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Cantower X
Foundations: A Placein the Son

January 1% 2003

1.1 Contexts

A new reader might view this comfortably and comfortingly as abeginning, and thereisa sense
inwhichitisjud that. If you have been with me since Cantower |, then obvioudy it is a different
beginning. Y ou can perhaps recdl at that beginning my quoting of Eric Voegdin'sfind fifth volume of
Order and History: “Where does the beginning begin?’. My nine-Cantower beginning was a complex
contextudization of the present beginning that tackles the gpparently smple question, What isit to
interpret? Asyou well know, either from a Lonergan background or just familiarity with the generdl
problem of hermeneutics or hitory reading-writing, thisis in fact one tough question. | would have us
tackle it very gently and very dowly. How dowly? It is, for me, the Sx-year project of Cantowers XI -
L XXXI, 71 monthly Cantowers. So, we begin with the next Cantower. What of the present
Cantower ? Origindly, this Cantower wasto have been the first of eleven that were to focus on
physics: the year was then to end with Cantower XXI, placing the struggle of the year in the context of
contemplation. That plan was changed after the August West Dublin Gathering:? the year of reflection
on physicsisa present reocated with something of a beginning in 2004, weaving around till it
blossomsin the find three-year drive of these Cantowers for afuller foundations indusive of aheuridtic

eschatology.

1Y ou may move past this question easily at this stage, but it can be a degp haunting question. In
my firg years of struggling with Lonergan’s suggestion of a“divison of labour” in the late Sixties and
early seventies | paused in many strange places, in fieds, on university campus grounds, on beaches,
puzzling about how to interpret our human way from past to future. At the end of section three, below,
perhaps you will sense alarger meaning.

?Cantower VI, which reflected on that gathering, gives the reasons for the change in section
6.3.
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However, | have stayed with some of the objectives of the origina version of this Cantower,
which was to have dedlt exclusvely with the problem of the foundations of physics. So, the next section
dedls with that topic in an abreviated and modified fashion. Section 10.3 homes in on what you might
consider the proper context of our reflections on interpretation, the context of the book Method in
Theology in so far asit sublates Insight’ s treatment of the topic.®

Thefina section, 10.4, might well have been titled “ Spacetime, Gracetime’, but it seemed
convenient and suggestive to give it the sametitle as the same section, 10.4, of chapter three of Method
in Theology.: “Undifferentiated Consciousnessin the Later Stages of Meaning”. It brings together, |
hope fruitfully, positively, suggestively, exisentia contexts for our climb. But it dso pointsto aricher
context that has to do with our deepest mysterious exigence.

It is, of course, your climb and mine, a different paces. Coming to gppreciate the difference of
pace and perspective isitsdf, das, part of the climb. If you have been with me through the previous
Cantowers, better ill, if you have struggled through Lack in the Beingstalk, you will have some
sense of that. But | am holding to the chalenge of making this afresh beginning and | will daim that my
drive here is mainly towards dementary foundationa pedagogy. | want beginning-students to be able to
stay with me through this venture. And | would hope not to bore those who have dready a
sophisticated grasp of what Lonergan was about in his two efforts to ded with interpretation.* As|
think of beginning-students | cannot help remembering my own experience of arriving at chapter
seventeen of Insight for the first time in the late 1950s. | had never met the word ‘hermeneutics’; | just
staggered through the chapter gathering vague impressions of a vast achievement that pardleled the
achievement of, say, chapters 3 and 5, where my background lay. And here | am, over forty years
later, il struggling to get areasonable grasp of that achievement as | attempt to guide you forward.

Yedterday | legpt to a ddightful anadogue from successful science, indeed successful science

3The problem of the sublation is raised in the first footnote of the chapter on “Interpretation”,
Method in Theology, 153.

“We will have to venture beyond the two obvious places - Insight chapter 17 and Method in
Theology chapter 7 - but | will try to restrict such ventures. We cannot avoid, however, pulling in some
of Lonergan’s reflections on history from Method in Theology chapters 8 and 9.
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teaching. My anadlogue for what | am attempting is Richard Feynman's Third Volume of The Feynman
Lectures on Physics.® | was rather tickled when | noticed that the three volumes contained 117
chapters. the magic number of my Cantowers! But my immediate pardld iswith histhird volume, with
23 chapters dealing with Quantum Theory. His gpproach is eccentric and novd, but | would say
successful. | shdl return to this more fully in 2004.

| wish usto exploit various pardldsin exisentid fashion. The question for you is, What do |
redly think, hold?, and you may profitably tie thisin with the “ scientific moment” in hermeneutics that
we paused over in section 5 of Cantower 1X. Lonergan recdls that “the introduction into physics of
tensor fields and eigenfunctions raised a barrier”® for expertsin experimental work. “In similar fashion
one may expect diligent authors of highly specialized monograph to be somewhat bewildered and
dismayed”’ by Lonergan’s hermeneutic principles and canons. They are not of course: they have asyet
to hear of them, to fed ther pinch. The difficulty isthat Lonergan’smoveis, especidly if it is consdered
inthefull svegp of Method, amgor paradigm shift. This can be briefly indicated - as | have done on
nuMerous occasions - by noting that his precisng of method as sdlf-attention fits into the larger context
of the sudy of method, method-ology, which involves athird order of consciousness. Y ou might be
interested in following up that point about third order consciousness and methodology by noting that
there are three chaptersin Insight on method that roughly pardld the three orders: chapter three
representing the shift from spontaneous method to method in the lower sciences; chapter fourteen
representing the second order of consciousness; chapter seventeen raising the issue of the full trangtion
to methodology. But no panic: we will be moving round this larger problem in these next years. Nor
should you panic because | am plunging in at the deep end of methodology in away andogousto
plunging into volume three of Feynman. Indeed those of you with the bent towards the full challenge that
was written about in Cantower V will find that there isacurious pardle here Feynman 111 isan entry

®Richard P.Feyman, Robert B.Leighton, Matthew Sands, The Feynman Lectures on Physics,
Addison-Wed ey Publishing Company, Massachusetts, 1963; sixth reprinting 1977 in three volumes.

SInsight, 581[603].

"Insight, 581[604].
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point to modern physics just as the problem of interpretation is an entry point into the full methodology
that is hodic method.

S0, let us move back from those distant heights to the introductory struggle: my struggle to
introduce, your struggle to envisage correctly the character of your introductory climb, the character
that isyou, climbing. | have been round and about this topic too many times dreedy, particularly in
Lack in the Beingstalk. | might talk about the problem as a deep warp of generd bias that condtitutes
aLack in the Beingread. And again, my regular appeal has been to the parale with reading physics,
my studentsin mathematica physics reading my lectures. | never had any problem with assumptions of
obviousness in those lectures, but in forty years of philosophic tak it has, asamassive sick culturd
ethos, never been absent. Paradoxicdly, | wish here to do my Feynman best - thisrelatesto a certain
levd of popularization, alatger4 topic - to communicate the nature of interpretation, yet the core of
that best has to be luminosity with regard to the precise modest achievement of my effort and yours.
The battle for that luminosity requires that the core be aregular topic. Here again we have areminder
of the Zen way that, with its Western sster the Ken way, isto be sublated into what | have called a
Then way. The beginner should not be too concerned about these fancy dlusions, familiar to readers of
the previous Cantowers. So we begin again with you as patient reader. Y ou may well indeed abandon
this Cantower now in favour of aninitid reading of the third section of chapter 17 of Insight. But you
may aso find it interesting to add a glimpse of the three contexts of the next three sections. Asa
beginner you would find that section 10.2 gives afar description of what the Cantower project isall
about.

1.2 Elevating Foundations of Physics

The fundamental elevation thet | have in mind here is the evation that |ocates foundations of
physics as afifth functiona specidty. Those who have been reading adong through the Cantower s will
recall that such a specidty is not specid to physics foundations are an integra heurigtic of the communa
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will to progress® They are acommunity mediating the cyding and recydling, a sifting forward of the best
in history’ s rech.

But let us smply congder physics. Then we might go through the present problematic of physics
as we did with other zones of culture or inquiry to show that its fragmentations and confusions call out
for the hodic enterprise that is the center of our atention.® One such confusion was discussed briefly in
the article mentioned in the previous footnote: confusion regarding the redlity of space-time. Itisa
confusion that has a history reaching back to the dawn of human imaginative distinctions and it pergsts
not just in generd imagination and conviction but in modern specidist physics and cosmology.'® To
enlarge immediately here on this smpleillugtration of confusion would leave my beginner-reader cold,
and certainly it would be quite daft to venture into more complex consideration of warps in thinking
about fundamentd redlities of physics, about thermodynamics, ends and edges in cosmologies, energy
and entropy, gdactic astronomy, eschatology. ! What isimportant for you to think about is that there
are muddiesin present physicson dl levels and that the search for foundationa clarity must gradudly
take the humble and humdrum vortex form that is my dominant concern. In the concluding paragraph of
my Introduction to volume 18 of Lonergan’'s Collected Works | wrote of the “functiona-speciaist

perspective that crowned hislife's achievement and that would replace Husserl’ s search for arigorous

8 would note that this novel expression is a fresh reach for the an explicitation of the new
perspective on willing that has been hinted at in the last few Cantowers. The direct spesking into
history of the Tower of Cantower 1V, the Bower of Cantower V, isaluminoudy willed control of
fantasy that is massvely pragmatic and democrdtic.

*Thereis someindication of this on pp. 205-208 of the article McShane, “Elevating Insight.
Spacetime as Paradigm Problem”, Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies, 19(2001).

\We will discuss adassic ingance of confusion in Cantower XI 1.

1 am taking here, in fact of the secondary drive of these 117 Cantowers. (The primary drive
is towards the implementation of functiona specidization). The focus of the find 24 Cantowers will be
on cosmology and eschatology. Later Cantowers will have some precise things to say about energy
and entropy, but meantime you might ponder what Lonergan has to say about energy in Insight,
chapter 15, section 4.
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science with collaborative empirica humility”.*2 The foundations of physics, indeed even the
foundations of Euclidean geometry,*® are not amatter of finding definitive axioms, but of recyding
endlessy our best feeble human shot at thematizing the grounds of physics, of geometry, of geo-higtory.

This can lead usto a quite new dant on Lonergan’s normative view of the theologian's
competence: “he[she] should be able to read Lindsay and Margenau”. He was referring to the book
that was used as basic referencein Insight on the method of physics, The Foundations of Physics.'
Wewill reflect by and by about this chalenge for theologians, but do you see a new meaning of “should
be able to”, or of “being enabled to” or of “the capacity to read’? That capacity and need are placed
normatively in this new ingtitution with itsr oles and tasks.*® So one can now see, view, Lindsay and
Margenau as a particular twentieth century expresson of foundations. Its expresson givesit the
character of foundationa pedagogy and - unlike Insight of twenty years later - it was reasonable
adequate.’® But now the question of reading it and the emergence of the capacity for that read have a
new context.

It is best to pause over one aspect of the inadequacy of Insight before we go on. It is one of
theironies of the Lonergan’s massve solitary effort to establish anew philosophica perspective and a

12Phenomenology and Logic, xxiv.

13 Theissueis enormoudy complex. In chapter three of Pastkeynes Pastmodern Economics.
A fresh Pragmatism | indicate how Husserl’ s essay on geometry points to a massve task of functiona
specidization. But to get a sense of the problematic one has to plunge into recent research on Euclid's
meaning, or effortsto get beyond Hilbert. In Cantower XI1 | will point to the effort needed to get
beyond afadse objectivity that is meshed with either Euclidean or Minkowskian envisagement of red
geometry.

“Firg published in 1936 it became a Dover Publication in 1957.

15A context is provided by the find chapter of Michagl Shute's book, The Making of the
Catholic Marx. Lonergan’s Early Writings on Economics, University of Toronto Press, 2004.

18] do not wish to complicate this section further by writing of the inadequacy of Insight that
relates to the deficient philosophica and theologica context that received the book. | have regularly
done this by comparing the book to abook of the same period, Theoretical Physics by Georg Joos,
and will do so again in rlevant detall in Cantower Xl |1, section 5.
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new Thomism in the mid twentieth century that we may well apply his own Insight words to the book:
“The great difficulties of interpretation arise when the new wine of literary, scientific, and philosophica
leaders cannot but be poured into the old bottles of established modes of expression. In such cases the
type of expression, so far from providing a sure index to the level of meaning, originaly was an
impediment which the writer’ s thought could not shake off and now easily can become amideading
sign-post for the unwary interpreter.”*’ His book was, in its overly compacted way, an atogether more
adequate thematic of foundations for physics than Lindsay and Margenau - we' |l get back to that - , but
it didn’t reach the right audience or perhaps | might say that there were low probabilities of any serious
audience or that the audience that read it was not sufficiently cultured. Further, hislife-work afterwards
lead, not to a shake off, but a shake down of his expression and his disciples did not generate the
context that would lift probabilities of an adequate audience. His Roman works were for theological
sudents and were systematically misinterpreted in that the context of questions and answers of Insight
were of no consequence or interest to the vast mgority of students, or indeed to his professond and
regularly mae clerica followers. His ‘transatlantic lectures , on the other hand were forced into a
popular mode of which mode, ironically, he was deeply critical.*® The chalenge of writing Method in
Theology was too much for him, both physicdly and pedagogicaly: something that relates to the
following section. Finaly, when he returned to the teaching of his early scientific work on economics,

neither his communication nor his revisions can be described as successful.*® Charles Hefling writes of

1 nsight,572-3[595].

183ee his comment on haute vulgarization in volume 6 of the Complete Works,
Philosophical and Theological Papers 1958-64, and his comments on popular physicsin Topicsin
Education, 145. The related disorientation of Lonergan’s life needs serious consideration. See further
the context of note 22 below.

My Boston Workshop of June 1977 (during the usua week, with an additiona weekend
presentation) was a fresh beginning of interest for Lonergan (see the question sessons with Lonergan at
that Workshop). | worked with him through the Autumn on bibliography etc for his January
presentation. He was nervous about it and arranged that | attend by flying down each Thursday in the
Spring semedter. At some stage in that Autumn we had that wonderful sesson of “decison” that | have
recaled in various writings, when he gregted my arriva with a grin and the statement, “Well, I've
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Lonergan’s “spare and lapidary style’® of those days, and remarks that “calling hiswork a primer was
surely abit of irony on Lonergan’s part”.?* So you will surdly admit that al this leads to the suspicion
that there is a problem regarding the interpretation of Lonergan: grist for the mill of these next 70
Cantowers.

The full degp solution to the problem both of interpreting Lonergan and of locating the Structure
and rdlevance of a Foundations For Physics isthe recycling solution. It is obvioudy not ahodic
recycling merely within philosophy or theology, for in the main these are Sck zones of axid dedline. It is
amatter of recyding in the full fragmented and searching cultures of the globe.

The key to that effective re-cycling is the shift to theory that characterizes the second stage of meaning,
what | cdl the Butterfidd shift,? and this is true even when the shift has a clearly reductionist bias.
Furthermore, this clam isin continuity with Lonergan’s own suggestions. Insight' s inadequate

figured out what to do about presenting this manuscript: I'll read it to them twicel”. | cannot resst
adding an anecdote about “decisons’. The topic was hisdally wak. Living in S.Marys offered the
possihility of walking on the roof, so different from his daysin Regis College on Bayview Avenue,
where he could go to the end of the driveway and return (a two kilometer walk?). Now, he said, the
option of the roof meant deciding for or againgt ancther length.... “decisons, decisond”. Again,
perhaps a certain lack of solemnity regarding my Thursday journeysis of interest, even relevant to the
problem of theoretic seriousness. My time with Lonergan on arriva in his room was often atime of
joke-swapping. His contribution, regularly, was the humour of The New Yorker.

“Macroeconomics: An Essay in Circulation Analysis, xix.
2 bid., xxii.

2The shift | write of is the shift to theoretic consciousness that Butterfidld writes of in The
Origins of Modern Science 1300 - 1800, London, Bell and Sons, 1965. Lonergan referred regularly
to this book and Butterfidld' s view of the importance of this trangtion. There is another piece of
Butterfield' s view that he does not mention but which is very rdlevant to a centra problem of culturd
decay and the problem of haute vulgarization mentioned in note 18 above. | am referring to such men
as Fontendlle (1657-1757) who “invented and exploited a whole technique of
popularization” (Butterfield, 160; see dso the index references). | will ded with this at some length later,
beginning with Cantower XXI11 *Redoubt Describing”, which carries forward the discussion of
popularization introduced in chapter 3 of Lack in the Beingstalk. Thetopic is of immense importance
in dedling with the trangtion of Lonergan’s work into popular forms and with the need for precisonin
detecting patterns of decay.
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expression dlows the chalenge to dip through, but the chalenge of benefitting from the march of
modern physicsis aregular theme in the book and he has no doubt about the position of traditiond
humanigt defenders “left in the unenviable position of aways arriving on the scene alittle breathless and
alitlelate’.2 Method in Theology suffered from a different type of inadeguacy but Lonergan
managed to make the same point in what might be regarded as a cheeky - or tongue-in-cheeky - clam
made after he listed his own solitary categoria position: “from such a broadened basis one can go on”*
to rewrite those early “Background” chapters of Method in Theology.

The drive of these Cantowers has been and is towards an initiation of the recycling, but
Cantower VI11 made rdatively clear that the processis going to be a struggle up various dopes. The
present phase of the drive is towards finding, specifying, various gentle dopes that can be associated
with the set of problems that surround interpretation, with the interests of people working in
hermeneutics, with the struggle of those who have been attracted to interpreting Lonergan in any of the
senses of “interpretation”. Few of those people are interested in Lonergan’s chalenge to read Lindsay
and Margenau, to cultivate adequate self-knowledge through physics, etc.?® Indeed, most of those at
present interested in Lonergan would, frankly, not be up to the struggle: in my own case, even with four
concentrated years (1952-6) of mathematical physics behind me, | could barely make senses out of
chapter five of Insight when | firgt read it in 1958, and | am il trying to get Lonergan’s meaning. So |
am not Smply inviting you to take up Lonergan’s chalenge. But | do invite you to congder that
somehow it isthe way of the future and to consider how you might help it dong: perhaps by inviting
your studentsto read Lindsay and Margenau!  This|latter helping dong is an obvious smple suggestion,
and we will later see how redidticit is. But the former task islarger: it here leads usto consider the way
of the future and where that future points, normatively, in terms of the three books, Insight,
Foundations of Physics, and Method in Theol ogy.

2 nsight, 733[755].
?Method in Theology, 287.

25| nsight, 535[559].
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What would be best hereisa complex flow diagram - which | have - but perhaps a paragraph
can lead you to your own. Insight, a deeper work than Foundations of Physics, did not flow forward
into alarger work conveniently named here Foundations of Theology.?® But envisage now a different
flow than the flow through the years of Lonergan’slife sketched above. Thisis the flow that isthe
recycling dynamic envisaged by Method in Theology, some of which has been described in previous
Cantowers, and indeed throughout Lack in the Beingstalk and Postkeynes, but for the moment think
just of Cantower VII1, which spoke of “dopes’. That flow and “devating” eventudly will creatively
merge the successes and pointings of Insight and Foundations of Physics. The merging will involve a
re-expression - and regularly are-thinking - of physics and its history. That recasting will make Insight
readable both to physicist and to theologians. The missing background, if you like, of education and of
literature, will have emerged as enabling context. One can envisage the emerging as giving rise to anew
book to replace Foundations of Physics. Perhaps we may cdl it, for the present and modestly, A
Foundation of Physics?’ And | will yield to the temptation to leave it at that for the present and go
on to congder, in section 10.3, the move to anew verson of Method in Theology. Should it be called,
modestly, A Foundation of Theology? Or with larger modesty, Foundations of Theology? And why
should that represent alarger modesty? Because foundations are people: the book should be a sort of
humble handbook of the caculus of cultura reflection, to be re-written for each generation, or for each
minor paradigm shift. Think of the parald made in chapter four of Lack in the Beingstalk with the
stages of the Cdculus of Variaions. And entertain the question that bubbles up from Cantower VI |
on “dopes’: would A Foundation for Theology overlgp with A Foundation for Physics? Should
there be abook smply titled Foundations? We will struggle towards answversin the next few years But

%The convenience is questionable, especialy by those who have an anti-foundational
perspective. Lonergan’s achievement isin fact anti-foundationd in the sense that it leads, not to an
axiomatics, but to are-cycling progressive process. But let’s stick with “Foundations’ for the present.

2"The point made in the previous note applies here. A context is chapter 4 of Lack in the
Beingstalk: A Giants Causeway, titled “The Calculus of Variaions’, where | write of the sequence of
perspectives on that caculus - the object of Husserl’s 1882 doctorate - and draw an andogy with the
recycling dynamics of functiona specidization.
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what are your answers, now?

In concluson | would like to comment, as | promised, on the value of the suggestion of inviting
students, and theologians, to read Lindsay and Margenau. Laced in with my comments there are hints
about its elevation through the genera perspective of Insight that will connect with my peculiar point
aboveregarding Insight being a better philosophy of physics than Lindsay and Margenau.

In the old context of philosophy of physics, the book survivesits 65 years amazingly well.
Indeed, it is hard to replace it with enlightened contemporary stuff, and in so far as some of you remain
interested in pursuing foundationa questions in physics - to which we return necessarily but
gpasmodicaly thisyear but more energeticaly in 2004 - I would consder Foundations of Physics a
suitable jumping off zone.

1.3 Elevating Method in Theology

In the past decade | have written and spoken about the problem of Method in Theology.
Eventualy there will be learned books about its origin and its content: here my comments must be brief,
anecdotd, suggestive. What the energetic 49 year old genius envisaged as a“far larger” work than
Insight turned out to be a“brief appendage”.?® In 1966 he was tired, recovering from surgery, but |
suspect that writing the book would have been problematic even were he hedthy. In that year he
remarked to me”What can | do? | cant put dl of Insight into the first chapter of Method.” When |
indexed the book in December of 1971 his solution pleased me: Insight was back in on pages 286-7 -
though it was decades before | became clear on the cunning of the paragraph in the middle of page
287: “...one can go on...” to rewrite the “Background” part of the book, lift the readable descriptions of
the early chapters into the discomfort of areevant metaphysics. Since then my view of an adequate
foundationd statement has been gradudly refined. Could a brief description help here to nudge us
forward? What | will do, after afew more introductory comments, isto paradld my reflections on
Foundations of Physics. Fird, | will comment on the book asit is; then | will sketch an aternate book.

My few random comments can stay with the 2 pages mentioned. | have on previous occasions

28 am quoting from the first page of the Epilogue to Insight.
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suggested that after (9) on p. 287 Lonergan might have added (10), indicating the key foundationa
addition of functional specidization to the integral heuristic commitment to change history. But | have
aso in recent times suggested that his powerful unshared categorid view might have been omitted -
going againgt my view of 1971 - and replaced by two categories: (1) an indication of the emergence of
the divison of labour, beginning with something like section 4 of chapter 5, but not adding the grounds
of the divison; (2) a category corresponding to a compact (and generaly acceptable) pragmeatic
imperative, Be SensAble. | might wdll add athird listing that would suggest using my first word of
metaphysics as aworking heuristic of expression.?

Indeed, | could be daring and add, in afourth listing, the second word of metaphysics that correlates
two generd aggregations of molecularity to give aworking heurigtic of linguistic meaning. But let’s leave
it a two lidings.

Now | am suggesting a further possibility. Lonergan might well have given theligt (1) to (10) as
his own foundationa statement - which belongs at the end of page 250 - and then added to his
foundational perspective afurther listing that relatesto probability schemes of progress, to concrete
fantasy: the new (11) would note the significance of my (1) and (2) as congtituting a collaborative
tolerance etc. Food for reflection here, especidly for Lonergan over-enthusiasts, on tolerant and
persuasive implementation. And aso, of course, on sdlf-tolerance and group tolerance.®

My fina preliminary comment regards what, perhaps, is now an obvious point. The book
Method in Theology might well have been cdled Foundations of Theology. Y ou see now, too, the
pardld that we are reflecting on between physics and theology? Y ou, like many others, have possibly
puzzled about the rdation of Insight to Method. Baoth are primarily foundationa works. Thefirgt
focuses on objectifying the solitary foundationa drive and its possible achievements. The second
consders the commund drive and its collaborative needs. Perhaps, too, you can see the way through

and beyond foundational and anti-foundationd debates? Contemporary fragmentation in al areas

#That was spelled out in Cantower 1V. | will return to the significance of the “words of
metgphyscs’ in Cantower XVII.

M ore on thisin section 3 of the next Cantower.



13

screams out for a sensAble division of [abor. No foundational or anti-foundational axioms here, but
smply ahumble pragmatism. Luminous foundetions are, if you like, aremote eschatological
achievement.

And now for some comments on the actua work that could be helpful in our struggle forward. |
have, of course, been commenting on the work steedily for over thirty years, and more recently in Lack
in the Beingstalk and in these Cantowers: you might consider the present comments asjust gathering
highlights of importance.

Thereisthe firgt important word “A”, “A theology mediates’, replaced erroneoudy in some
trandations by “the’. One could of course think of theology in its full geo-higtoricity but that is not what
Lonergan had in mind here. And it isas awell to recdl the work of Cantower VII. Systematics or
Pragmaticsis a system of theologies that mediates communications. Still, that sysem isitself on the
move in the Tower cydes. Perhgps | might get you thinking anastomoticaly by noting that “A” at the
beginning of Method replaces “the’ at the end of Finnegans Wakel

What of thefirst half of the book? It isadescriptive introduction to foundations. | have aready
talked of the problem of writing a chapter one, and thisis brought out more concretely by the sketch of
afirst chapter (probably from Spring of 1965) made available by Darlene O’ Leary.* More recently |
discovered another 15 pages which, | would say, are candidates for a continuation of the nine typed
pages of the “discovery file” mentioned in the previous footnote: | have quoted € sewhere from these
pages, regarding Lonergan’ sublation of Hegd’s view regarding the full objectification of the human
spirit, worth putting in here3 At dl events, that first chapter promised a much heavier introduction to

3Darlene O'Leary, Lonergan’s Practical View of History, Axid Press, Hdifax, 2002. The
work containswhat | cdl the “discovery file’ of February 1965. Included are sketchings of atreatment
of functiona specidization. There is aso a complete 4-page handwritten sketch of afirst chapter and
nine pages of typescript covering the first part of that sketch. The chapter promised to be more
complex than what finaly gppeared in Method.

32See Lack in the Beingstalk, p.176, where | quote from p. 14 of a Lonergan Archiva file
labeled AG97. It contains atypescript numbered pp. 8-23. | repedat that quotation here to give an
impression both of Lonergan’s reach & the time and of our own god in the full Cantower problem, the
vast panorama being explored methodicaly. “ As the labor of introspection proceeds, one ssumbles
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the topic of the book on Method. The fifth chapter of the final book, Method in Theology, on
functiona specidization, was the first chapter written and published separately. It set the problem that
Lonergan faced, without reference to his previous outline, when he began his writing of anew chapter
one William Mathew’ s biography will ded with that struggle in some detail. Much of the cheptersto
follow, before chapter five, can be traced back through various workshops and Summer-schools,
shuffled into shape to meet the needs of this part of the book. The same, indeed, can be said of
chapters in the second half of the book, especidly those on history and doctrines. One can recognize
chapter four as a descriptive move towards generd and specid foundationa categories. By ‘move
towards | include the idea that there is a generous amount of random didectic work here, asthereis
throughout chapters two and three. | recall thefirst time | encountered chapter three: Lonergan read it
to us at a Summer schoal in the late Sixties. | was il in the mind set of expecting a continuation of the
solid doctrind presentation of Insight so | posed a rather naive question about whether the presentation
was sysematic: after dl, it does dlimb from eementary intersubjectivity to community and history.
Lonergan’s reply was ddightfully off-hand: he was just dedling with afew things that should be bornein
mind.

So, one can expect surely that there will be those who ” can go on” to write new versions of
foundations for different audiences, but particularly the one mentioned on that page 287, one that would
merge, in an up-dated fashion, the achievement of Insight with the descriptive suggestions of
Method' s “Background” so asto provide aricher foundationd challenge. A key shift would be alift of
meaning as “areaion between sign and signified” to afuller incarmationa inclusion of the signer.

Depending on the sophidtication of the audience it would move up from the inclusion of random

upon Hegd'’ singght that the full objectification of the human spirit is the history of the human race. It is
in the sum of the products of common sense and common nonsense, of the sciences and the
philosophies, of mordities and religions, of socid orders and cultura achievements, thet thereis
mediated, set before us the mirror in which we can behold, the originating principle of human aspiration
and human attainment and failure. Still, if that vast panoramaiis to be explored methodicdly, there isthe
prior need of method”.

BInsight x[5].
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didectic dlusonsto a starker doctrina guidance mediated by the genetic systematics envisaged in
Cantower VII.3

In section 4 of Cantower | | wrote of Lonergan’s bent towards a didectic reflection on the
pagt, and it certainly colors the second part of the book. Later | noted that, despite this, hewas a
madter of fantasy in my technical sense of the word. But | do not think that further detailed reflection
would help our effort here. As my reflections on systematics and Robert Doran' s continued work
illustrate, a great effort will be required to replace that feeble second-last chapter
of the book with afull chdlenging heuridtic: and pardld illustrations are needed to bring out the
deficiencies of the other chapters of Part Two and to replace them with afuller heuristics. But what is
most important here, | think, isto turn back to the ” scientific moment” that became atopic in section 6
of Cantower | X. It isthe moment of persona expression of position associated with the tasks outlined
on page 250 of Method. We will return to some details of the persona problem in section 3 of
Cantower X1, ansmorefully in Cantower XXV, but here | would repeat a point already made: that
whet fallowslogicaly in Method here is Lonergan’'s statement of his own pogition: roughly the context
of pages 286-93 of the book. Our problem, which will be consdered in that later section, isto reach
for alike honest persond and communal exposure. The fuller future problem is to reach for abroad
systemtics of differentiations and conversions - or transformations and displacements as | prefer to call
them - that would enlarge the first two words of metaphysics and replace the various partia accounts of
history’ s differentiations given by Lonergan in Method and elsawhere. It seems plausible, too, to expect
amore comprehensive account of the three stages of meaning and the two phylogenetic times of the
tempora subject, one that would envisage the longer cycle of dedline as “ better than was the redlity” . %
This points us towards the final section, so | had best put in afew remarks about one possible rewriting
of some such book as Method or Foundations.

These remarks carry forward equivaent suggestions made in the course of writing Lack in the

34 will try toillugtration that starker guidance in the third section of Cantower X1V, deding
with the foundations of the specidty, Communications.

SMethod in Theology, 251.
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Beingstalk. So, one could envisage a book of five chapters. A first chapter would powerfully sublate
section 4 of the chapter on * Functiona Specidties’ in Method: “The Need for the Divison™. |
attempted such a chapter dready, the third chapter of Pastkeynes Pastmodern Economics. A New
Pragmatism. Part of the new pragmatism is not to foist on any group or culture a foundationd
perspective but to go with the flow of higtory, with a pogtive view of the fragmentation that has
occurred in al areas of human inquiry and human interest. Functional speciaization then emergesasa
plausble solution to the mess of libraries, journas, seminars, and the shambled inefficiencies of palicies,
plans and executive efforts. The chapter, then, would focus on the plausbility of the primary category of
an eightfold divison of [abor, without any reach for their grounds (section 3 of chapter 5 of Method)
but including aspects brought out by other sections of that chapter. As| argued in Cantower V, the
first word of metaphysicsfitsin here: it represents a pressure of completeness and reductionism that
emerged especidly in the twentieth century. And, of course, the category, “Be SensAble’ is massively
pragmatic, very hard to dodge, even if you are anti-foundationali<t.

So | have here, in these few pointers, come, even to my own surprise, & my answer to
Lonergan’s edgy question, dready mentioned, of twenty five years ago, as we sood - he pacing - in his
cdl in Regis College on Bayview Avenue, Toronto.”What can | do?| can’t put dl of Insight into the
first chapter of Method?’. Neither of us could have foreseen this odd answer: | could not foresee it
earlier thismorning in its present random diaectic form and its concluding section lifting rhythmicdly to a
solitary “scientific moment”.

Yetitisso obvious, now. My first chapter of anew Method would be afuller verson of
chapter three of Pastkeynes Pastmodern Economics. A Fresh Paradigm, and indeed itstitleisn't
bad: “Inventing Pragmatism”. Itsfind section, 3.4 istitled “Inventing the Future’ and it ends with a cute
but telling dogan: “Nothing succeeds like suck seeds®. But it should not end there. What and to whom
does my tdlling dogan tdl? What does it invite? The origind first chapter of Method has the same
incompleteness, pointing to afirst rock, mentioning a second rock - part of the same rock - but not
asking concretely for a persond invention, a scientific moment. Here, if you like, | am coming to the
high point, the foca point, of the entire Cantower project: drawing attention to The Third Rock from
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the Son. But the new chapter one of Method should end with that drawing out in a certain random
fulness. The seed to be sucked is the dim thematic of the search for the unknown unknown that will be
my find topic in this Cantower. But the seed to be sucked is your core-reach whirled round in the
adequate/inadequate expression of that dim recollection of the ground-break heart-break blossom-
break® of the second stage of meaning. The find missing section 5 of Method chapter 1, the find
missing section 5 of some later lift of Pastkeynes chapter three, isaweaving round and up the sucked
seed in athird-order Franciscan consciousness®” of this morning's minion® with your “heart going like
mad and yes | said yes| will yes’.*®

1.4 Undifferentiated Consciousnessin the Later Stages of M eaning

Thetitle of thisfina section is the same as the title of the corresponding 10.4 of chapter three of
Method in Theology. Add to that section Insight chapter 7, section 8, and you will have afirst context
for areading of the present section. But my reach hereisfar larger: can | intimate the distant view?

A broad sweep might be afirst help. It may bring to mind for you previous reflections on Hegel
or Jaspers or Voegelin on nescience, on the twilight nature of human history, where natur e there means
our grasp of it. | might throw in other thinkers who refer relevantly to detallsinstead of eons. von
Kargan in his seventies for whom Beethoven' s symphonies remained novel, yet unheard; Proust who
had not yet tasted tea. And | might recal an early reflection of my own, where | was beginning to taste
the absence of taste and was led to express that absence in terms of James Joyce' s Oxen of the Sun”

3 think here of afour-wheded carriage for eight.
STA useful context hereis Chesterton’s book on St. Francis of Assis.

3 refer to Hopkin's Windhover. For a context see the Epilogue to McShane, Music That Is
Soundless, Axia Press, 2002.

39And what of the other four chapters of the new book that | mentioned? What do you think?
That obvioudy depends on the blossoms from your own scientific moment, and on whither you are
taken in the teling by your core-bent to a commitment to invent pragmatics.
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gpisodein Ulysses: | wrote of “The Bridge of Oxen”.*° The episodein it was a maternity hospital
episode where the birth of a child was expected, and Joyce sweeps up through the styles of English
prose towards a birth and a babel, perhaps towards the edge of Finnegans Wake. Who could have
envisaged beyond that edge to the redlity of Finnegans Wake? But then what primitive human could
have envisaged the lift to birdsong in symphonies of Beethoven or Messen?

A crude expression of the counter-position is with us, heartheld. We al have a pretty good idea
of human life, its cities and trades, its arts and exchanges, its anthems and antics. Y es, there have been
changes, from cross bow to bomb, from ox-pace to Mach-pace, but really thisis just a shift of
sameness. And, as Kurt VVonegut Jr., would have it in each chapter-end, “so it goes’. One can, of
course, recognize human aspiration and desperation: the same hope against hopel essness throughout the
millennia

But whet isthis same, this sameness? It is the sameness of an unknown unknown.

And here sthe rub. Our habitats and our estimative sense - both biochemically bound - convict
usto an obviousness that isalie. And the unknown unknown in us occasiondly rebels againg thet lie,
even speaks out. But the speaking out is dominated not by the unknown unknown but by biochemica
sameness. Tea has away's been tea, and type - since Guttenberg - has always been type, and
Cantower s can interestingly supplement Solomon’s Canticle' s and Pound’ s Cantos. The speaking out
isof our achievement, not of our unknown unknown. We spesk then - the history of human spesking
and writing and aesthetic meaning - of the known unknown unknown that we name capacity, need.
Sometimes the unknown unknown snesks gracefully through our biochemica barriers but the themetic
turnsit down, down, a sandy mound, wind-formed.** The unknown unknown remains so.

Let me take another take on this. | have a problem envisaging precisdly the functional specidty
cdled history, which reaches for adifferentiated trangposition of Ranke' swie es eigentlich gewesen.

“OIn Creativity and Method, edited by Mathew Lamb, Marquette University Press, 1980. The
aticle wastitled “ Features of Generdized Empirica Method”.

1| am thinking here of the Indo-European roots of the word enthymeme: dhumos, dheu-, and
their reference to the movement of dust.
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That speciaty deds with fact, with truth. Does it ded with what | wrote of in the previous paragraph?
Thereisthe fact of neglect of the unknown unknown. But is not this somehow the topic , the focus, of
the next specidty, didectic? Higtory, one might say, dedls with what happened: diaectic reaches for
progress in that happening and for the grounds of progress. But pause over the meaning and nature of
that reach. The nature of the reach is an unknown unknown; the meaning of that reach - the “outgoing
of subject” - isapartia knowing of the unknown unknown. It is a heuristic recovery of that knowing
and its effects within history. The specidty history isthe knowing that isits data; the reach operates on
that data to reach athematization of the revealed heurigtics of the reach itsdlf. If higtory a itsbest is
ecdatic, asit is, then didectic is reduplicatively ecstatic. But, paradoxicaly, the reduplication at its best
makes luminous the denderness of the knowing, the dark gap between that knowing and the unknowing
unknowing that is the raw reech.

Theraw reach is hidden in history. So, if the specidty history has anything to say about it, itisa
gpeeking of nothing; a positive nothing, then, is neglected in history either aswritten or aslived. A
historian certainly can give an account of neglected meanings, and a didectician can note failuresto
advert to such neglected meanings. But the unknown unknown is not a meant: it is an aggregated
dynamic in history that escapes facticity. The facts are doings and knowings of doings, and they can
reach the comprehensiveness and refinedness of second order critica history. Didectic sftsthat
facticity to make darkly manifest “ something better than was the redlity”.*? But the manifestation is
amply fantasy built on facts, atemporary fruit of the unknown unknown that is the nothing at the heart
of progress.

And what, you may well say, has dl thisto do with undifferentiated consciousness? What
condtitutes undifferentiated consciousness is precisaly the unknown unknown, it is*an aways future

hollow,"* it is the “ nothingness lying coiled in the heart of being - like aworm.”* But not Sartre's

“2Method in Theology, 251.
43].-P. Sartre, Being and Nothingness, London, 1957,128.

“Ibid., 21.
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worm: rather the worm written of earlier in homely metagphor, the earth-bound worm circling with blind
hunger the sunflower seed whose distant life is a Go Gogh sunflower. Nor isit Sartre s nothingness. it is
the wormwhole core of trillioned gaactic resdues, star and scar trekking, “each member, each group,
indeed our whole host and its grezt pilgrimage’.*°

The whole hole pilgrimage spews out its monumenta tae, and one can see adetail as The
Decline of the West or an Eastern Cycle of return or even “alonger cycle of decling’. Then, yes, one
can say that “the will to achieve both dackens and narrows. Where once there were joys and sorrows,
now there are just pleasures and pains. The culture has become asum”.*® But when onerises, or sinks,
to theleve of nothing, the nothing that you and | are, then what is this speech of will that dackensin
this dum but aflickering thematic of the unknown unknown that is the galactic pilgrimage of colored
holes?” The full thematic of the unknown unknown is strangely not an object even wheniit is
surprisingly a Thematic.*®

A return to a previous thematic and metaphor may help. The reduplications that | write of are to
be the climbing doping achievements of atower climbing reaching plains of lightsome darkness. The
towering achievement isto ex-plane undifferentiated consciousness to itself. At present, in the muddled
arrogance of uncooperative searchings and a postmodernism that is thoroughly modern, it is true that
“never has adequately differentiated consciousness been more
difficult to achieve. Never has the need to spesk effectively to undifferentiated consciousness been
greater”.*® But we may tower, Can Tower, to anew dtatistics of achievement and anew luminosity of

gpeeking, of ex-plaining. And what will that achievement and spesking be? The smple metaphor

“Hermann Hesse, The Journey to the East, London, 11970, 12.
“Method in Theology, 99.

'l am recall here another context and another titling: A Brief History of Tongues. From Big
Bang to Colored Wholes, Axid Press, Hdlifax, 1998.

“8See Method in Theology 266, 341-343.

“‘Method in Theology, 99.
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dready introduced prevails. The plain of common meaning and of undifferentiated meaning remains
infinitly remote, infinitdly below an infinite skylark: but the same infinity is above the Towered
searchers. Only, the unknown unknown is better named in the aye of the Whirlwind Tower.

And areturn to a previousimage may aso help: it is the three line image of the human good that
Lonergan providesin Method in Theology. Think now of the first two lines as a complete account of
the human good: human capacities and needs are embedded in the good of order: what eseis there?
And why, then, the third line? Might one think of that lines names as somehow meshing the redlity with
the “better than redity”, as mentioning a massive incompleteness in the specification of higtoric being? In
telling the hole story? Then one suspects that the future holds further geneticaly-related tadpole
thematizations of the frog that will be Queen, and such thematizations will flesh out ill-thin tillborn-
threatened meanings for liberty, orientation, conversion, personal relations, terminal value. But
even that thin meaning will lift the stregt-value of humorganic meeting to new lights of londliness, longing,
lorgnetting.

And | 4ill have not mentioned our place in the Son: “to those who prove victorious | will give
some hidden manna and awhite stone, with a new name written on it, know only to the person who
receivesit.”> And what would the point be of going here beyond mention, of lifting Cantower 11’s
Sonburgt to further wordyness ? There are leads there, and in the flights of chapter five of Process, that
echo thinly the deeper leads of Aquinas and Lonergan.

Thereis, then, a serious literature on the Speaker, Word, Listener, the identity of the Ultimates
within the Chrigtian tradition,>* and there will be more about the circuminsession of the Divinein later

Cantower s in continuity with Cantower |1 and Lonergan’s reachings as they appear in trandation. But

SRevdations, 2:17.

SIFor those of other traditions thisis perhaps only a matter of interest: for some thereis alarger
multiplicity in the divinity, for others asngleness of being; for dl, thereis the orientation towards a
Oneness.
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| have yet to invite you to pause over the word “place’.>

The pause will actudly beinitiated in the prolonged reflection required by Cantower XI1.
There you face, and perhaps enter, the discomfort of trying to cross the bridge of chapter five of
Insight. Only inthefind Cantowers will we venture into the heurigtics of everlasting placement. But it
seemsfitting to conclude here by noting the key difficulty in the reading of this section, or the
corresponding section in Method in Theology, or the reflections of Insight 7.8.

| suppose that | can bring that difficulty to light for you by noting that | would very much like to
think that the mgority of the readers were over that bridge: afoolish desire, as| know from the
decades | have struggled to come to grips with the geometry of our lives. Few readers will have had my
opportunity to so struggle. But the central question | would ask you to consider, to raise in your
molecular space, isthe question of atitude. Y ou may well be ardatively undifferentiated person: no
panic about that. But have you within you a bent beyond generd bias, beyond commonsense
eclecticiam? The next Cantower brings this question into focus and generates a context for the
persond pursLit of this question.> Meantime, | would like to think that the complexity of my reach here,
and indeed through these firgt ten Cantower's, has not discouraged you. | think that you will find thet
the next ten will have a gentler pedagogica orientation, and perhaps later effortswill be more geared to
didogue.

S2Cantower XXI, “Epilodge’, paralding the Epilogue of Insight, will place placein anew
contemplative context. By Cantower XIV it will be pretty dear to you that | am pardlding the
corresponding chapters of Insight through the rest of thisyear.

3t is of interest for you to note that there is a peculiar pardlel emerging here between the rest
of the Cantower s for this year and the corresponding chapters of Insight. So, thereis an entertaining
connection between Cantower XI and chapter 11, pivoting on the need for a humble tongue-in-cheek
gpproach to sdf-affirmation. The paraleling becomes more explicit from chapter 14 on, and the find
Cantower of the year, fulfilling an earlier promise of deding with contemplation, has the odd title
“Epilodge’ which echosthetitle of the Epilogue of Insight, and meshes its considerations with the
reflections of that epilogue. The pardld between the present Cantower and chapter 10 of Insight is
certainly obscure, but you may find it interesting to ponder over the dynamics of corrective learning and
the remoteness of fundamenta axioms in method, mathematics, mathematical logic, thelogic of the
divine. Part One of Phenomenology and Logic ishdpful here.
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Stll, there are those of you who have been climbing for years, with me or unknown to me. And
there are those who anticipate the climb. For dl, these Cantower s can be considered as
anticipations. A commonsense, relaively undifferentiated reader, can read them in anticipation of a
better human future, whether or not they intend sharing the climb. A climber can anticipate the long
years of climbing to an adult growth that present times neither invites nor permits.



