentation is not the hodic way.

In the next two Cantowers you will find that the hodic way requires that the word “ entertain”
be sublated into a* scientific moment” described in the second half of page 250 of Method in
Theology. That page presents some of the clearest things that Lonergan had to say. And it brings us
back to our reflections in the conclusion of section 7.1, to theissue of authentic traditions. The
“soientific moment” will be dedt with in mounting specificity in section 8.5 and section 9.6. But we can
clam herethat whet it doesisto follow the nudges of history towards hodic collaboration by locating
in that collaborative structure crucid exigentia experimentation that sublates massvely Aridtotle's
drategy of getting the sceptic to talk. History’ s judgment will thus reach a modest linguistic-feedback
contral in an expressed identification of minor unauthenticity and a symbolic support of major
authenticity.®

From thisyou will have, | hope, some suspicions, some seeds of fantasy, regarding genetic
Sructurings and the necessary complexification of symbolizings. There is the possble genetic Structuring
of your own living: itsliving and its thematic are both massvely difficult in our times. | would suggest
now that you re-read the second half of that gpparently smple chapter nine of Insight in thisnew
context, backed up with the suggestions regarding molecules that supplement the sixth chapter of
Insight. Thereisthe genetic Structuring of the functiona specidty of systematics, and | would invite
you to re-read “The Sketch” of Insight 17.3.6 in the new context. “ Pure Formulaion”®® now takes on
an dtogether richer contextuaizing meaning. Mediated by this on-going enrichment, through the

®|nsight, 125-6[148-9].
8| nsight, 465[491].

82The context is Lonergan’ s reflection on community, Existenz, and history, Method in
Theology, 80.

B nsight, 580[602].
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executive reflection of the eight pecidty, there is the shift of datigtics and of optimism regarding
community’slong dope of fragmentation and decline. Findly, thereis the genetic structuring of hodic
development that, per se, sublates didectic collaboration through the crucid experimenting thet isthe
centre of atention in the next two Cantowers. So, dopes of didectic and genetic development may
give rise more generoudy to new leves, plains, of theindividud, of the community, and of the Tower
of collaboration that has been our topic from the beginning. Has the ascensona symbolism of the Sea-
wall, the See-well, the Bower, the Black Tower of meaning, given promise to you of a shift from
tadpole to frog in the genesis of meaning? Given you, even, alift towards a fantasy about a distant
Pragmaticsthat is not just genetic but generative and re-generative, alarger care of the sick tadpole of
history, the wilting sunflower of second stage meaning, that would lead beyond our present relatively
dead theology to a nursing towards glorious maturity?

“He was undecided about the lines from Robert

Browning, for he feared they would be above the heads

of hisligeners’.®

8The Dead, p.20.



