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The thesis compares and contrasts some aspects of the philosophical theology of Canadian
Jesuit Bernard Lonergan (1904 - 1984) and Anglican Bishop lan Ramsey (1915 - 1972). We ask
whether the views of two theologians from very different backgrounds can be compatible.
Lonergan and Ramsey both thought that modern science was a key resource for examining
how intentional cognitive activity in humans is undertaken and hence science and scientific
method give a strong indication of how we think and talk about God, theology and theological
method.

We therefore start with the authors’ views of science and scientific method, noting similarities
alongside a crucial difference: Ramsey emphasises the scientific use of models, while Lonergan
emphasises the precision of mathematics. We then argue that their descriptions of cognitive
processes are similar, albeit with some differences. The differences in the views of models are
emphasised in our comparison of their understandings of language and meaning. We suggest
that while the views are different they are compatible and we propose a hybrid model for
religious language based on an integration and synthesis of both authors’ views.

The discussion draws together around theological method. Lonergan proposed several
methods in his work and we discuss two. Ramsey did not describe an explicit method, but a
consistent approach can be found in his theological writings. These methods are then
compared with the authors’ theological writings in a case study, the atonement. We argue that
Lonergan follows neither of his methods and that both he and Ramsey have a flexible
approach to the process of doing theology. The discussions of theological method,
supplemented by earlier considerations of models and method are used to suggest a hybrid
theological method. This generalises Lonergan’s method, includes Ramsey’s process and yields
a model whereby we can discuss how theology is done.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This thesis considers the philosophical and theological works of Canadian Jesuit Bernard
Lonergan (1904 - 1982) and Church of England Bishop lan Ramsey (1915 - 1972). Although
different in background, outlook and ecclesiology, the hypothesis is that Lonergan’s ‘insight’
epistemology and Ramsey’s ‘disclosure’ view of human cognition are compatible and hence
their starting points for theological philosophy are similar. Developments in their thought from
their ideas on cognitive process, on topics such as the relation of theology to science, religious
language and theological method will be compared and contrasted, based on the exploration

of the initial hypothesis.

Although the contexts of the work of Lonergan and Ramsey were very different, they both
existed in roughly the same intellectual climate and responded to the same issues, namely the
dominance of empiricism in mid-twentieth century philosophy and the emerging belief that
only science provides knowledge of reality. Lonergan and Ramsey were both concerned to
counteract the increasing claims of natural science to hegemony over knowledge. Ramsey
observed that science and religion have more in common than many thought; Lonergan
conceded that the method of natural science was a useful tool for observing how our minds
work intentionally, and that the Aristotelian assumptions about science on which some
theology was based had to be abandoned. Neither author, however, was prepared to concede
the field of knowledge to science, nor admit that theology and metaphysics were non-sense, as

the logical positivists were claiming.

Both authors, therefore, have a claim to speak into the cultural and religion-science debates of
today. While the philosophy of logical positivism has been swept away, the empiricism and
reductionism of modern scientific method still leads to claims that science has ‘disproved’
religion, at least at the popular level, and that everything in human experience can and should
be subject to experiment. Both Ramsey and Lonergan use the ideas of science as examples of
human thinking, but neither believes that these ideas are the only way in which we can know.
Human thought and experience is much wider than the narrow confines of scientific

materialist empiricism.

Lonergan regarded scientific thought as intentional and it therefore has a method which can
be described. By analogy, theology, which is also intentional, has a method, and he considered
what might constitute it at some length. Ramsey did not explicate a theological method, but

he did pursue his theological activities in a methodical way. A method is not a prescription, but
1



a guide to progress. Lonergan describes a method explicitly; Ramsey shows a method
implicitly. We suggest that any description of a method is necessarily incomplete, but by
uniting the two methods we can obtain a richer and more complete concept of how theology

can be done.

1.2 Originality of the Thesis

As will be discussed below (Section 1.5.2) there has been little interaction between the
thinking of Lonergan and Ramsey. So far as is known, this will be the first time that their ideas
have been compared and brought into dialogue in any depth. The hypothesis is that Ramsey’s
‘disclosure’ way of coming to know, of the penny dropping and the clouds parting, is describing
the same process as Lonergan’s ‘insight’ cognitional process. As we will see, both thinkers view
modern scientific process as a paradigm of intentional thought; that common starting point

enables us to compare their ideas about human cognitional process.

Once the commonality of Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s thinking on dynamic cognition is
established, we start to find differences in their ideas about language, and in how they go
about their theological projects. We find that their ideas on language are different, but not
incompatible, and we develop a model to incorporate both. We explore their theological
methods both in the abstract and in a case study. Lonergan gives several explicit methods for
theology; Ramsey uses an implicit but consistent method. While the theological end points in
the case study at which they arrive are similar, their approaches are different and Lonergan’s
theological discussion does not follow his own methods. Using evidence from the case study
on atonement as well as the considerations of theological method we develop a generalised
theological method which encompasses both Lonergan’s method and Ramsey’s implicit

process.

1.3 Lonergan

Lonergan’s thought is complex and dense. Many people find him inaccessible and forbidding,
and there is a small industry in introductions to his work.! Lonergan’s reputation has caused
the creation of a ‘Lonergan School’, consisting of scholars working within the paradigm of

Lonergan’s work. This school can sometimes seem to be rather defensive and inward looking.

L F. E. Crowe, Lonergan, (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1992); R. M. Liddy, Startling Strangeness: Reading
Lonergan's Insight, (Lanham: University Press of America, 2007); H. Meynell, An Introduction to the
Philosophy of Bernard Lonergan, (London: Macmillan, 1976); M. T. Miller, The Quest for God and the
Good Life, (Washington DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2013); T. J. Tekippe, What Is
Lonergan up to in "Insight"? A Primer, (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1996); T. J. Tekippe, Bernard
Lonergan: An Introductory Guide to Insight, (Mahwah, N. J.: Paulist Press, 2003); The Fellows of the
Woodstock Theological Center, The Realms of Desire: An Introduction to the Thought of Bernard
Lonergan, (Washington DC: Woodstock Theological Center, 2011); D. Tracy, The Achievement of Bernard
Lonergan, (New York: Herder and Herder, 1970).

2



Walmsley notes that on occasion neither Lonergan nor his supporters communicate
effectively, and that there has been little engagement between Lonergan scholars and those in

the analytic tradition.’

Lonergan’s early training included mathematics as well as the classics.> He also studied logic,
which gave him an understanding of scientific method.” The ideas of mathematics and
scientific method are key to Lonergan’s writings, but he never seems to have studied any
particular science; his knowledge of physics seems to have derived from a single work, at least
in Insight.” This can give Lonergan’s account of physics a lopsidedly mathematical slant (see

Section 2.2).

The key to understanding Lonergan’s work is his dynamic structure of intentional human
cognition.® This is described in Section 3.2. Lonergan has four levels of cognitional activity:
experience, understanding, judgment and decision. This pattern recurs in Lonergan’s thought
on meaning, society and scientific and theological method. For example, the level of
experience is related to the common sense realm of meaning; that of understanding is related
to theory; judgment relates to interiority and decision to transcendence. Within each realm
the full cognitive process is occurring. In the common sense realm things are related to me: |
can catch a ball. In the realm of theory, things are related to other things: | can describe the
trajectory of the ball with certain conditions of gravity, wind and initial velocity and trajectory.
At the third level my catching the ball requires a judgement, to place my hands here. Finally,

there is a decision: | shut my hands now. This pattern recurs in Lonergan’s thinking.

Crowe argues that Lonergan’s theological work can be seen as a process of withdrawal and at
best partial return.” Lonergan’s work in theology is the arena in which he worked out his
method, and he then forged a new tool, an organon to match Aristotle and Bacon, but did not

manage to apply it to the problems of theology. That job is left for later generations.®

’ G. Walmsley, 'Investigating Lonergan's Inaccessibility', The Heythrop Journal 26, 1 (1985), 47-56. See
also J. Fitzpatrick, Philosophical Encounters: Lonergan and the Analytic Tradition, (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2005), 3.

3 Crowe, Lonergan, 13.

“B.J.F. Lonergan, Caring About Meaning: Patterns in the Life of Bernard Lonergan, (Montreal: Thomas
More Institute, 1982), 3-4.

°R. B. Lindsay and H. Margenau, Foundations of Physics, (Woodbridge, CT: Ox Bow, 1981 [1936]). B. J. F.
Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, 5th rev. ed., (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1992), 24.

6 Lonergan, Insight. B. J. F. Lonergan, Method in Theology, (Toronto: University of Toronto, 2017),
Chapter 1.

"F. E. Crowe, Method in Theology: An Organon for Our Time, (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press,
1980), 56-7.

8 Crowe, Organon, 48-9.



On the structure of his cognitional process, Lonergan builds a theological method. Lonergan’s
theological method has been widely debated and critiqued, and some of the discussion is
outlined in Chapter 5. It is perhaps fairest to say that the case for Lonergan’s theological
method being a new organon is unproven, certainly outside Lonergan scholars. While it is
straightforward to accept that Lonergan’s functional specialties are part of a theological
method, Lonergan’s way of arranging them may owe more to his cognitional process than to

how theology is actually done.

Lonergan is usually classified as a critical realist, although that term is not used in Insight.’
Lonergan characterises his position as a realism, ‘between which and materialism the halfway
house is idealism’.® Morelli suggests that this idealism is Hegelian, a position (as opposed to a

Lonergan counter-position) which is incomplete.™

Lonergan characterises empiricism as a ‘knowing’ of the ‘already out there now real’.” It is a
‘bundle of blunders’, wherein we observe, understand and judge but do not believe that we do
anything except observe the ‘already out there now real’.*® Empiricism, according to Lonergan,
assumes that what is obvious in knowing, looking, is what knowing obviously is. This
assumption is false.** Empiricism restricts knowledge to sense experience. Idealism insists that
knowing also includes an act of understanding. The world of immediacy is the sum of sense
experience, but it is a fraction of the world mediated by meaning. Reality, for the critical
realist, is not just what is looked at. It is given in experience, organised by understanding,
verified by judgment and put into practice by decision. The empiricist misses the second and

third step, the idealist the third.*

Many, although not all scientists are critical realists.'® Lonergan claims that Thomist and
scientific thought are isomorphic. Understanding is the key to both modes of thought. Thomist
and scientific thought derive from understanding in different ways. Scientists do not reflect on

acts of understanding but perform them in large numbers. Thomists reflect on the acts

° C. Friel, 'Lonergan and Bhaskar: The Intelligibility of Experiment', The Heythrop Journal 60, 1 (2019),
55-78, 55.
10 Lonergan, Insight, 22.
"' M. D. Morelli, 'Lonergan's Debt to Hegel and the Appropriation of Critical Realism', in Fifty Years of
Insight, ed. N. Ormerod, R. Koning, and D. Braithwaite (Adelaide: ATF Theology, 2011), 1-16, 6. For a
definition of a position, see Lonergan, Insight, 413. See Section 5.2.1.
12 Lonergan, Insight, 277.
B Lonergan, Insight, 437.
1 Lonergan, Insight, 441.
15 Lonergan, Method, 224.
e, McFague, Metaphorical Theology, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982), 132.
4



themselves to reach a fundamental rational psychology harmonized with a fundamental

metaphysics."’

There has been much work on Lonergan over the decades since the publication of Insight.
Indeed, the bibliography issued by the Lonergan Research Insitiute runs to over seven hundred
pages.”® It is clearly impossible to summarise the range and breadth of this work. The main
issues for this thesis are the relations between human cognition, science, theology and their

associated methods and these areas are addressed below.

Polkinghorne quotes Lonergan: ‘God is the unrestricted act of understanding, the eternal
rapture glimpsed in every Archimedian cry of ‘Eureka’.’*® Polkinghorne is a critical realist in
science and, as he believes in the ultimate integrity and unity of human knowledge, he wishes
to extend this realism to include theological reflection and encounter with the divine.
Polkinghorne also believes that it is impossible to capture the essence of scientific method.
Different proposals, such as those of Popper or Lakatos, yield aspects of the method, but fall
short of a full account. Polkinghorne accepts Polanyi’s point that science is a human activity

and scientists draw on tacit skills to seek truth about the physical world. This can no more be

captured by a particular description of scientific method than any other human activity.*

If Lonergan bases his theological method on an analogy with scientific method then
Polkinghorne’s point suggests that Longeran’s theological method is incomplete at best. Efforts
to extend the functional specialties in Lonergan’s method,?* while helpful in themselves, do
not address this issue. That does not render Lonergan’s ideas about theological (or scientific)
method irrelevant, any more than various ideas about scientific method are irrelevant, but it

should promote caution in accepting and using the method.

A partial aim of the thesis is to provide an account of Lonergan’s views of cognitive process,
science and scientific method, language and theological method. This is used, in part, to
underpin a coherent extension of Ramsey’s views of these topics. We find that Ramsey’s
thought is rather fragmented while Lonergan’s is more coherent, but that in some

circumstances, Ramsey’s account of a particular field, such as models in science and theology,

YB.JF Lonergan, 'lsomorphism of Thomist and Scientific Thought', in Collection, ed. F. E. Crowe and R.
M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto, 1988), 133 - 141, 139-40.
18 As of March 2017; http://www.lonerganresearch.org/resources/lonergan-bibliography/.
1 Lonergan, Insight, 706. ). Polkinghorne, Belief in God in an Age of Science, (New Haven: Yale Nota
Bene, 1998), 110.
20 Polkinghorne, Belief in God in an Age of Science, 105-6. M. Polanyi, Personal Knowledge: Towards a
Post-Critical Philosophy, (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1962).
*! For example R. M. Doran, What Is Systematic Theology?, (Toronto: University of Toronto, 2005).
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is to be preferred to Lonergan’s. Ramsey’s views, amalgamated with Lonergan’s, can provide a

more complete description of theological method.

1.4 Ramsey

Ramsey’s work was always somewhat controversial, with arguments over what he meant by
the term ‘disclosure’ and even accusations of a form of Christian atheism.?> Ramsey is usually
classified as an empiricist, and he certainly seems to have aimed directly at challenging the
then current anti-metaphysical philosophy of logical positivism or empiricism.?
‘Contemporary philosophy’, Ramsey states, ‘lays on us an urgent task and duty, viz. to

elucidate the logic of theological assertions’.**

The nature of Ramsey’s empiricism needs a little nuancing, however. He is not a ‘narrow’
empiricist in the sense that the logical positivists ruled out metaphysics. Soskice characterises
Ramsey’s position as ‘Christian Empiricism’. He objected to the claim that his views reduced
theistic models to subjectivism. He does not wish to restrict his claims to what is strictly
observable, but it could be claimed that he should be constrained to do so by his empiricism.
He cannot justify his move from disclosure to traditional Christian models. Ramsey would have

served his purposes better, Soskice claims, if he had turned to a theological realism.?

Soskice’s point can, | think, be conceded without, in fact, causing much damage to Ramsey’s
project. Ramsey was not attempting to defend a strict empiricism, but wished for a broadened
empiricism and a chastened metaphysics.”® While much of his language and the basis for his
reflection are couched in empiricist terms, he was aiming for a wider understanding of
empiricism than logical positivism allowed, or perhaps, than Soskice is prepared to allow him. |
agree, therefore, that Ramsey may have needed to be rid of the label of ‘Christian Empiricism’,

as Soskice suggests, for he was not a narrow empiricist.”’

An argument of this thesis is that Ramsey’s understanding of disclosure, when enhanced and
augmented by Lonergan’s cognitive process, transforms the former into a form of theological

realism. Soskice contends that the theological realist can make metaphysical claims. Both

22 N. Smart, 'The Intellectual Crisis of British Christianity', in Christian Empiricism, ed. J. H. Gill (1974), 230
- 236, 231.
> D. L. Edwards, lan Ramsey, Bishop of Durham - a Memoir, (London: Oxford University Press, 1973), 23.
**|. T. Ramsey, Religious Language: An Empirical Placing of Theological Phrases, (London: S.C.M., 1957),
14.
23 ). M. Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), 145-8.
%% ‘Broader empiricism’: I. T. Ramsey, ed., John Locke: The Reasonableness of Christianity with a
Discourse of Miracles and Part of a Third Letter Concerning Toleration (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1958), 20. ‘Chastened metaphysics’: J. H. Gill, lan Ramsey: To Speak Responsibly of God, (London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1976), 112; W. B. Williamson, lan Ramsey, (Waco: Word, 1982), 139.
27 Soskice, Metaphor, 147-8.
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Ramsey and Lonergan do make such claims and, therefore, Ramsey is closer to theological

realism than Soskice believes or Ramsey may have admitted.

Ramsey is often portrayed as a philosopher of religious language, but his interests ranged
wider than this. In attempting to answer the charges of logical empiricism, he examined the
differences between science and religion and the stress on the differences and independence
of these disciplines.”® His view was that the two were not incompatible. In particular, he

’29

popularised the notion that ‘theological language is rich in models’*” and that these models are

in many respects similar to those of science.®

Originally Ramsey aimed to be a mathematical physicist and took mathematics at Cambridge,
before switching to philosophy.*! Examples from mathematics and the physical sciences in
particular pervade his work, even when he is not discussing science and religion. As we shall
describe below, Ramsey sees science, mathematics and theology as running in parallel,

products of the same sorts of human minds grasping disclosures.

A problem with some of the commentators on Ramsey’s work is that they take a rather narrow
view of his works, often not moving beyond Religious Language.*> Ramsey wrote extensively
on theology as well as the philosophy of religious language, although often his theological
work suggests that there are problems with how we understand religious language. While
Ramsey did not explicitly describe a theological method, he did have a reasonably consistent

approach to theological problems and this was based on his approach to human cognition.

Ramsey did not found a ‘school’ and his name is perhaps not widely known today. However,
his views, particularly on religious language and on the related but distinct area of models in
science and theology have been influential. McFague uses his ideas on models, although she
regards them as more static, substance oriented and descriptive than Ricoeur.*® She sees
Ramsey as being an empirical brother to Aquinas and that they both see models as being used
for talking about the nature of God. The models of the great theologians, she claims, do not
have this substance orientation but are concerned with the relation between God and

humans.*® She does agree, however, that to express the human-divine relationship many

2T Ramsey, 'Religion and Science: A Philosopher's Approach’, in Christian Empiricism, ed. J. H. Gill
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 143 - 158, 143.

2 Soskice, Metaphor, 103.

T Ramsey, Models and Mystery, (London: Oxford University Press, 1964), 21.

3 Edwards, Ramsey, 19-20, 22.

2 For example R. Trigg, Reason and Commitment, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 77-
80.

33 McFague, Metaphorical Theology, 124.

** McFague, Metaphorical Theology, 125.



models will be necessary. McFague classifies Ramsey, in fact, as a ‘critical realist’ on the basis

that he believes that models have a real, if indirect, reference to reality.35

Polkinghorne uses Ramsey’s ideas on the logical oddness of religious language.®® He suggests
that Ramsey’s philosophical theology is based upon a moment of disclosure where the penny
drops, and suggests that this may not only happen in the religious sphere. Polkinghorne links
Ramsey’s religious disclosure to Lonergan’s idea of religious conversion as being grasped by
ultimate concern, but he does not exploit this similarity.”” Logical oddness, Polkinghorne
qguotes Ramsey as saying, is known best in worship, a situation of both discernment and
commitment, a realm of ‘liturgy assisted logic’.?® Polkinghorne, however, does not make use of

Ramsey’s ideas about models; he does quote Lonergan’s description, although he seems to fail

to note that Lonergan is referring to models in the social sciences.*’

The issue here is that to focus on Ramsey’s view of the logical oddness of religious language is
to underrate his work on the idea of religious language as a ‘qualified model’ and, hence, fail
to engage with Ramsey’s ideas about the use of models in both science and theology. This,
again, leads to a somewhat narrow view of Ramsey’s theological philosophy, although it does
have to be conceded that Ramsey did not put forward a full account of his ideas.* Even Evans,
whose aim is to provide a coherent view of Ramsey’s thought, does not focus on his ideas of

the relationship of science with theology.

Williams suggests that Ramsey’s work on religious language is unfairly neglected.”* Saxbee
thinks that debates over science and religion would have been more attractive if greater
account had been taken of Ramsey’s views.*? Part of the aim of this thesis is to provide a more
balanced account of Ramsey’s thought and, by integrating it with that of a more systematic
thinker, defragment it and aim to move the debate over religious language, method, and

science and faith forward.

1.5 Resonances
So far as | am aware, Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s works have never been compared in any detail.
There has been some work, however, where the two have, at least, been mentioned in the

same article or chapter. Section 1.5.2 will describe these works. There is also the interesting

** McFague, Metaphorical Theology, 132.
*. Polkinghorne, Reason and Reality, (London: SPCK, 1991), 16-9.
37 Lonergan, Method, 226.
38 Polkinghorne, Reason and Reality, 18; Ramsey, Religious Language, 49.
39 Polkinghorne, Reason and Reality, 23. Lonergan, Method, 266-7.
“p. Evans, 'lan Ramsey on Talk About God', Religious Studies 7, 2 (1971), 125-140, 126.
*1R. Williams, The Edge of Words: God and the Habits of Language, (London: Bloomsbury, 2014), 173.
2. Saxbee, 'A Man in Tune with His Times,' Church Times, 23 January 2015, 22.
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possibility that Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s thought is compatible in some way because they
draw, in part, on the thought of Aquinas and Joseph Butler, either indirectly or directly. Section

1.5.1 will examine this possibility.

1.5.1 Antecedent Work: Common Sources

Lonergan spent ‘years reaching up to the mind of Aquinas’.** His early work was focussed on
interpreting Aquinas and he still referred extensively to him in later writings.** Ramsey too
observes that in principle he has been doing what Thomas was doing, although without his
system and ontology.* Both Ramsey and Lonergan draw on the traditions of Western theology
and philosophy. While neither make a major point of explicitly referencing the tradition, it is

well to bear in mind that both are influenced by it.

Lonergan is widely known to have drawn upon some of the thought of Newman, particularly
the illative sense described in The Grammar of Assent.*®* Newman’s illative sense became
Lonergan’s reflective act of understanding.”” Newman himself draws on Butler. Conviction
rests on converging probabilities, not on a chain of proof which is only as strong as its weakest
link.*® Butler argues that probability is the guide to life.*® Further, Butler states, we cannot wait
for the perfect argument, but must make a choice and take action.*® Lonergan does not seem
to directly reference Butler, but his examination of probability and emergence in Insight>* and

the necessity of making decisions in Method> may owe something to this ancestry.

Ramsey also draws upon Butler. Self-awareness is more than body awareness; such a

discernment lies at the base of religion: there are situations which are spatio-temporal ‘and

more’.>> However, Tennant suggests that Ramsey misrepresents Butler as arguing that

3 Lonergan, Insight, 769.
“B.JF. Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, (Toronto: Toronto University Press, 1997); B. J. F.
Lonergan, Grace and Freedom: Operative Grace in the Thought of St. Thomas Aquinas, (Toronto:
University of Toronto, 2000).
*> Ramsey, Religious Language, 185.
). H. Newman, An Essay in Aid of a Grammar of Assent, (Assumption Press, 2013 [1870]), 225-250.
“B.J.F Lonergan, 'Insight Revisited', in A Second Collection, ed. R. M. Doran and J. D. Dadosky
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2016), 221-233, 221. D. B. Burrell, '"Newman in Retrospect', in The
Cambridge Companion to John Henry Newman, ed. |. Ker and T. Merrigan (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009), 255-274, 262-4.
. Giley, 'Life and Writings', in The Cambridge Companion to John Henry Newman, ed. |. Ker and T.
Merrigan (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 1-28, 13.
). Butler, The Analogy of Religion, (London: J. M. Dent & Sons, 1906 [1736]), Author's Introduction,
XXV.
>0 Giley, 'Life and Writings', 13.
>t Lonergan, Insight, 81-5; 144-8.
> Lonergan, Method, 18, 117.
> Butler, Analogy, 111. Ramsey, Religious Language, 15.
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conscience must be obeyed because it is conscience.”® Butler, Tennant says, is fully aware that
conscience can be underdeveloped or diseased. Further, Tennant argues that Ramsey is
incorrect in seeing Butler’s probabilistic system as making his forensic concept redundant.>
However, Ramsey sees Butler’s life and thought as being all of a piece. Therefore it is unlikely

that Ramsey meant to separate Butler’s probabilistic and forensic concepts.>®

Disputes over interpretation aside, it is clear that both Lonergan’s reflective act of
understanding, via Newman, and Ramsey’s ‘and more’ discernment owe something to Butler.
Given that these are key aspects of both authors’ thought on cognitive process the correctness

of our hypothesis, that their ideas on human understanding are similar, is unsurprising.

Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s uses of the wider Western philosophical tradition rarely overlap as
with Butler and Aquinas. For example, Ramsey draws quite extensively on Berkeley;>’ Lonergan
regards Berkeley as a naive idealist and suggests that his claim that esse est percipi mixes the
world mediated by meaning (esse) and that of immediacy.’® Both Ramsey and Lonergan make
some reference to Kant. Ramsey uses his ideas of ‘Duty’ as a key word included in another key
word, ‘God’, for example.>® Lonergan sees Kant as marking a dividing line when philosophy
turned to the subject, but that he found only a more complicated way of confusing things.*

Beside Butler and Aquinas, therefore, there seems little overlap in Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s

use of the tradition.

1.5.2 Subsequent Work: Near Comparisons

While there are a number of writers who mention both Lonergan and Ramsey, no one has
really brought the two into direct dialogue. Beirne has an extensive section on how Lonergan
might extend Ramsey’s work, but does not implement her suggestions. Tracy uses both
authors but does not integrate their work. Loughlin usefully discusses Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s

views on doctrine, but does not attempt to contrast them. Other authors do mention both

>* B. Tennant, Conscience, Consciousness and Ethics in Joseph Butler's Philosophy and Ministry,
(Woodbridge: Boydell, 2011), 9.
> Tennant, Conscience, Consciousness and Ethics, 93.
*LT. Ramsey, Joseph Butler, 1692-1752: Some Features of His Life and Thought, (London: Dr. William's
Trust, 1969), 14-6.
> For example I. T. Ramsey, 'Berkeley and the Possibility of an Empirical Metaphysics', in New Studies in
Berkeley's Philosophy, ed. W. E. Steinkraus (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1966), 13 - 30; I. T.
Ramsey, Religion and Science: Conflict and Synthesis, (London: SPCK, 1964), 86-7; I. T. Ramsey, 'A
Personal God', in Prospect for Theology: Essays in Honour of H. H. Farmer, ed. F. G. Healey (Welwyn,
Herts: James Nisbet, 1966), 55 - 71, 57. See J. Astley, 'lan Ramsey's Early Thought and Its Development’,
The Durham University Journal 76 (1984), 157-167.
>8 Lonergan, Method, 247.
2T Ramsey, Freedom and Immortality, (London: SCM Press, 1960), 53.
&0 Lonergan, Method, 247.
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Ramsey and Lonergan, but do not compare the two. Those works which reference both

authors are discussed here.

Beirne’s work focusses mainly on the varieties of disclosures that Ramsey uses in his work. ®*
She categorizes them into seven types: sense experience, scientific, mathematical, personal,
self, moral and cosmic disclosures. As such, the book is a useful compendium of Ramsey’s

disclosures and a view of how his thought, or at least examples, changed over time.

In the conclusion, Beirne suggests that Ramsey’s thought evolved. He started by trying to
justify religious language within the model of empiricism. That model needed adjusting, and
Ramsey first tried to enlarge the language map to include metaphysical words. Moving beyond
this, he explored the experience of disclosure. The objectivity of the experience is in its active
nature, on the part of both the self and the object, the Other. In knowing the Other in a

disclosure we come to know ourselves. The key here is the challenge of cognitive activity.®*

Ramsey could have asked ‘What have | been doing in ‘pointing to’ disclosures?’ If he had
inquired about his own cognitive activity, he would have posed a basic philosophical question
about cognitive theory, and started to construct an epistemological framework. Beirne
suggests that this is the equivalent of Lonergan’s question ‘what is happening when we are
knowing?’ This, Lonergan argues, leads to the metaphysical question ‘what is known when this

is happening?’®

Beirne claims that Lonergan’s self-appropriation moves through the cognitive sphere from the
objects of mathematical, scientific and common sense understanding, to the acts of
understanding themselves, to an understanding of understanding. Part of this trajectory can

be seen in Ramsey, but he did not reach the level of understanding of understanding.®

Lonergan and Ramsey were independent thinkers, and Beirne thinks that the former would
appreciate Ramsey’s examples of disclosure. Rather than Ramsey’s ‘pointing’, however,
Lonergan developed a full theory of knowledge. As an empiricist, Ramsey would be limited, in
Lonergan’s view, to ‘taking a look’. But Ramsey kept pointing to the description and ‘more’.
Knowing is not merely descriptive but explanatory. We move from descriptive frameworks to

explanatory frameworks to a transcendental framework.

1 E. Beirne, The Logic of Disclosures: The Works of lan Thomas Ramsey, (New York: Morris Publishing,
1996).
%2 Beirne, Logic of Disclosures, 111.
63 Lonergan, Insight, 16-7. Lonergan, Method, 27.
o4 Lonergan, Insight, 374n.
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For Beirne, Ramsey’s empirical model is limited because explanations are not descriptions.
Knowing involves explanation and is not just sensory. Empiricism is limited to description.
Beirne gives the example of ‘I’ as a concept that empiricism cannot handle.®® The empirical

framework can only deal with ‘body’ and not with ‘thing’ as substance or unity.*

Thus, for Lonergan, metaphysics is possible as the ultimate explanation of the world.
Transcendence is then an issue which turns on the need to explain the cosmos. Humans have a
drive to know the truth which is a questioning. The cognitive process goes on and on. Its object
is everything there is to be known, an unrestricted object named being or the concrete

universe.

Beirne suggests that Lonergan’s ‘concrete universe’ corresponds, roughly, to Ramsey’s
‘universe as a whole’. Ramsey alluded to the self-affirming aspect of cosmic disclosures, but
avoided explaining exactly what a disclosure is, or why some people never grasp the concept.

Lonergan describes this as ‘flight from insight’, and describes various biases which prevent it.

According to Beirne, Ramsey, in Lonergan’s terms, offers a position and a counter-position. His
position is given by his notion of a disclosure and the claim that a cosmic disclosure is of the
universe as a whole and results in the self-affirmation of the subject. Beirne does not think
that Ramsey held that intelligent inquiry and critical reflection are necessary to objectivity.

Some of Ramsey’s biblical examples were the result of the activity of God, for example.

From Lonergan’s perspective Ramsey has a group bias towards empiricism and did not gain full
reflective insight, and he failed to self-appropriate the cognitive activity that he did have direct
insight into. He insisted on remaining within the framework of empiricism. While he
recognised this as an inconsistency, he did not do anything about it. Beirne, following
Lonergan, thinks that as counter-positions invite reversal and positions invite development,

Ramsey’s thought can be the subject of both. However, she does not go on to do this.®’

It is possible that Beirne, by focussing on Ramsey’s examples of disclosures, has under-
emphasised the more metaphysical statements that he makes, and over-emphasised the
narrow empiricism which Ramsey, in fact, criticises. Ramsey does not seem to think that
description is the same as knowledge. In terms, for example, of science, for Ramsey, the labels

we apply to things have ontological meaning, and are not just descriptive shorthand.

% Beirne, Logic of Disclosures, 101.
% See Lonergan, Insight, Chapter 8. P. Kidder, 'What Is a Thing for Lonergan?', Method: Journal of
Lonergan Studies 7, 1 (1989), 1-17.
¢ Beirne, Logic of Disclosures, 111-6.
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Overall, Beirne does engage with both Ramsey and Lonergan, but does not strictly compare
the two. She is making a suggestion for further development, of replacing Ramsey’s rather
vague ideas of cognitive process with Lonergan’s epistemology and metaphysics. Our
argument in this thesis is that the two are compatible and that Lonergan’s ideas can be used to

augment and extend Ramsey’s. We have attempted to undertake what Beirne suggested.
Tracy obtains his ‘basic’ notion of a model (or ideal type) from Lonergan:®

Models, then, stand to the human science, to philosophies, to theologies, much as
mathematics stands to the natural sciences. For models purport to be, not
descriptions of reality, not hypotheses about reality, but simply interlocking sets of
terms and relations.®

Tracy distinguishes ‘disclosure’ and ‘picture’ models following Black and Ramsey.”® He asserts
that theological models are disclosure models. He aims to develop Lonergan’s notion of a
model by uniting it with his intentionality analysis. The basic models that Tracy identifies in
contemporary theology are developed by him in accordance with the subject and object poles
of each theological horizon.”" Theological models, for Tracy, do not provide exact
representations of the realities they disclose, but re-present them. They are to be taken

seriously but not literally.

For Tracy, Lonergan’s central concept is ‘self-transcendence’.”” We live authentically insofar as

we live in an expanding horizon. The expansion is the ‘going beyond’ in accordance with the
transcendental imperatives: be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable, be responsible,
develop and if necessary, change. The real world is affirmed and constituted by what we
understand and can give evidence for. We cannot imagine, literally, the theories of quantum

mechanics, but we can understand and affirm them.

The questions for intelligence, reflection and deliberation are the existential conditions for
being an authentic human. A scientist may inquire into the possibility of fruitful inquiry, reflect
on their scientific judgment, and deliberate on their need to evaluate their finding in

accordance with ethical values. For example, the question may arise for the scientist of

. Tracy, Blessed Rage for Order: The New Pluralism in Theology, (New York: Seabury Press, 1975), 34
nl.
69 Lonergan, Method, 266-7.
70 Ramsey, Models and Mystery; M. Black, Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy,
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1962).
& Tracy, The Achievement of Bernard Lonergan, 1 - 22.
72 Tracy, Blessed Rage, 96.
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whether the world could be intelligible if it does not have an intelligent ground. These limit

questions are not imposed on the scientist, but arise within the scientist’s own horizon.”?

Tracy finds Ramsey’s analysis of religious language ‘intriguing’.”* Religious statements point

logically to situations which involve odd personal discernment and total commitment. Odd
language is appropriate to such a situation. Ramsey appeals to ideas about metaphors:
meaning is emergent from the interaction of ‘literal’ words. Religious language is appropriate
to the task of discussing religious situations because of Ramsey’s model-qualifier view. Normal
object language is qualified to the point of infinity to express a total commitment and
universal significance. Ramsey’s analysis according to Tracy is helpful but Ramsey has not
solved the problem of the cognitive status of religious language. Tracy thinks Ramsey is ‘too

sanguine’ about the disclosure power of any and all traditional religious language.”

Ramsey’s view of metaphysics is labelled ‘tentative’ by Tracy. Ramsey views classical proofs of
the existence of God as occasions for disclosure, where we may now ‘see’ the presence and
role of the non-observable God as supreme integrator of all experience. This does not provide
an argument for the use of metaphysics to examine the cognitive claims of religious language,
but Ramsey’s claim is that the word ‘God’ can act in a disclosure in a manner described as

‘theological metaphysics’. This is highly tentative, in Tracy’s view.”®

Tracy develops his theology of pluralism in directions that need not concern us here. He
makes, as has been described, extensive use of both Ramsey and Lonergan, but does not really
integrate them. He notes Ramsey’s tentative religious metaphysics, but does not compare it
with Lonergan’s more robust ideas of isomorphism of human cognition and the world
developed in Insight. Tracy uses some aspects of Lonergan’s transcendental method, but does
not compare it with Ramsey’s approach. Tracy does note that Ramsey’s and Lonergan’s views
of theological models are consonant, but does not engage in further discussion. Thus, while
clearly aware of both Ramsey and Lonergan, Tracy does not make direct comparisons between

the two.

Loughlin suggests that Ramsey has a similar idea of doctrine, as direction, rule or grammar, as

Lonergan.”” He regards both Ramsey and Lonergan as taking doctrines as ‘rules for our

7 Tracy, Blessed Rage, 94-100.
7 Tracy, Blessed Rage, 121-3.
7> Tracy, Blessed Rage, 123.
76 Tracy, Blessed Rage, 150-1.
7 G. Loughlin, 'The Basis and Authority of Doctrine', in The Cambridge Companion to Christian Doctrine,
ed. C. Gunton (Cambridge: CUP, 1997), 41-64, 54-5.
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talking’.”® Doctrines are the stage directions for the church’s performance of the Gospel in this

view. Loughlin notes that Lindbeck follows Lonergan in taking Athanasius as regarding the
doctrine of the Council of Nicaea as a second order rule for Christian speech.” ‘The Greek
councils mark the beginning of a movement to employ systematic meaning in church
doctrine’.®® Thus, for Athanasius, the creed is a grammar.®' Accepting a doctrine indicates

agreement to speak in a certain way.

For Ramsey, the early Trinitarian and Christological controversies settled rules for our talking;
the early fathers did not discover super-scientific theories of God or obtain special knowledge
of heavenly happenings.®? Loughlin suggests that Ramsey understands Nicene doctrine in a
similar way to Lindberg and Lonergan. For Ramsey the word ‘substance’ is a logical qualifier for
a more basic model; it maintains the logically necessary connection between ‘God’ and ‘Jesus’
while permitting the use of the father-son model as well. Both inform the way the story of

Jesus is told and used.?®®

Loughlin notes that the view of doctrine expressed by Lonergan and Ramsey is not
uncontested. Doctrines can be understood as second order propositions referring to other
doctrines, but can also be understood as first order propositions referring to worldly entities
and divine mysteries. Lindbeck argues that when a doctrine is interpreted as a first order
proposition the statement no longer functions as a ‘church doctrine’. The doctrinal character is

determined by its grammatical use, an agreement to ‘speak in a certain way’.?*

For Ramsey, the Athanasian Creed commends a new symbol for ‘God’ as the Christian key
word. It formulates rules for its construction and use. Creeds are used in worship, and it is in
the context of worship that the appropriate disclosure can best be acquired. Thus, in Ramsey’s
thought the words used, the grammar of religious language, is there to provide a disclosure to
the worshipper. Religious grammar is not just to formulate correct speaking. There is

something beyond that which cannot be described or articulated, but experienced.?

Lonergan holds a slightly different view. Doctrine was once given, admittedly in a context, to

the church as a truth. The church has held to that truth throughout the ages while expressing it

78 Loughlin, 'Basis and Authority', 55.
® G. A. Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in a Postliberal Age, (London: SPCK,
2009), 94; Loughlin, 'Basis and Authority', 54.
80 Lonergan, Method, 286.
88 J.F. Lonergan, The Triune God: Doctrines, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2009), 195;
Lonergan, Method, 286.
82 Ramsey, Religious Language, 173.
8 Ramsey, Religious Language, 159-60; Loughlin, 'Basis and Authority', 55.
8 Lind beck, Nature of Doctrine, 80.
& Ramsey, Religious Language, 179.
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in different contexts. This re-expression is undertaken in order to proclaim the gospel in
different times and cultures. ‘What permanently is true is the meaning of the dogma in the

context in which it was defined’.®® Dogmas are expressions of revealed truths.

Despite these issues, Loughlin views Ramsey and Lonergan as having the same sort of rules-
based interpretation of doctrine, or at least the doctrine of Nicaea. Perhaps a danger with
viewing doctrine as grammar is that we start to view doctrines as living in a world of their own,
subject to nothing but theological plate spinning. Any doctrinal grammar has, somewhere, to
touch an objective reality. If a doctrine and its grammar are secondary to the church’s
performance of the Christian story, then that story has to have some basis in reality, that is, in

the life, death and resurrection of Jesus.

As we shall see below, in terms of the doctrine of the atonement (Chapter 6), Lonergan
ultimately searches for an overarching viewpoint. He finds one in the outlines of the discussion
of the crucifixion and related matters in Scripture, but cannot draw them into one view. He
suggests that Scripture gives hints to a divine plan. Ramsey, on the other hand, is more
sceptical that we can really say anything too definitive about how the atonement ‘works’. We
can give a variety of descriptions, based in models and metaphors. We can even consider
which model is the best, in that it captures most of the data. But the models must co-exist and

correct each other, restraining discourse and development in unhelpful directions.

Thus we see that despite the similarities of their positions indicated by Loughlin, there are
differences between Ramsey and Lonergan. These revolve around the nature of the reference
of language. Both would affirm that language has extra-linguistic reference. The difference is in
how religious language refers. Lonergan thinks that doctrines ultimately refer to revealed
truths, the deposit of faith guarded by the church. Ramsey tends more to the opinion that
doctrines really only guard us from saying silly or heretical things about God. He is unsure that
we can be definitive about any theological statement. Their approach to doctrine can seem to
be very different, and this difference may indicate a somewhat different attitude to a given
doctrine, or doctrine as a whole. Further, the fact that Ramsey was an Anglican and Lonergan a

Roman Catholic places them in rather different locations to start with.

Macquarrie has a number of references in his works to both Ramsey and Lonergan, but does
not seem to have compared the two.®” Ramsey’s work is outlined in a chapter on ‘Logical

Empiricism’ and Lonergan in one on ‘The Fourth Phase’ in Twentieth Century Religious

8 Lonergan, Method, 303.

). Macquarrie, God-Talk. An Examination of the Language and Logic of Theology, (London: SCM Press,

1967); J. Macquarrie, 'Word and Idea', International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 1, 2 (1970), 65-76.
16



Thought.®® Macquarrie is sympathetic to Ramsey’s quest for a broader empiricism, and views
this as deriving from Ramsey’s relationship with the thinking of Locke.®® Ramsey, like Locke, is

prepared to admit experience of ‘inner’ sense alongside sense data.

Macquarrie sees Lonergan’s work as being an exploration of the mental act along the lines of
Hegel.?® Lonergan sees the mental act as dynamic, his notion of ‘transcendence’ supplies the
dynamic element. For Lonergan, transcendence is the matter of raising further questions. The

quest for meaning is existential, according to Macquarrie, not just intellectual.

It can be seen that Macquarrie, by uniting the idea of Ramsey’s broader empiricism and
Lonergan’s human self-transcendence could have found a way of marrying at least these
aspects of the writers’ work. After all, Lonergan referred to the four stages of cognitive process
as being the data of consciousness, and as the empirical basis for his cognitional theory. That
Macquarrie did not pursue this resonance between Ramsey and Lonergan is, perhaps, a

shame.

Hebblethwaite, in his discussion of Ramsey’s understanding of the traditional proofs of the
existence of God, mentions the work of Lonergan.’* Ramsey, Hebblethwaite suggests, does not
manage to spell out a framework to connect piecemeal arguments and insights. Ramsey,
Hebblethwaite says does not make the case for a personalist interpretation of the universe. In
fact, Ramsey sets out his case for a personalist metaphysics elsewhere.”” Hebblethwaite
introduces Lonergan as ‘another writer who develops a whole new metaphysics out of an
analysis of human insight'.93 However, even after over 700 pages of concentrated argument in
Insight, Hebblethwaite concludes Lonergan has still not established the objectivity of the

transcendent.”

Hebblethwaite notes that Ramsey does not use the logical peculiarity of ‘I’ as a starting point

for an empirical chastened metaphysics, but only as an analogy for a cosmic disclosure.

8, Macquarrie, Twentieth-Century Religious Thought, 5th ed., (London: SCM, 2001), 312-3, 379-80.
% Macquarrie, God-Talk, 232. Ramsey would, | think, accept such a relationship in his thinking.
Macquarrie quotes from Ramsey’s introduction to Ramsey, ed., John Locke: The Reasonableness of
Christianity with a Discourse of Miracles and Part of a Third Letter Concerning Toleration, 20; 1. T.
Ramsey, 'Facts and Disclosures', in Christian Empiricism, ed. J. H. Gill (1974), 159 - 176, 171-2.
% Macquarrie, 'Word and Idea', 71. The work of Hegel is The Phenomenology of Mind.
°1 B. Hebblethwaite, 'The Philosophical Theology of I. T. Ramsey: Some Further Reflections', Theology 76,
642 (1973), 638-645.
2T Ramsey et al., 'Models and Mystery: A Discussion', Theoria to Theory 1, 3 (1967), 250 - 269, 266.
Ramsey refers to |. T. Ramsey, 'On the Possibility and Purpose of a Metaphysical Theology', in Prospect
for Metaphysics: Essays of Metaphysical Exploration, ed. |. T. Ramsey (London: George Allen & Unwin,
1961), 153 - 177; I. T. Ramsey, 'Biology and Personality: Some Philosophical Reflections', in Biology and
Personality, ed. |. T. Ramsey (Oxford: Blackwell, 1965), 174 - 206; Ramsey, 'A Personal God'.
 Hebblethwaite, 'Philosophical Theology', 641.
> Lonergan, Insight.
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Ramsey does not pursue human self-understanding to discern a transcendent God. At least,
Hebblethwaite comments, Lonergan is trying to build a case for theism, rather than hoping
that the disclosure of human self-transcendence will trigger off a disclosure of divine world-

transcendence.

We have reviewed the work in which Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s ideas have been mentioned
together. There is little direct comparison between the two, although the suggestions of

Beirne and Loughlin are helpful and will be used in what follows.

1.6 Thesis Structure

This chapter has aimed to introduce the theologians under discussion and to provide outlines
of their work, as it pertains to this project. We have also briefly considered the sources of
thought which they may have in common, and other work which has included both authors.
The conclusion of this section is that there has been little attempt at a comparison and
synthesis of their ideas, although the relevance of each to the other has been occasionally

noted.

The thesis takes a thematic approach. We have noted that both Lonergan and Ramsey view
scientific method and thought as a clear example of human cognitive process. Chapter 2
outlines their thinking on scientific method and compares them. This gives the basis for
Chapter 3 which describes and compares their cognitive processes. We find that the central

hypothesis, that these processes are complementary, is valid.

Chapter 4 moves on to a discussion of language. Here, we find that our authors’ views diverge,
as we have hinted above (Section 1.5.2), but they are not incompatible. We derive a ‘hybrid’
language model which incorporates elements from both. The divergence of view as to whether
we can exhaustively describe anything has consequences for theological method, which is
discussed in Chapter 5. Lonergan is well known for having proposed a method explicitly;
Ramsey’s theological method, we shall argue, is implicit but consistent. The differences in
method, if not in outcome are, we suggest, indicative of the different views of language and

doctrine outlined.

To examine the implications of the differences between the two writers, Chapter 6 is a
theological case study, examining the views of Ramsey and Lonergan on the doctrine of the
atonement. Chapter 7 aims to describe a more comprehensive theological method than either
Lonergan’s or Ramsey’s. This hybrid model includes but generalises Lonergan’s method and

permits both Ramsey’s approach and Lonergan’s actual means of doing theology (as described

18



in Section 6.2) to be accommodated. It also emphasises that theology and its method are more

dynamic that Lonergan’s formal theological method suggests.

Chapter 8 serves as a conclusion to the work. It summarises the arguments of the thesis in
terms of the comparison of Lonergan and Ramsey, and the outcome of a hybrid theological
method. As no thesis can offer a comprehensive survey of one author, let alone two, further
work is suggested for comparisons on topics which have been neglected here, such as ethics,

ecclesiology and socio-economic theology.

1.7 Summary

It is possible to see the thesis as a whole as an investigation of the need for theological
method, and the elements of such a method, if one exists. We have two thinkers who, in some
areas, are very similar. Both Ramsey and Lonergan take the ideas and concepts of modern
natural science and scientific method very seriously. Both argue that, in some sense at least,
science gives us a paradigm for how humans think things through. Neither is prepared to

concede that scientific method is the only way in which we can attain knowledge, however.

Given the importance attached to the paradigm of scientific method, it is somewhat of a
surprise that, while Lonergan outlines a theological method, Ramsey appears to see no need
for such. In part, we can see this difference as ecclesiological. Lonergan saw himself as a rather
conservative professor of dogmatic theology.”> Ramsey, while ordained into the Church of
England, was an academic until he was called to be Bishop of Durham. For Lonergan, dogmas
are permanent in their meaning, although the statements of dogma have meaning only in a
given historical context. Ramsey adopts a perhaps freer approach, although it is unlikely that
he would have been appointed a bishop (or chair of the Church Doctrine Commission) if his

conclusions had been considered unorthodox.

9 Lonergan, Method, 308.
19



2 Lonergan and Ramsey on Science

2.1 Introduction

Both Lonergan and Ramsey regard mathematical and scientific reasoning as being exact, clear
and relatively uncluttered examples of human intentional cognition. They both readily
acknowledge that science (by which they tend to mean mathematics and the physical sciences,
particularly physics) is not the only way of knowing. Lonergan spends at least two chapters of
Insight discussing common sense, which is another form of knowing.! Ramsey tells stories
about many situations, including a law court and arrangements of loaves of bread.? Again, this
is gaining understanding, but not scientific knowledge. Both discuss the social sciences; social
scientists can gain knowledge but it is not scientific knowledge in quite the same sense as, say,

physics.

Lonergan spends the first five chapters of Insight discussing insights available from modern
science. His aim is not for the reader to necessarily grasp the scientific concepts outlined, but
to experience the obtaining of an insight. Thus, the insights Lonergan discusses are incidental
and may be substituted by the reader for others from their experience.®> Ramsey too multiplied
his stories in the hope that a disclosure would be revealed.* They regard science as the most

likely route for the reader to obtain understanding of cognitive process.

One of the arguments presented in this thesis is that Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s cognitive
processes complement each other. This will be made clear in Chapter 3, but as both are
clarified by discussions of science, expositions of the authors’ views on science will provide a
basis for the comparison. We submit that neither view of science (or, indeed, cognitive
process) is complete; the other view can be used to present an improved understanding of the

subject.

A second reason for the discussion of science in particular is that the main theme of the thesis
is theological method. Given that both authors understand science as giving a clear picture of
human cognitional process, we can suggest that the theological method they expound or use
is, in part, derived from their views of scientific method. Here, too, science and its method

underpins, or at least explicates, their theological methods.

! Lonergan, Insight, 196-269.
2 Ramsey, Religious Language, 19-20, 24.
3 Lonergan, Insight, 55.
* Beirne, Logic of Disclosures, 107.
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Therefore we start our comparison of Ramsey’s and Lonergan’s thought with science, the place
where Lonergan started. There is, however, a complexity, in that the terms used in their
discussions, and hence here, are defined properly by reference to their cognitive processes.
The discussion of what exactly is meant by ‘insight’ and ‘disclosure’, among other terms, is

deferred to Chapter 3.

2.2 Lonergan on Science

Lonergan argued that the Greek conception of science and modern science are different.
Avristotle formulated science as true, certain knowledge of causal necessity.” Modern science is
not true, but on the way to truth. Greek science split the world into the necessary and
contingent, and thus split the human mind between science and opinion, theory and practice.
For modern science no such split occurs. Experiment is the fruit of theory and theory is
oriented to experiment.® Experiments produce data; theory constrains the laws that explain
data. Lonergan regards science as having ‘struggled for centuries’ against the crippling
negation of autonomy imposed by Aristotelianism.” Lonergan envisages science as having
shifted from logic to method, and suggests a similar shift in theology, although the latter is

more in continuity with the past than scientific specialisation.®

Lonergan thinks that there are two components in science, and they perform a scissors action
on a given problem. Firstly, there is the data and fitting a curve to it. We grasp a smooth curve
from scattered elements, and create an unknown function, f(x, y, z, ...), for which we can write
down and solve differential equations. This process increases the generalisation and is solvable
‘by adding suitable assumptions and restrictions’.’ Secondly there are general considerations
from the form of a differential equation for the specific problem in hand. The solution of the

set of equations will yield a possible law.*°

Lonergan uses as his example fluid motion which yields a partial differential equation:

da(ru) 4 a(rv) N a(rw)  Or
dx dy dz ot

> Aristotle, 'Posterior Analytics', in The Complete Works of Aristotle, the Revised Oxford Translation, ed.
J. Barnes (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 114-166, 11.11 94a20-95a9.
6 Lonergan, 'Dimensions of Meaning', 238-9.
"B.J.F. Lonergan, 'Aquinas Today: Tradition and Innovation', in A Third Collection, ed. R. M. Doran and J.
D. Dadosky (Toronto: University of Toronto, 2017), 34-51, 40.
8 Lonergan, 'Aquinas Today', 44.
? Lonergan, Insight, 61-3.
B J.F. Lonergan, Topics in Education: The Cincinnati Lectures of 1959 on the Philosophy of Education,
(Toronto: University of Toronto, 1993), 138.
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Here, u, v, and w are the velocity components and r the density. Lonergan says that by
restricting the motion to one dimension and assuming an incompressible and homogenous
fluid, the equation simplifies.' This is correct but he fails to note that this is creating a model

of the fluid and seems to think that the result is still exactly valid.

Scientific method is a matter of this higher guidance from differential equations and
‘pedestrian’ techniques of curve fitting and measurement. By analogy, Lonergan thinks that
historical sciences also have a higher level control, and this is a component of historical

method which could be defined.'® There is a higher level hermeneutic control.*®

Hefling notes that Lonergan uses his approach in Chapter 20 of Insight, where he defines the
solution to the problem of evil in thirty one properties. These define the constraints of the
problem, the ‘differential equation’. The solution is in empirical fact, the specification of the
solution in the incarnation and continuing church.' Lonergan uses the analogy of the upper

blade (as in a pair of scissors) in physics for similar activity in theology.

Davis objects that these constraints are not independently determined in theology, although
they are in physics. The heuristic structure Lonergan sketches is the set of beliefs he started
with. Davis sees this as Roman Catholic apologetics, not religious research.” To some extent
Davis is right, although his claims about the independence of derivation in physics might be
overstated. Lonergan does capture a way of doing physics although he ignores the role of

models.

Lonergan deduces six ‘canons of empirical method’ which characterise the group of operations
known as science. The canon of selection confines the inquirer to the data of sensible
experience. The canon of operations aimed at acquiring insights via both mathematical and
experimental activity. The canon of relevance aims at the immanent intelligibility of data, not
in applying results. The canon of parsimony states that only laws verified in the data may be

added to the data of experience; there is no free form hypothesis making. The canon of

1 Lonergan, Insight, 63.
12 Lonergan, 'lsomorphism’, 130.
Bec.s. Boly, The Road to Lonergan's Method in Theology: The Ordering of Theological Ideas, (Lanham,
Md: University Press of America, 1991), 70.
“c.c Hefling, 'On Understanding Salvation History', in Lonergan's Hermeneutics: Its Development and
Application, ed. S. E. McEvenue and B. F. Meyer (Washington D. C.: Catholic University of America,
1989), 221-75.
> C. Davis, 'Response to Hefling', in Lonergan's Hermeneutics: Its Development and Application, ed. S. E.
McEvenue and B. F. Meyer (Washington D. C.: Catholic University of America, 1989), 276-88, 281.

22



complete explanation indicates that science aims at explaining all data. The canon of statistical

residues suggests that not all data is explained via classical laws.*®

Lonergan regards science as dynamic; it has not arrived at a goal but is on the way. The answer
to the question ‘what is science?’ is the set of canons, the rules that guide what scientists do.
The canons of empirical method express what scientists do in terms of Lonergan’s analysis of
knowledge.'” Lonergan is concerned with why science is done this way. He wishes to unify the

methodology to exhibit the nature of insight."®

2.2.1 Method

Lonergan succinctly gives his basis for scientific method:

.. experiment yields new data, new observations, new description that may or
may not confirm the hypothesis that is being tested... The wheel of method not
only turns but also rolls along... New discoveries are added to old. New
hypotheses and theories express not only new insights but all that was valid in the
old to give method its cumulative character and to engender the conviction that,
however remote may still be the goal of complete explanation of all phenomena,
at least we are now nearer to it than we were.™

Method, for Lonergan, ‘is a normative pattern of recurrent and related operations yielding
cumulative and progressive results’.?’ The modern natural sciences are an excellent example of
a method. It is not a set of rules to be blindly followed, but a prior, normative pattern of

operations. The operations are not strictly logical, but include experiment and verification.

We have seen that Lonergan was a Thomist (Section 1.5.1), and he believes that modern
science and Thomism are perfectly compatible. It is insufficient to just argue that both arise
from the same human mind, as philosophies do arise which are incompatible with science.
Lonergan thinks that the specific aspect of the human mind under which the two arise is
understanding.”* Scientific understanding is a process of experiment, hypothesis and
verification. This method squares with Thomist potency, form and act. Lonergan argues that
science has to relinquish its ‘traditional naive realism’ and grapple with philosophic issues as

science finds that its goal is being.?

Lonergan is interested in using the understanding of scientific method as a basis for

understanding method in social sciences as well as theology. His argument for this is that

16 Lonergan, Insight, 93-4.
Y B.J.F. Lonergan, Understanding and Being: An Introduction and Companion to Insight: The Halifax
Lectures, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990), 81.
1 Lonergan, Insight, 94.
19 Lonergan, Method, 9.
20 Lonergan, Method, 8.
2 Lonergan, 'lsomorphism’, 139.
22 Lonergan, 'lsomorphism’, 140.
23



human cognitive activity is common to all disciplines and posits a ‘generalised empirical
method’ or ‘transcendental method’ aimed at overcoming the fragmentation of knowledge
and giving a scientific basis to theology.?* The generalised method can then be specified for a

particular subject, such as theology.

Hesse notes that Lonergan’s method of natural science shares assumed characteristics with
other cognitive enterprises. Method is dynamic, recursive, self-corrective and cumulative,
aiming towards a goal of complete explanation. She argues that while Lonergan recognises
that the results of science cannot claim to be final truth, he ignores the problem that
philosophy of science no longer assumes that science gives better approximations to truth.
According to Kuhn, science proceeds by postulating conceptually different models of the

world. Further, the natural sciences are not autonomous with respect to other disciplines.**

This last point can be conceded, but does not damage Lonergan’s use of scientific method as a
paradigm for cognitive process. All cognition is, at least in part, a response to the environment,
including the environment of philosophy historically present when the thought was
undertaken. Modern scientific method has, with developments, been extremely successful for
two hundred years or more. The questions science attempts to answer may well be the
product of historical or philosophical contexts. Nuclear weapons may not have been developed

so quickly without the exigencies of World War Two, but this does not affect the science.

Hesse's claim that Lonergan ignores philosophic issues around the idea of scientific progress is
correct, but in this he follows many philosophers of science as well as many scientists
themselves.” While Euclidian space-time is very different to Minkowskian space-time, and that
is different to space-time as conceived by General Relativity, the latter two are reducible to the
former under certain conditions. Perhaps it is better to regard the former theories as sublated
by the latter, rather than being radically replaced. However many more disparate theories
might occur in the physics of space-time, they will still have to account for balls dropping and
planets orbiting. Science contains a variety of theories for the same phenomena, and scientists

use the theory appropriate for the current problem.

Lonergan conceives method in both science and theology as being a set of operations, done

intelligently, aiming towards both a local goal and an overall quest for truth. A scientist can

V. Danna, 'The Development of Bernard Lonergan's Notion of Science', Lonergan Workshop 22 (2011),
65-92, 69. Lonergan, Method, 17-22.
** M. Hesse, 'Lonergan and Method in the Natural Sciences', in Looking at Lonergan's Method, ed. P.
Corcoran (Dublin: Talbot Press, 1975), 59 - 72, 62. T. S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions,
(Chicago: University of Chicago, 2012 [1962]).
* For example Polkinghorne, Belief in God in an Age of Science, 44-5.
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work on fluid dynamics or a theologian on the incarnation. The subject matter is different, but
the basic cognitive functions and operations are similar. According to Lonergan a scientific

method can be spelt out. Lonergan proceeds to a theological method by analogy.

2.2.2 Models

Lonergan argues that contemporary science proceeds without imaginable elements. Relativity,
he suggests, removed the space and time in which the imaginable elements resided. Quantum
mechanics removed the relevance of the images of waves, particles or continuous processes.
Scientists still experiment, form hypotheses and verify them, but knowledge is no longer taking
a look. The imagined can only be verified by seeing, and the objects and mechanisms of
science cannot in general be seen. Science gives approximations to truth. It gives general

affirmations on which particular observations converge with increasing accuracy.?®

Miller draws a distinction between visualisation and visualisability. Visualisation is an act that
depends on cognition; this does not apply on the atomic level as we cannot intuit what goes on
there. Visualisability concerns the intrinsic properties of elementary particles. Here,
mathematics is the key. However, we can, using Feynman diagrams, visualise the mathematics
of quantum mechanics. The diagram represents subatomic particles; they have ontological
content.”’” Visual representations have been transformed by scientific advance, and have
themselves transformed theories. Lonergan’s claim that science must be imageless seems to

need nuancing.’®

The phantasm, image or model in Lonergan’s cognitive process tends to drop away once the
insight and concept are formed. Thus, in his example of the definition of a circle, he starts with
a cartwheel. The wheel is then abstracted. The rim becomes an infinitesimally thin line; the
spokes become lines and are multiplied. The hub becomes a point with no extension, just
position. This, Lonergan states, is unimaginable. We grasp the meaning of ‘circle’ as an abstract
definition.”® ‘To understand circularity is to grasp by intellect a necessary nexus between

imagined equal radii and imagined uniform curvature.’*

2 Lonergan, Insight, 449-50.
A0 Miller, 'Imagery and Representation in Twentieth-Century Physics', in The Cambridge History of
Science: Volume 5: The Modern Physical and Mathematical Sciences, ed. M. J. Nye (Cambridge: CUP,
2003), 191-215, 204-5, 208.
& Miller, 'Imagery and Representation', 212-3.
2 Lonergan, Insight, 31-3.
0 Lonergan, Verbum, 42.
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In common with some other philosophers of science, Lonergan tends to downgrade models in
favour of mathematical expression.>' His process pivots between a concrete situation, the
abstraction of it, and then back to the concrete for validation and application to further
concrete problems. Thus Archimedes’ problem concerned the material of a crown, and his
solution was to weigh it in water. The abstract formulations are the principles of displacement
and specific gravity. The experience — the phantasm, the diagram, the model, do not appear in

the abstract formulations.*

Models, for Lonergan, ‘purport to be, not descriptions of reality, not hypotheses about reality,
but simply interlocking sets of terms and conditions.”*® They stand to theology as mathematics
to the natural sciences. They may direct our attention in a given direction and either provide a
basic sketch of what we find or prove irrelevant, in which case they may aid in uncovering
what may be overlooked. Models facilitate description and communication, providing an

adequate language to describe complex known reality.

Lonergan accepts a role for models in the human sciences, but regards mathematics as
assuming that role in the natural sciences. In this he seems inconsistent. A physicist, for
example, has to translate from a mathematical result back to a reality. The mathematics,
without such an interpretation, is meaningless. The interpretation is usually expressed in terms

of the original models and the approximations required that render it tractable.

Lonergan does not seem to appreciate the use and power of models in science, nor in
theology. He is a more propositional thinker. While he recognises that models help us be
articulate about something complex, he seems to think that mathematics, in science, will
produce correct solutions. What the parallel to this might be in theology is unclear, although it
is possible that the traditional dogmas of the church take this role as the ‘upper blade’ in

Lonergan’s thinking.

2.2.3 Conclusion

Lonergan uses science as an analogy for theology. He views a differential equation in physics as
setting the conditions for a solution to a specific problem, and propositions about God as
having a similar role in theology. As science has a definable method, so theology should have.
The basis of this analogy is that both science and theology (along with other subjects) are
based in human cognitional process. While the subject matter is different, Lonergan’s

generalised empirical method can be specialised to fit both.

31 R. B. Braithwaite, Scientific Explanation: A Study of the Function of Theory, Probability and Law in
Science, (Cambridge: CUP, 1953), 93-6.
32 Lonergan, Insight, 30.
33 Lonergan, Method, 266-7.
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Lonergan tends to focus more on propositions than on models. He does not seem to grasp the
use and utility of models in science, and this affects the way he sees models in theology. He is
aware of the need to verify the outcome of calculations in physics, but not that this is partly
because solutions of differential equations require approximations. We suggest that
Lonergan’s understanding of science is flawed in this respect and that this failure to grasp the

use of models is also reflected in his theological method.

2.3 Ramsey on Science

Ramsey frames his approach to science, in part, apologetically. Logical positivism viewed
empirical and logical statements alone as cognitively meaningful. Thus Ramsey, working within
an empirical frame, responds to defend the meaningfulness of non-scientific knowledge.

Science and religion are different, but have similarities.®*

For Ramsey, science and religion give different accounts of the same event. He imagines a
team of scientists present at the miracle at Cana (John 2:1-11). A miracle is both a sign and a
wonder; the activity of God is seen; events do not conform to normal. The scientists, however,
find such non-conformity the life-blood of discovery. After much investigation they provide a
satisfactory explanation of event in terms of some generalization of fermentation. Ramsey
argues that they have discovered God’s general activity in and through the total universe. The
miracle gives the concept of God’s personal activity. Only when the scientific enterprise comes
to an end, when there are no surprises left in the universe, would there be no more incidents

which give rise to two interpretations in terms of God.*

Ramsey asks if a scientist need be religious. He suggests three answers. The first is that religion
is bound to disappear in a scientific age. The second that science and religion are two different
and distinct activities; thus a scientist can be religious if they choose so to be. The third view,
the one Ramsey wishes to advocate, is that science and religion have distinctive features, so
cannot be homogenised as in his first alternative, but that they need encompassing in a single

view. Science and religion can be harmonized.*

The critical question for Ramsey in the synthesis of science and religion is whether
experimental verification of hypothetical deductions constitutes such a distinctive feature of

scientific method that the two are completely diverse and incompatible. He believes that

** Gill, Ramsey, 109.
®LT. Ramsey, Our Understanding of Prayer, (London: SPCK, 1971), 19.
*® Ramsey, Religion and Science, 4-5.
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science and religion are kin, and the starting point of his argument is the part played in science

by intuition or ‘disclosures’.*’

2.3.1 Method

For Ramsey, science starts with observations of things in relation to us, for example water
boiling. The scientist then formulates simple generalisations. Different experiments will give
diverse results but the scientist seeks an invariant — ‘water boils at one hundred degrees
Centigrade.” Ramsey notes that the generalisation goes beyond the facts, and that the appeal
to experimental error safeguards the simple generalisation grounded in the disclosure

occurring around the experiments.*

The simple generalisations are then developed. For example, water boils at one hundred
degrees Centigrade at a given pressure. These generalisations can then be verified. Given we
can deduce a function of boiling point against pressure from our results, we can verify it by,

say, boiling water on a mountain top or in a deep cave.*

The next step is to form large scale hypotheses. For example, Newton unified various
observations relating to gravity into a single theory. The observations turn out to have features
in common hitherto unnoticed. There is scientific ‘insight’. At issue is the status of the
invariants with which scientists name disclosures, such as ‘particle’.” Ramsey maintains that

scientific and personal disclosures are similar.*!

Scientists in practice, Ramsey states, behave as if the key words of a theory are more than
labels or jingles. They are linked to a metaphysical background, whether or not that
background is still current. For example Newton’s laws have a background of absolute time
and space. The laws remain, although time and space are no longer absolute. Scientific

advance takes us closer to a full insight into the universe.*

The status of scientific invariants, Ramsey claims, is ambiguous. They may have a more than
mathematical interpretation. Scientific method requires some sort of metaphysics. A scientist
cannot give a scientific account of themselves in ‘object’ terms. Scientific method includes the

scientist as an active subject.43

% Ramsey, Religion and Science, 6.

38 Ramsey, 'Religion and Science: Philosopher's Approach’, 144-5.

39 Ramsey, 'Religion and Science: Philosopher's Approach’, 145-6.

a0 Beirne, Logic of Disclosures, 45; Gill, Ramsey, 110.

“ Ramsey, Religion and Science, 13-23.

2 Ramsey, 'Religion and Science: Philosopher's Approach’, 149.

3 Ramsey, 'Religion and Science: Philosopher's Approach’, 150-1.
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Ramsey argues that scientific hypotheses may be modified or converted but are not ‘knock-
down falsified.” Old theories are still useful. This seems to lead to increasing fragmentation, as
hypothesis is added to hypothesis to attempt to get nearer the truth. Yet science does not give

up its vision of one theory of the universe.**

For Ramsey, words in science are entailed by scientific assertions, but the key words are not
native to scientific language. Key assertions do not entail verifiable deductions. ‘I exist’ might
be entailed by a variety of observations, but it does not entail any particular assertion. By

analogy Ramsey asserts that a similar thing can be stated about ‘God exists’.*

Ramsey has two points. Firstly that while religion and science are kin there is a logical
difference between the behaviour of their words, and secondly that they can be united using
clues derived from the behaviour of ‘I'. Science and theology may find a synthesis in their
methods, but Ramsey argues that a scientist can only find a single language map when they
become religious, and a theologian can only do so when they become scientific.*® Religion
gives to science the vision of the single map science seeks; science then must accept having
theological categories that elude empirical verification. Science gives to theology the broad

empirical relevance it needs; theology, however, must then accept its language as tentative.*’

Ramsey concludes by reflecting that Berkeley argues that we see God as we see persons. To
see a person is to see hair, skin, face, and so on, but to see a person is to see more than this.
We see the universe and all its parts. By and through them we see God.* The scientist and the

theologian discover logical patterns in this divine visual language as best they can.*

Ramsey interprets Berkeley in his own terms. Our own activity shows ourselves in self-
disclosure. If we survey the variety of the universe and catalyse our thinking with self-
disclosure, a cosmic disclosure may occur. The activity of God discloses itself to us through the
universe.”® Berkeley appeals to a cosmic disclosure which may occur after, or parallel to, a self-
disclosure. The world comes alive in a cosmic disclosure around the ‘ideas’ of the Universe,

and give us a notion of God.**

4 Ramsey, 'Religion and Science: Philosopher's Approach’, 151-4.
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(London: Continuum, 2005 [1732]; 2), 1 - 368, Dialog 4, section 5. K. P. Winkler, 'Berkeley and the
Doctrine of Signs', in The Cambridge Compaion to Berkeley, ed. K. P. Winkler (Cambridge: CUP, 2005),
125-165, 139-40.
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Ramsey’s argument following Berkeley is a version of the cosmological argument, a posteriori
from effect to hypothesised cause. As such it is open to criticisms of that argument. Scientists,
as Ramsey is well aware, do not need to take the step of recognising the personality of the
universe, nor the person behind it.>* Ramsey can only commend the phrase ‘Creator God’ as

the result of a cosmic disclosure.

On the other hand there is no scientific reason for Ramsey not to take the step he does.
Ramsey has argued that the subject, the scientist, stands outside scientific method. Science
has no purchase on religion and theology, as the latter have no specific hold over science. The
move from the invariants of science to God is not forced; Ramsey can only commend it. Not

everyone will have a cosmic disclosure; it can happen to us.

2.3.2 Models

A further strand of Ramsey’s apologetics is the role of models in both science and theology. He
believes that academic disciplines can be brought together by consideration of how they use
models, and that this is often either overlooked or misunderstood. A model, Ramsey contends,
is the manner in which a discipline provides its understanding of a mystery and the ultimate

mystery confronts all disciplines.>

Ramsey differentiates models in physics. Ramsey follows Black in his characterisation of
models as scale (or picturing) and disclosure (or analogous).® In the nineteenth century
models were mechanical, picturing models. Thus to understand the motion of light waves, a
‘luminiferous ether’ was modelled as a medium for transmission. This was a mechanical
model, yielding an elasticity and the velocity of light. An analogue model has an isomorphism
to the phenomena it represents, but it is not a replica. Science, Ramsey argues, is concerned

with these latter models.>”

Following Apostel, Ramsey gives three characteristic uses of scientific disclosure models. First,
they enable a mathematical treatment of phenomena. The phenomenal structure is reflected
in the model which permits useful mathematical expression. Secondly, the model permits
simplification of complex or insoluble mathematics. Thirdly, models become proxies for topics

that elude our view, being too small, or too far away, for example.56
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According to Ramsey ‘The great virtue of a model is that it enables us to be articulate when
before we were tongue tied’.>” The articulation is necessarily more tentative than using a scale
model, and some prefer to subordinate the model to the mathematical and deductive theory
with which it is associated.”® For Ramsey, however, the question is now ‘how can we be

reliably articulate?’

The discourse a disclosure model enables is reliable scientifically when structurally the model
echoes the phenomena, and so the universe authenticates it. Secondly, a model is better the
more deductions open to verification and falsification it makes.>® The model has a reference in
the phenomena, and involves an ontological commitment arising from a disclosure. The model
provides an understanding of what the disclosure discloses. It stands as a ‘bridge’ between

theory and observation.®

More recent work on models agrees with Ramsey’s view. Models are seen as mediators
between theory and observation. They are autonomous in construction and function and work
as instruments for investigating the world, representing some aspect of it, or some aspect of
theory, or both. We learn by building and manipulating models; in Ramsey’s terms, they make

us articulate where we were not before.®*

Ramsey moves from models in science to models in theology, noting that in the latter
discipline the models are also builders of discourse, as in the multiple phenomena around
Jesus described in Acts 2:22 and 3:14-5. Here Jesus is described as ‘a man attested to by God’,
‘the Holy and Righteous One’, ‘the Author of life’. These are diverse phenomena, united,
Ramsey suggests, by models such as ‘Messiah’ and ‘Logos’ which can enable the emergence of
reliable and consistent doctrinal discourse.®” They also enable us to make sense of the complex
logical structure which inhibits articulateness, and to talk about what eludes us. For Ramsey
theological models enable our discourse. Further, they enable reliable understanding, by
chiming in with the phenomena, and thus being grounded in a disclosure. Secondly, theological
models are not verifiable in the same way as scientific models. The success of a theological

model depends on its harmonizing power, what Ramsey calls its empirical fit.*®
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Dunbar thinks that Ramsey has two problems. Firstly, he is in danger of making too close a
parallel between science and religion. Just because both have problems or mysteries does not
mean that these are identical. Secondly, scientific phenomena are concerned with the world,
while religious phenomena seem to be concerned with ways of looking at the world. If the
difference is just between points of view or disclosures, then Ramsey does not have an

adequate account of Christian faith. *

Ramsey concedes that science and religion are different. He writes that personal situations,
apparently different from scientific ones, have scientific echoes.®® We suggest that Ramsey
means that science and religion arise from the same cognitive processes, a point which can be
reinforced from Lonergan’s thought. Ramsey does not think science and religion are that
closely parallel; their mysteries and phenomena are different, but united by being processed

though human cognition.

While we might accuse Ramsey of being too sanguine about the analogy between scientific
models and their theological cousins, he does examine the use of models in the social sciences,
and notes that two types of models are required to describe complex situations. Social
sciences are both art and science, Ramsey suggests, and need both scientific inanimate models
and social animated ones. The models of social and political institutions, say, will point to the
mysteriousness of the institutions, the irreducible ‘' as a logical peculiar in social studies.®®
Dunbar’s second point is answered here: according to Ramsey, in science, social science and
theology, the ‘I’ is present. It is not just another point of view. The scientist is involved in the

universe.

Metaphors, Ramsey argues, are like models in that they enable us to be articulate. We use
them when words would otherwise fail us.®” The model is perhaps a sustained metaphor. If
metaphors are not decoration or ornaments of language, then usually models are not
‘epiphenomena of research’.®® Ramsey argues that they are rooted in disclosures and born in
insight. A metaphor is a ‘transaction between contexts’,*” but they are more than that for
Ramsey, they are grounded in inspiration. Metaphor and model, therefore, are more than just

combining two situations. They enable us to be articulate about mystery, although they cannot
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exhaust it.”° Ramsey argues that all disciplines have characteristic models and metaphors.
Disclosure arises from appreciation of the logic of the language they use. Insight needs

understanding to avoid blind enthusiasm, but understanding alone is hollow.”*

In most subjects the neglect of underlying models and metaphors causes little immediate harm
as the discourse can always be verified by either experimental verification or empirical fit. The
model is tied to observable facts. With theology, however, things are more difficult, as the
disclosure is around a set of events which take on cosmic significance. The model is ‘self-
appointed’ and we have to decide which inferences from it are reliable. We need to
acknowledge a group of cosmic disclosures and their models; God is what is revealed when we

see the point of various metaphors.””

2.3.3 Conclusion

Like Lonergan, Ramsey was trained in mathematics, but he seems to have had, at least in his
writings, a wider interest in physical science than Lonergan. He regards scientific hypotheses
as being the language of science, and that science always seeks greater inclusiveness of facts.”?
Scientific language is limited by its permanent incompleteness and selectivity. It cannot give

total coverage of all facts as concretely given.”*

This view of science and language explains Ramsey’s view of mathematics within science.
Mathematics is a part of scientific language, that part which is used to predict outcomes.
Scientific language creates models and these models allow us to be articulate. Mathematics

allows us to manipulate and make predictions, but is not the whole of science and its results.

For Ramsey, then, models are crucial in science, and are not wholly mathematical. This enables
him to follow the use of models in other disciplines, particularly psychology and the social
sciences.” He then can argue that the metaphors and models we use in theology work in a
similar sort of way. A model is never the thing described, for if it were it would no longer be a
model. A model is a partial description of some aspects of the original. Thus a metaphor for
God is not a full description of God any more than the Bohr model of the hydrogen atom is a

full description of that.
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2.4 Lonergan and Ramsey on Science

It can be argued that both Ramsey and Lonergan privilege science and scientific discourse over
other forms of knowledge and its acquisition. In his approach to cognitional structure,
Lonergan is accused of preferring theory to common sense, intellect to feeling, insight to its
linguistic expression and the permanent achievements of the past to the new developments of
the present.’® His dialectic promotes progress when spontaneous desires and common sense
submit to intelligent desire. This, McKinney argues, is foundationalist philosophizing; a

postmodern philosopher would argue that the two principles should be equal.

Ramsey, too, can be accused of giving pride of place to scientific language.”’ Following to some
degree the later Wittgenstein and developing linguistic analysis in a cognitive direction, he
attempts to show that experience cannot be collapsed in to the measurable and verifiable.
However, in doing so, Ramsey uses the comparison of scientific models and religious
metaphors. A disclosure model is an analogue model with existential depth.’® Exactly what this
dimension of transcendence is, Ramsey does not say. Ferré argues that Ramsey asserts that
disclosures have objective reference, he does not defend it.”° Ramsey seems to be making an

analogy between scientific models, which do refer to objects, and theological models.

Stiver notes that demands for clear and decisive verification procedures for language to be
meaningful reflect the influence of logical positivism. For the later Wittgenstein validation of
truth claims is rooted in communal agreement.®® Ramsey does not stress either the linguistic
or the scientific community, and hence his account of science is lacking. Lonergan does note
the role of the scientific community, and of belief and trust within that community. Scientific

collaboration for Lonergan is a system of checks and balances to avoid mistakes.?*

Ramsey does focus upon science and thus can be accused of privileging scientific discourse.
However, he does cover much more than science in his work and does not seem to think that
scientific and common sense experience and activity are very different. Scientific and other

disclosures bear echoes of each other. A disclosure around a photograph of someone and one

®R. H. McKinney, 'Lonergan and the Ambiguity of Postmodern Laughter', in In Deference to the Other:
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around the atomic theory bear some resemblance.®” We can also note that given Ramsey’s aim
of responding to logical positivism, he is in fact attempting to argue that scientific language

and other languages are not that dissimilar.

Marsh argues that Lonergan’s philosophy avoids strong foundationalism and contains post-
modern elements.®® McKinney agrees, but argues that there are other postmodern
philosophies that are as legitimate as Lonergan’s. Lonergan does have a concern for examining
and negating hierarchies of thought in his process of dialectic and of reversing counter-

positions.84

While Ramsey and Lonergan have been accused of privileging science and its discourse over
other subjects and their sublanguages, it is not the case that they do. Both take the view that
science, at least in its empiricist form, misses out a lot of human experience and discourse. In
fact, it would seem that both Lonergan and Ramsey were at pains to try to correct the

empiricist and logical positivist privileging of science.

2.4.1 Method and Models

Both Ramsey and Lonergan make acceptable attempts to define the scientific method. They
start with experience and move through understanding to a judgement of understanding’s
correctness in verification. For both understanding is mathematical in nature. Ramsey
emphasises the function of models, while Lonergan describes the use of mathematics,

particularly differential equations, as more important.

Lonergan Ramsey
Data Data
Mathematics Generalisation
Solution via approximation Model
Verification Hypothesis
Verification

Table 2.1: Comparison of Ramsey and Lonergan's Scientific Method

Lonergan, we have seen, claims that modern physics transcends imagination, and can only link
sets of pointer readings with other future sets.®® Ramsey disagrees and argues that models are
what make us able to hold scientific discourse. My experience of physics is that Ramsey is

correct.?® Most physics is done using models; verification is mostly done to establish the

82 .. .
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models and approximations used are adequate. Much interest in physics lies in regions where

the approximations and models are thought to break down.

In Lonergan’s fluid dynamics equation, for example, we know that no real fluid is
incompressible. The model fluid used to solve the equation does not in this sense represent
reality accurately. Verification, therefore, is needed to establish how well the model
represents reality. In many situations, the approximation is adequate. In some the
compression of the fluid is important and the degree of importance is established by the
divergence of experiment and the model’s predictions. The model is still used, and does not
drop away as Lonergan seems to suggest. The approximations used to make the equation
tractable remain and the model needs to be borne in mind while examining the solutions.

Lonergan seems not to recognise this explicitly, at least.

Lonergan’s view of science, therefore, needs augmenting by Ramsey’s sensitivity to the use of
models. Once this aspect is added to Lonergan’s scientific method, there is little to choose
between the two accounts. Ramsey’s use of models and Lonergan’s lack thereof does have
implications for their understanding of language and theological method. Lonergan does not
seem to grasp that human models and metaphors of, for example, the redemption, cannot be

complete.

According to Ramsey’s definition, a model is something that makes us articulate when before
we were not. We suggest that scientific method is such a model. Scientific method is not doing
science, but a map or model of how science can be done. We have seen that Polkinghorne
argues that all descriptions of scientific method are incomplete, and Polanyi agrees in that we
know more than we can tell. Any description of scientific method is therefore a model of how
science is done, not a prescription of how to do it. We propose that this applies to all
methods in all disciplines. In theology, therefore, a theological method is a model of how
theology might be done. It is not exhaustive or prescriptive, nor is discussing it doing theology.

The method exists to enable us to be articulate about how we do theology.

2.4.2 Conclusion

Lonergan and Ramsey both provide reasonable accounts of modern scientific method which,
while perhaps couched in language a scientist may not be comfortable with, they would be
able to agree with. Ramsey emphasises the ongoing role of models in scientific discourse,
while Lonergan focusses more on the development of concepts and the mathematical side of

scientific development. In this Ramsey is probably closer in portraying how science is done
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than Lonergan. Models are not abandoned in science when a mathematical representation of
the phenomena is derived. The model remains and is used to understand and interpret what
the mathematics means. Further, representations are not abandoned either. While quantum
mechanical processes are unimaginable, nevertheless representations of them are used in
calculation. Physics, at least, does not rely entirely on mathematics; there has to be

interpretation from the equations to physical meanings.

Both Ramsey and Lonergan regard scientific method as being a key exemplar of human
cognitive process. It is not the only way, for them, of obtaining knowledge or exploring the
world around us, but it is perhaps the clearest and cleanest way of observing human cognition
in action. Both authors would admit that this is not the only way in which cognition takes
place. Lonergan explicitly situates it in ‘intentional’ cognition, that is, thinking about
something. Ramsey notes that disclosure only occurs in some particular situations.
Occasionally both Ramsey and Lonergan might be accused of at least privileging science over

other modes of cognitive process, but it is a charge of which they can be found innocent.

Finally, we have noted that a description of a method is a model and makes us articulate in
discussing how the subject is undertaken. In terms of our hybrid language model (Section 4.4),
the method, as a model, links the levels of Theory and Interiority. This combines
Polkinghorne’s point that a method is always incomplete and Polanyi’s that we know more

than we can tell. With a method we can discuss how we approach a discipline.
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3 Cognitive Process

3.1 Introduction

Both Lonergan, explicitly, and Ramsey, more implicitly, use modern science, particularly
physics, as the exemplar of their cognitive process. By ‘cognition’ here both Ramsey and
Lonergan refer not just to thought and inference, although these are part of cognition, but to
sensations, perceptions and responses. By some standards this is a more ‘modern’ definition of

cognition.1

Both Lonergan and Ramsey argue that the cognitive process includes moments of intuition,
where the learner says ‘I've got it’? or ‘the penny drops’.? For both authors the intuition occurs
after some experience and is part of the process of coming to understand. Neither believes
that science is the only subject to think about, or in which we can come to understand
something. As we have seen, Ramsey views thinking in theology (and other subjects) as
running parallel to the way of thinking of science. Lonergan argues that most thinking is in fact
done in the mode of common sense, and devotes two chapters of Insight to the subject. We

shall describe some of his results in Section 3.2.4.

Lonergan describes his view of cognitive process in some detail, and we shall start with a
description of it. Ramsey’s discussion is much less detailed; he seems to have expected his
auditors and readers to ‘catch on’ by the use of many examples. The argument of this chapter

is that their processes complement each other and are sufficiently similar to be conflated.

3.2 Lonergan on Cognitive Process

Lonergan describes his cognitional process in several places, and it is key to understanding the
rest of his thought.* While Insight is the central resource for grasping the cognitive process, it
is written from a ‘moving viewpoint’ and thus, to some extent, it is not the most useful

resource in summarizing it.

Lonergan’s understanding of intentional cognitive activity is fairly simply stated. Initially we
have some experience. The experience asks us a question for intelligence: what is it? We

ponder this and arrive at an insight. This is the ‘aha!’” moment. Lonergan uses Archimedes’

! B. C. Smith, 'Cognition', in The Oxford Companion to Philosophy, ed. T. Honderich (Oxford: OUP, 2005),
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’Ra msey, Religious Language, 24.
4 E.g. Lonergan, Method, Chapter 1. Lonergan, Insight. Lonergan, 'Cognitional Structure'.
> Lonergan, Insight, 20.
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experience in a bath as his paradigmatic example.® This is not the end of Lonergan’s process,
however. Insights, he says, are ‘a dime a dozen’.” What matters is whether they are correct or
not. The insight thus asks a second question: is it so? This is the question for judgment and it

can be answered yes, no or possibly.

The first five chapters of Insight describe various processes of coming to know in mathematics
and science, as we have seen. Lonergan’s point is not the specific content of the chapters. The
reader is invited to substitute ‘helpful experience of his own’.® The aim of Insight is not only to
describe the cognitive process, but to assist the reader is appropriating it for themselves.
There is thus a two-fold movement. The reader is expected to understand how understanding

is obtained, and to identify the process of understanding in themselves.
Lonergan’s slogan for Insight is:

Thoroughly understand what it is to understand, and not only will you understand
the broad lines of all there is to be understood but also you will possess a fixed
base, an invariant pattern, opening upon all further developments of
understanding.’

This has been criticised for being both vague and too sweeping. What does ‘the broad lines of
all that is to be understood’ mean, for example? Understanding of understanding does not give
the outline of special relativity.” If Lonergan means the form of our understanding then his
point seems to be that the structure of human knowledge is derived from our mind and thus
has no guarantee of contact with reality. Mathews responds that Lonergan’s program is
related to the view that the central task of philosophy is the unification of knowledge, and that
questioning and understanding are common activities across the disciplines.'” Understanding
types of questions and acts of understanding will ground a knowledge of the broad features of

the disciplines.

Lonergan argues that his cognitive process is invariant. Any revision to it will require some act
of experience, understanding or judgment.”® Thus an attempt to revise the broad structure
will, at the same time, affirm that structure. Any revision to the scheme is incidental, but, it has

been observed, even an incidental revision to the abstract scheme may have consequences in
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relation to human knowing."* However, we note that while Lonergan’s scheme has been
extended, it has not been revised in this sense. The criticism is perhaps apt, but has not been

found to apply to Lonergan’s process, yet, at least.

Further criticisms of Lonergan’s cognitive process suggest that he has failed to analyse the
concepts of knowing, understanding and insight.”> For Mathews this conceptual analysis is to
study concepts of understanding without relating them to the experience.'® Insight is an
experimental study of human understanding. But Lonergan, according to Kerr, floats between
philosophy and psychology and his analysis is quasi-scientific. Wittgenstein’s point was that
the domination of modern thought by science distorts the mind’s view of itself, and Kerr claims

that Lonergan falls into this trap.’

It is perhaps fairest to conclude here that, as Kerr suggests, the basic problem is that Lonergan
and Mathew’s understanding of the nature of philosophy is different from that of Kerr and
McGrath. Lonergan propounds philosophical theories of knowledge, while Wittgenstein

suggests a practice of linguistic analysis."® Perhaps there is no real way of bridging the divide.

Lonergan argues that his approach answers three basic questions: What am | doing when | am
knowing? Why is doing that knowing? What do | know when | do it? The answer to the first

question is a cognitional theory; to the second, an epistemology; to the third a metaphysics.™

There are objections to Lonergan’s use of ‘knowing’ in these questions. We do not go and ‘do
some knowing’ and so Lonergan’s first question, at least, is regarded as garbled. We do not do
knowing as we do walking. Lonergan assumes that knowing and understanding are activities
which we can examine.”® Mathews observes that perhaps the best approach to the question
is to start from the activity of questioning. Questioning promotes coming to know, and that is
something that we do. Knowing, in the sense meant by Lonergan, is answering questions. Thus
the question is not non-sensical.’’ It should be admitted, however, that the way Lonergan

states the question is grammatically ugly.
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Bahnsen objects that Lonergan’s idea of a structure of cognitional process is based on a
misleading view of ‘mental substance’, and that his account of cognition is vulnerable, as we
do not have access to the mental operations of others. By claiming that his cognitional process
is general, Lonergan is arguing from the outward acts of those engaged in intelligent thought.
His cognitional process is based on an argument from silence or, worse, from a fallacy of false
cause. Further, Bahnsen objects that we can all find people who are not at all interested in

understanding anything.

Mathews observes that Insight is ‘a highly experimental study of the human performance of
understanding and knowing’.?® The goal of the first part of Insight is the self-affirmation of the
knower. The relevant conditioned is ‘1 am a knower’, and the affirmation of this is for each
individual to achieve or not.** We do not have access to the mental operations of others, as
Bahnsen observes. We cannot make others try to understand their own understanding, but
there is testimony from people other than Lonergan that they have self-affirmed as knowers.

Lonergan can only invite others to explore their cognitional process, he cannot assume their

processes are as his description, but this is not fatal to Lonergan’s project.

Bahnsen’s other complaint is that Lonergan develops his cognitive theory and epistemology
‘under the pretence of neutrality’.”® In fact, Lonergan adopts his epistemology and
methodology for a reason and that reason is the proof of Thomism and its associated theism.
The ideas of potency, form and act are not introduced in Insight until Chapter 15, and their
relation to Thomist thought is not made explicit for a page or two.” This does not make

Lonergan’s view on cognition incorrect, of course, but the reader innocent of Thomism may

well feel ambushed.

Lonergan’s argument is that there exists a necessary isomorphism between our knowing and
its proportionate known.?” ‘Act’ denotes what is known that we affirm; ‘Form’ denotes what is
known as what we understand; ‘Potency’ denotes what is known as we experience. Thus the
levels of Lonergan’s cognitive process are found to be the elements of metaphysics. Bahnsen is

quite correct; Lonergan has arrived at Thomist metaphysics under the pretence of neutrality.

This criticism, apt as it may be, does not show Lonergan’s cognitive process to be incorrect.

Thomist metaphysics, after all, has not been disproved over the centuries. Bahnsen’s
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complaint is, perhaps, a warning that Lonergan develops his process with his end point in

mind, and it is to the details of the process we now turn.

3.2.1 Cognitive Process

Lonergan develops his view of cognitive process over the first half of Insight. He proceeds by
example, starting with arithmetic and then through various examples of physics and common
sense. Insight begins with the conscious desire to understand.?® This desire is part of being
human. Being is the objective of this pure desire to know, and the desire to know is the
inquiring and critical spirit.”> Without this desire to know, we are content with the flow of

inner and outer experience. We fail to understand, to know.

3.2.1.1 Experience

The cognitive process starts with experience. We can see the text of a book. This is
meaningless without further steps. Printed text is simply marks on a page without
understanding. Knowing begins with experience, either from the senses or of consciousness,

but it cannot stop there. Knowing is more than taking a look.*

For Lonergan, knowing is more than just taking a look at the ‘already out there now real’. The
object looked at here is a ‘body’ accessible to all animals. For Lonergan, the real is the verified,
that which is the end of the cognitive process. We experience, we ask the question ‘what is it?’
We answer with an insight and generalise it to a concept. We then ask ‘is it so?’ If it is, then we

have verified the concept and arrived at the real, something we know, a part of being.*!

Experience, for Lonergan, is raw data, but not just data from the senses. Lonergan includes
‘data of consciousness’. This is self-awareness, or self-presence. The data of consciousness is
what is gained by paying attention to our conscious operations.*” Sense data and data of

consciousness are not knowledge, but constitute a beginning of knowledge.

3.2.1.2 Understanding

Lonergan asserts that the questions for the intelligence which arise from experience are of the
type ‘what is it?’ An insight occurs when we ‘get it’. Intelligence patterns multiple things into
an intelligible whole. Obtaining an insight is personal. The teacher cannot teach the insight;

they can only set the conditions for the student obtaining it, and subsequently point out the

28 Miller, Quest for God, 28.

2 Lonergan, Insight, 372.

30 Miller, Quest for God, 29.

31 Lonergan, Insight, 276-7.

32 Miller, Quest for God, 48-9; Lonergan, Method, 13.
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consequences of the insight in terms of generalising it into a concept and making a judgment

on its truth.*

In an insight ‘You see it, you know, you have caught on to something’.>* But the insight is into a
single case. It is not a general formulation of the problem. There is a sometimes difficult next
step, that of forming the concept. The concept includes the original insight into a concrete
problem, but goes beyond it. We grasp the nature of this particular circle in an insight. Then
we can abstract and generalise it, creating a concept. The insight might express a circle as a
locus of points equidistant from a centre, but that would also be (approximately) true for the
coastline of Africa, with the centre at the centre of the Earth. The definition of the circle has to
be more precise: a locus of coplanar points equidistant from a centre.* Abstraction is not an
impoverishment of the real, but enrichment, a grasp of what is important and relevant as
important and relevant. If we start with a cartwheel, what is important to the definition of the
circle are the hub, the circumference and the radii.>®* The material of the wheel and its colour

are irrelevant and belong to the ‘empirical residue’.*’

Understanding grasps what a thing is in its external and internal relations. Complete
understanding is obtained by understanding all things in all their relations; this is only enjoyed
by God. Only God has the unrestricted act of understanding of being, and being is the content
of the unrestricted act of understanding.*® There is nothing left to be understood, no further
questions to be asked. The unrestricted act of understanding understands itself.** In a lengthy
argument, Lonergan suggests that our idea of the concept of the unrestricted act of
0

understanding implies that it is the same thing to understand what being is and what God is.”

We can form the notion of what God is from our knowledge of being.

For Lonergan the real is being and apart from being there is nothing. He arrives at the
conclusion that if the real is completely intelligible, God exists. But the real is completely
intelligible. Therefore God exists.*' Being is completely intelligible, and the real is being. The

real is an object of thought and affirmation, and so the real is completely intelligible.*

33 Lonergan, Understanding and Being, 205.
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The idea that complete understanding belongs only to God does not mean that we cannot
understand anything. What can be known by us Lonergan terms ‘proportionate being’.
Proportionate being is what ‘is to be known by experience, intelligent grasp and reasonable

affirmation’.*® The step of reasonable affirmation is undertaken in judgment.

3.2.1.3 Judgment

Empiricists might believe that knowledge is the product of the senses. Idealists might suppose
that the senses are deceptive and the real world is known by reason or intuition. Empiricism
focusses on Lonergan’s level of experience; idealism on that of understanding. For Lonergan,
however, there is a further step. We have to judge whether our insights and concepts are
correct. They are simply ideas and ideas are often wrong.** We must judge our understanding

of experience.

Sufficiency of evidence grounds the judgment.” The activity of judgment is thus akin to
verification in the sciences. Understanding grasps possibilities in sensible data. Scientific
hypotheses require verification.*® A scientific explanation, Lonergan says, is a theory verified in
instances. As verified, it refers to act; as theory it refers to form; as instances it refers to
potency.?’ Relevant data may be overlooked, and so the verified hypothesis is open to revision.
While the example is from scientific method, Lonergan does not limit his cognitive process to

science. All intentional cognition follows this pattern.

The question for judgment is ‘is it so?’ If we grasp that the evidence is sufficient to make a
positive judgment, we grasp the prospective judgment as ‘virtually unconditioned’, that is, a
conditional statement with the conditions fulfilled. Judgment transforms a prospective to a
virtually unconditioned judgment. We may answer ‘yes’, ‘no’, ‘probably’ or note that there is
insufficient evidence. The answer to the question for judgment relies on two sets of data: the
present situation and previous insights we remember. We compare the current item under

question to previous affirmations and reach a decision.”®

3.2.1.4 Decision
Lonergan does not focus on the level of decision in Insight, although it is there at least by
implication in Chapter 18, ‘The Possibility of Ethics’.* It comes to the fore in Method. The level

of decision sublates the previous three and is the level of freedom and responsibility. It is the

2 Lonergan, Insight, 456-7.
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level at which we have found out that we have to decide what we are to make of ourselves.

We make ourselves as authentic human beings, or not.>

For Lonergan, decisions are part of creating meanings for the individual and community.>
Meaning is a constitutive and controlling element in human action.>> We move, act and decide
in a world organised by meaning and by making decisions we can change that world. Social and
cultural institutions are the product of meanings, and can change, as the meanings that

> Common meanings enable a community. Insofar as they are

establish them change.
understood, the community flourishes; if people get out of touch, common meaning

contracts.”*

We move from judgment to decision by asking a question: What should | do? A person
deliberates and decides on a course of action, and this fits with the individual’s judgments of
fact and value. The decision is not forced; there is a great degree of freedom expressed in
making it. We grow in our discernment of values and become more free, less of a slave to
immediate satisfaction and apparent goods. We mature into fully alive, authentic human
people. This authenticity is, of course an ideal, but it is a helpful ideal. Miller observes that the
acceleration due to the Earth’s gravity is 9.8 ms™ but nothing accelerates at precisely this
value. 9.8 ms? is an ideal, but a useful one. Similarly, perfect authenticity is an ideal, but a

helpful one.>

We can make good or bad decisions, and no one is perfect. Our decisions are influenced by our
society and our previous decisions. Our biases, whether personal or from society, can
persuade us to make less good decisions (see Section 3.2.4). Progress is not simply the product
of human decisions but requires divine grace as well. The reversal of decline also needs grace
and self-sacrificing love (see Section 3.2.4.5). The individual’s aim is to aim for authenticity, to

promote progress in self and society through the decisions that they make.

3.2.2 Levels of Conscious Intentionality

Parallel and related to the cognitive process are the levels of conscious intentionality. The
main operation at the empirical level is experience. At the level of intelligence it is
understanding. At the level of rationality it is judgment. At the level of responsibility it is

decision. The levels are sometimes referred to as that of the operation, and each main

30 Lonergan, Method, 117.
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operation has a number of sub-operations.”® Thus the empirical level has experience as its
main operation, and sensing, perceiving, imagining, feeling, speaking and moving as sub-

operations.57

In the cognitive process the operations relate to each other as the subsequent sublating or
transcending the former. Thus experience is sublated by understanding. It is absorbed into
understanding, not changed by it. The levels of cognitive intentionality work in a similar way.

The move from one to another ‘expands’ consciousness.”®

Lonergan condenses his cognitional process into a transcendental method. This has four
precepts, linked to each level of consciousness: Be attentive; Be intelligent; Be reasonable; Be
responsible.”® They have an existence prior to any intentional thinking, based in the dynamics
of human consciousness. This transcendental method is relevant to theology, Lonergan claims,
because theology is the work of human minds. While there is a special method relevant to
each discipline, such as physics or mathematics this is grounded on the operations of the

human mind.°

Lonergan’s method has been criticised for a variety of reasons. Directly relevant here is the
accusation that his methodological theology is so generic that it fits every science.®® This is in a
sense perfectly correct. Lonergan bases his theological method on the general transcendent
method he derives paradigmatically from science and other areas of human thought. Meynell
responds that applying a general method to theology is harmless and necessary. A critical
theology, capable of answering any relevant question, needs to have a dimension of
generality. To argue for the most basic presuppositions of religion can only be done by appeal

to general principles of rational belief and reasonable assent.®

3.2.3 Subjectivity and Objectivity

We shall see below (Section 3.3.2.1) that a major point of criticism of Ramsey’s work comes
about because he finds it difficult to convince his readers that a disclosure to an individual can
be anything except subjective. Ramsey has little response to the criticism, for example, that a

disclosure of God could simply be a hallucination. Lonergan has views on how we move from a
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subjective experience to objectivity, and these are described here as they will be useful in

augmenting Ramsey’s arguments (Section 3.4.2).
Lonergan believes that objectivity is the result of authentic subjectivity:

For it is now apparent that in the world mediated by meaning and motivated by
value, objectivity is simply the consequence of authentic subjectivity, of genuine
attention, genuine intelligence, genuine reasonableness, genuine responsibility.®

By ‘subject’ Lonergan means a human person who is conscious. We are conscious through
intentional operations. Lonergan does not mean that there is no objective truth; objective
truth is found through authenticity. Authenticity is a type of person, but also an operation. We

achieve authenticity through self-transcendence.®

The guidelines to achieve authenticity are the transcendental precepts, which derive from
Lonergan’s cognitive process. Life gives rise to questions, questions may have answers and
these may lead to new questions. This is what Lonergan calls the ‘self-correcting process of
learning’. The core of this process is insight.65 We attend, think, consider and decide. Further,
we can attend to the fact that we attend, think, consider and decide, we can think about it,

consider it and decide what it means for us. This is Lonergan’s self-affirmation of the knower.

By ‘self’ Lonergan means a concrete, intelligible unity-identity-whole. ‘Self-affirmation’ means
that the self both affirms and is affirmed. ‘Self-affirmation of the knower’ then means that the
self is affirmed as characterised by the operations Lonergan describes in his cognitive
process.®® Lonergan wishes to grasp the unconditioned ‘I am a knower if | am a concrete and
intelligible unity-identity-whole, characterised by acts of sensing, perceiving, imagining,
inquiring, understanding, formulating, reflecting, grasping the unconditioned and judging.’®’
The fulfilment of these conditions is given in consciousness. Lonergan, therefore, has to clarify

what he means by consciousness.

Consciousness for Lonergan is not an inward look. A widespread concept of knowing is ‘taking
a look’, and consciousness, by analogy, is taking an inward look. For Lonergan, however,
consciousness is a factor in knowing and knowing has the problem of objectivity annexed to it.
For the moment, Lonergan focusses on an account of consciousness and defining the knower.
By consciousness Lonergan means an awareness immanent in a cognitional act. We affirm that

cognitional process is a succession of acts as well as content. Thus hearing is both a response

63 Lonergan, Method, 248.
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to a sound and becoming aware of sound. There is content and conscious (but not necessarily
deliberate) act. Not all conscious acts are cognitional acts. In a cognitional act we go beyond

simple awareness.®®

Lonergan differentiates consciousness into empirical, intelligent and rational. Empirical
consciousness is characteristic of sensing, perceiving and imagining. Intelligent consciousness
is characterised by striving for intelligibility and exhibits operating intelligently. Rational
consciousness is at the level of grasp on the unconditioned, reflection and judgment. Further,
Lonergan argues that while there are different kinds of cognitive contents, and there are also
different kinds of cognitional acts, the contents cumulate into unities, on the side of the
object, and the acts cumulate into a subjective unity. Conscious acts are not random but

coalesce into a single knowing.*

Having clarified consciousness, Lonergan asks the question ‘Am | a knower?’ This is a question
for reflection, and has to be answered by each individual. The answer ‘yes’ is coherent; the
answer ‘no’ is not. A hedging answer will not do either: ‘I do not know if | am a knower’ implies
that | know that | do not know, and hence | am a knower. If | am not a knower, | know nothing

and silence is the only course of action open to me.”®

For Lonergan, the notion of objectivity is found in a patterned context of judgments. We can

defineany A, B, C, D,... as an object, where these are themselves defined by:
Ais, Bis, Cis, Dis...

Ais not B, nor C, nor D, nor...

Bis not C, nor D, nor ...

CisnotDnor...

We can define any object, say A, as a subject where A affirms themselves as a knower. We can
then say ‘I am a knower’, ‘this is a computer’ and make a further judgment ‘I am not this
computer’. We can also add more objects with further judgments, and also we can reasonably

grasp and affirm objects that are also knowers and hence subjects, that is, other people.”*

Lonergan notes that the notion of objectivity resides in a plurality of judgments of a definite

pattern. Objectivity is not contained in a single judgement, or in an experience or insight.
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Further, Being is what is to be known through the totality of correct judgements. A single
judgement is an increment along the path of knowing Being. The subject is a part of Being, and

thus starts with knowing a multiplicity of parts, adding further that one part knows others.””

Lonergan concedes that it is quite possible to be mistaken. Judgments of fact are either true or
not. If | am correct that this object is a computer, it is merely a fact.”* However, he identifies a
number of ways in which we can be wrong. Our mental processes are not infallible and it will

be useful to outline the ways they can misfire.

3.2.4 Bias

Bias, for Lonergan, is an inauthentic orientation. It is caused by and causes inauthentic actions,
decisions and judgments. Lonergan identifies four biases: dramatic, individual, group and
general.”* We will briefly summarise these here and also discuss the concept of decline in
Lonergan’s thought. These ideas will assist in using Lonergan’s cognitive process to underpin
Ramsey’s ideas, and also provide a basis for the discussion of the atonement later in this

thesis.

3.2.4.1 Dramatic Bias

We live in a dramatic pattern of experience, but no experience is unfiltered. Often, the filter is
neutral or positive, raising helpful schemes of images and feelings. But we can also flee from
insight. We can prefer the darkness to the light; we cover up wrongdoing. Sinful acts harm the
victim and the perpetrator, the latter by penetrating into the unconscious and forming a
largely unconscious bias. The inner filter on experience, or censor, becomes oppressive. Blind
spots, what Lonergan calls ‘scotomas’ develop. With a scotoma, an insight and questions

proceeding from it are blocked. We withdraw to an inner world.”

3.2.4.2 Individual Bias

Egoism is a failure to ask whether our actions can be generalised and are compatible with the
social good. It is intelligent to some degree but is caused by and causes an incomplete
development of intelligence. We can solve our own problems but not raise further questions.”®
We can rationalise away the golden rule to treat others as we would be treated. Lonergan
agrees that there can be different situations and individuals, but the egoist thinks that they are

the exception to any rule in any situation they choose.
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Individual bias is more conscious than dramatic bias. Egoists may try to flee their actions and
deceive themselves, but they will ultimately have an uneasy conscience. There is always the
desire to understand, but the egoist does not grant serious consideration to its further

questions.”’

3.2.4.3 Group Bias

A community as a whole has a common sense and each subgroup, or slightly different
community, has its own form of common sense. A group bias is an aberration of the communal
common sense, a loyalty to our own group and hostility to another.”® Often, groups can
function positively in society, but one group can start to manipulate society for its own good.
Social classes then start to be distinguished by social success and this is to the detriment of

others.”®

Times of change often set the conditions for groups to develop bias. A change, for example, in
manufacturing technology can lead to a factory closing and the workers resenting a group that
has benefitted. This can be accompanied by real injustices and oppression. Group bias can be
very damaging. Individual bias can be corrected by society, but group bias can be reinforced by

other members of the group, and this can lead to a cycle of decline.®

3.2.4.4 General Bias

Common sense is a vital development for humanity, but it is not the only way of knowing.
Often, however, it is viewed as such, even though there is much outside its reach. There are
other ways of obtaining knowledge. Lonergan notes that often a specialist turns that speciality
into a bias by failing to recognise the importance of other specialisms.?! The tendency to do
this with common sense is very strong, and leads to a lack of understanding of longer term
effects. The main role of common sense is to answer pressing and practical problems. It does

not attend to longer term implications.

General bias towards the short term can thus cut off academic debate and the ability of
different disciplines to enrich each other. Common sense emphasises the immediate. A
specialist emphasises their specialism. Neither views wider ranging subjects as relevant or
practical, and can open them to ridicule and, perhaps, de-emphasise them in both popular and

academic culture.®
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3.2.4.5 Decline
The accumulation of biases leads to decline. First, oversights occur, which cause inept
activities. These require action which may also be inept to cover them over, and so on. This is

Lonergan’s notion of decline; he distinguishes two cycles thereof, a shorter and a longer.

The shorter cycle of decline is caused by group bias. A successful group will make decisions to
keep and enhance its success, and forgets the wider good. The ‘haves’ and the ‘have nots’
become increasingly divided. This can be recognised by progressives who aim at correcting the
dominant group’s oversights and bias. However, this in turn can lead to the dominance of a

new group and the need for further correction.®*

The addition of general bias to group bias can lead to a more deep seated longer cycle of
decline. Society disregards ideas for improvement and the situation declines at an accelerating
rate. The bias can even be claimed to be beneficial.®* The decline can be mistaken for progress.
Culture can be banished, academic disciplines co-opted to justify society. Our ideals become
more debased and so opposition to the views of society declines. We become alienated from

our true selves.®

To overcome this cycle of decline a higher viewpoint is necessary. This is not humanly possible.
It would need to dissolve blocked insight, recall banished culture, defeat totalitarianism and
total war. This would require an absolutely transcendent viewpoint. For Lonergan this is
present in the world through grace.?® Decline can be reversed by self-sacrificing love. This is
shown ultimately through Christ, and Christians are called too to overcome evil with good. The

reversal of decline through love is an important part of Lonergan’s concept of redemption.

3.2.5 Summary

We have described Lonergan’s approach to intentional cognition, describing the main
operations of experience, understanding and judgment. We have also discussed some of the
objections to Lonergan’s account of cognition and found that, overall, they do not amount to a
decisive rejection of his views. We noted that Lonergan’s cognitive process underpins his
approach to every other subject he discusses. At this level of analysis then, science and
theology follow similar cognitive track, although, of course, the subject matter and operations

differ.
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We have also considered Lonergan’s views on subjectivity and objectivity and on bias and
decline. These topics are firmly grounded on his cognitive analysis, and show how objectivity
grows from authentic subjectivity and how our experiences and sin, our refusal to consider the
longer term or other perspectives, leads us (and our society) into inauthentic situations from

which only self-sacrificing love can redeem us.

Overall, Lonergan’s intentional cognitive process is a systematic and convincing model of how
some aspects of human thought progress. He is able to incorporate aspects of how the process
might misfire as well as how we can come to objective conclusions. This comprehensiveness

enables us to use Lonergan’s work to enrich Ramsey’s less systematic approach.

3.3 Ramsey on Cognitive Process

Ramsey is a less systematic writer than Lonergan, and his focus is more squarely on language.
Nevertheless, he does espouse a human cognitive process. For Ramsey, this process is formed
around the concept of an experience, a disclosure, and our subsequent change in
understanding as a consequence of the disclosure. We describe Ramsey’s idea of disclosure
here, and then argue that Ramsey’s disclosure and Lonergan’s insight have significant overlap

(Section 3.4).

3.3.1 Situations

Ramsey starts by asking to what sort of situation religion appeals. He takes two points from
Butler.?’ First, Butler says that we are more than our public behaviour.®® Ramsey understands
this to mean that self-awareness is more than body awareness. This is the basis of religion. The
characteristic claim is that there are spatio-temporal situations which are more than body

awareness. This is a discernment situation.

The second point that Ramsey adopts from Butler is that ‘probability is the very guide to life’.*

Ramsey argues that Butler does not just mean that doubt and uncertainty pervade knowledge
totally. For Ramsey this gives a half-hearted belief that God probably exists. People act, Butler
observes, even when the probability of success is very low.”® A non-swimmer will attempt to
rescue a child drowning in a river. This, Ramsey says, is a dominating loyalty, linked to a world
view. We have a total commitment, appropriate to a question of great consequence, based

upon going beyond rational considerations.’*
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Butler is arguing against deism, and as deism assumed the existence of God, he did not need to
engage in proof of the existence of God.”” Thus, at this point, Ramsey too is assuming the
existence of God. While elsewhere Ramsey does provide a proof for this, his approach to the
challenge of logical empiricism is lacking in this aspect. He is, it seems, at this stage trying to

establish simply that there is more than the empirical.

Dunbar accepts that some situations, such as looking at great art, bring a discovery, through
beauty, of its objectivity and authority. However, he questions whether these situations should
be called ‘religious’. The moments might be meaningful or significant, but, while conceding
that Ramsey may use the word ‘religious’, he is not sure that it is anything other than different
people using different Ianguage.93 Jeffner too is suspicious of Ramsey’s situations, suggesting
that his descriptive theory is based on a biased definition of religious language, to obtain the
analysis he needs.”® Dunbar also questions the structure of a religious situation. A disclosure

does not entail a commitment. Such experiences do occur, but they do not necessarily do so.*

McLendon and Smith are uncertain that Ramsey’s claim that religious situations are essentially
characterised by disclosures or that religious language arises from or evokes such. Trivially,
disclosure is a fact of life, but they cannot make sense of the claim that a total disclosure
distinguishes religion and generates religious language. Further, they question whether a total
disclosure refers solely to Christianity, or to some parts of it.”® Here, McClendon and Smith
seem to suppose that all religious situations give rise to a disclosure. Later, they note that
Ramsey insists that the disclosure stories may not work, if the hearer does not ‘get it’.”” The

religious situation does not yield a disclosure in all cases.

In Ramsey’s defence we can suggest two points. Firstly, while he might unconsciously select
situations to make his point, his writings encompass a wide range of situations and stories
associated with them. It is a little harsh to accuse him of only discussing situations which
enable his analysis. Secondly, Ramsey implicitly assumes, at least, that not everyone will
respond in the same way to a situation. He adds another example in the hope that the penny
will ultimately drop if the clouds do not part immediately. The example of the fisherman

suggests that it is possible for someone not to ‘get it’.”® Ramsey proceeds by examples, noting
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that no example will give the full story.”® He has two groups, illustrating disclosures and

commitments.

3.3.2 Disclosures

Ramsey’s examples of disclosures suggest that a disclosure can happen in a wide variety of
situations. We can obtain a disclosure about a person when they tell us their name, or about a
landscape. We feel under these circumstances to have had an ‘encounter’, to have learnt more
than mere facts.’® Ramsey argues that these situations indicate what is meant when religious
people talk about an odd ‘discernment’ or a ‘characteristically different’ situation. He says that
they do not reduce religion to mere subjective experiences. There is an objective reference. All

situations are subject-object in structure.’®

Ramsey gave many examples of disclosures in different situations. Beirne counts one hundred
and sixty examples over sixty publications.'®® She classifies them into seven categories, noting
that six are aimed at illuminating the seventh, cosmic disclosures.’® We will focus in Section

3.3.2.2 on cosmic disclosures, but first discuss objective reference in disclosure.

3.3.2.1 Objectivity and Subjectivity
The issue of the objective reference of a disclosure, particularly a cosmic disclosure, is an
important one, and Ramsey revisited it several times. As we shall see there was a lot of

criticism of his view on this point. Whether the critics were answered is a point of debate.

Much of the question over the subject — object relationship in disclosure in Ramsey’s work
revolves around his view of the importance of ‘I’. ‘I’ is not described: | as the subject disclose
myself to myself. Hume tried to give an account of the self and personal identity, but, Ramsey
says, confessed himself to be bewildered.'® ‘If perceptions are distinct existences, they form a
whole only by being connected together. But no connections among distinct existences are

1105

ever discoverable by human understanding.””> Ramsey suggests that within a set of distinct

perceptions a self-awareness breaks in on the person. They become aware of their personal

identity. The self is disclosed to the self.*®

% Ramsey, Religious Language, 18.

100 Ramsey, Religious Language, 26-7.

101 Ramsey, Religious Language, 27-8.

102 Beirne, Logic of Disclosures, 33.

1% Beirne, Logic of Disclosures, 75.

104 Ramsey, 'Biology and Personality'. D. Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, (London: Penguin, 1985),
Appendix, p 675.

105 Hume, Treatise, Appendix, p 677.
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Ramsey grants that we cannot be sure of objective transcendence as we can be of our own
subjective transcendence. However, we come alive when the universe comes alive. Subject
and object are matched in a cosmic disclosure. Both subject and object are disclosed as
transcendent. Ramsey’s ‘objective reference’ is grounded on facts disclosing themselves to us.

They become the focus for cosmic disclosures.*®’

Nevertheless, there is a problem with objective reference in Ramsey’s disclosures. Ferré
suggests that he confuses ‘experiencing as objective’ with having experience of the
objective.108 Cohen objects that Ramsey assumes that God exists outside the ‘world” and is in
relation to it, otherwise his cosmic disclosures have no ontological foundation.’® These
objections are metaphysical in nature. It is hard to answer Ferré’s objection as everything we
experience may be just an experience of something as objective. We have to make a

metaphysical assumption somewhere; Ramsey makes a personalist assumption.**°

Dunbar is concerned that Ramsey’s claim that disclosure-commitment situations are subject-

d.*™ The claim, Dunbar thinks, is valid for a

object in nature does not work in the case of Go
captain’s devotion to their ship, but how do we get from this to God? This is a claim by analogy
and Hebblethwaite worries that the analogies in Ramsey are unsatisfactory. As we noted
Hebblethwaite thinks that even Lonergan has not established objectivity of the transcendence,
but Lonergan at least builds a case for theism, rather than hoping for a trigger from a

problematic disclosure of human self-transcendence. **2

Ramsey suggests that a cosmic disclosure discloses an X, and all cosmic disclosures disclose the
same X. The disclosure yields a model, by which we can talk about X. A single model (or model-
qualifier) yields a minimal theology. Theology thus needs many models to sustain adequate
discourse. Ramsey argues that we can be reasonably sure God has disclosed himself in a given
context if the X context and the God context resemble each other. Secondly, we can bring the
model of God (‘loving Father’) alongside patterns of the universe, hoping that the isomorphism

of the patterns will ‘click’ and God will disclose himself.

There are also empirical criteria for talking about what the cosmic disclosure discloses. Some
models have a better empirical fit than others. Ramsey observes that theology is not science,

and nor are many other areas of discourse. ‘A loves B’ has no experimentally verifiable

107 1, Ramsey, Models for Divine Activity, (London: S.C.M. Press, 1973), 60-2.

108 Ferré, Language, Logic and God, 200.
109 ¢ B. Cohen, 'Some Aspects of lan Ramsey's Empiricism', International Journal for Philosophy of
Religion 3,1 (1972), 2-17, 17.
110 Ramsey et al., 'Models and Mystery: A Discussion', 266.
1 Ramsey, Religious Language, 28; Dunbar, 'Empiricism and the Nature of Religious Claims', 396.
Hebblethwaite, 'Philosophical Theology', 640-1.
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deductions, at least initially. While he does not state it explicitly, Ramsey seems to assume
that talk about what a cosmic disclosure discloses is verified in a community which does
articulate experience of different cosmic disclosures, refers to the same God who discloses
himself through them, and can work out criteria for accepting some and rejecting other
articulations. Ramsey does note that those who run particular models of God to death are

heretics, and heresy can only really be determined by a community.**?

A single disclosure, in Ramsey, is open to all the criticisms above: the objective reference of
the disclosure is not necessarily God. Ramsey seems to have taken a more inductive approach.
If theology needs many models, then the obtaining of the objective reference God will take
many associated disclosures, and these will need to be mediated through a community. It is

here that Lonergan’s analysis of objectivity can assist Ramsey’s picture (Section 3.4.2).

3.3.2.2 Cosmic Disclosures
Ramsey gives an example of a cosmic disclosure in the story told by Paley of kicking a stone on

h."" If Paley’s argument is that the world is like a

a heath, and, alternatively, kicking a watc
watch and watches have makers, therefore the world has a maker, God, it is a poor argument
indeed. However, Ramsey suggests that Paley’s argument has value when it persuades us to
wonder and question. In Paley’s terms, kicking a stone when walking on a heath yields no
problem; there is no wonder, and no question. Kicking a watch, however, invokes a question:

‘why is this thus?’ If watches were as common as stones, there would be no astonishment, no

wonder and hence no question.

For Ramsey the important point for theology is that there are questions. We start to seek
purpose where we did not before. We could view the universe as simply things knocking into
each other, such as a stone and a foot. But the watch is a different case; we seek a purpose. If
we take the watch as our model, then we may start to seek purpose in the universe. Paley’s
argument, for Ramsey, is thus that we should look at the universe as we look at the watch on

the heath. We may then find connections. The ordinary can become wonderful.

Ramsey suggests that Paley was mistaken to suppose that we can speak straightforwardly of
God’s purpose; he did not give appropriately odd currency to the word ‘God’. Purpose stories,
such as the watch on the heath, can be developed in relation to the whole universe. When

‘purpose’ has been qualified to make it clear that ‘God’ and ‘maker’ are not synonyms, we may

13 Ramsey et al., 'Models and Mystery: A Discussion', 265-7.
1w, Paley, 'An Especially Famous Design Argument', in Philosophy of Religion: A Guide and Anthology,
ed. B. Davies (Oxford: OUP, 2000 [1836]), 253-9, 253; Ramsey, Religious Language, 75-7.
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then experience a cosmic disclosure. We may obtain a view of the universe which is ‘alive’. The

penny drops. There is discernment.**®

Broiles argues that Ramsey’s claim is empty with respect to Paley’s argument. If the logic of
‘God exists” and ‘the watchmaker exists’ differ, then the negation of the expressions will be
different, and ‘God does not exist’ would either contradict ‘God exists’, in which case the logic
would not be peculiar, or the negation would not be the contradictory of the assertion and

116 Ramsey, Broiles concludes, is

would hence be equally apt currency for a disclosure situation.
focussing on the state of mind of the religious believer, not analysing the logic of religious

language.

In response, Beirne suggests that Broiles missed Ramsey’s point. Ramsey was saying that ‘if
you look at the universe in this way, you may experience a disclosure’.'*’ The stories have to
be developed in relation to the whole universe, and even then, a cosmic disclosure may not
occur to the individual."™® We cannot guarantee God’s emergence to the individual, for that

would give us power over God.

This response raises further questions. An individual who cannot see St Paul’s Cathedral while
standing outside it is considered blind. This can be corroborated by further tests. Hudson
argues that an individual who fulfils certain criteria but fails to discern God is categorized as

religiously blind to protect our belief in God from his disconfirming experience.*"

Griffith-Dickson does not respond directly to Ramsey or the objection. However, she observes
that there are dis-analogies between forming a sensory belief and a religious belief. The
objection does not demolish Ramsey’s argument. We can claim an analogy between rugby and
swimming; the differences do not undermine their claims to be sports. Analogical language is
not controlled. There is no set of criteria for how close an analogy must be before it is allowed.
Thus analogy is a form of rhetoric and its success or failure is dependent on the inclination of

the recipient to be convinced.'*°

Ramsey proceeds by examples. The idea seems to be that with each example the reader or
hearer might catch on. Thus he suggests that if some metaphysician stated ‘When you look at

a daffodil it’s really the Absolute of which you are aware’, the metaphysician is opting for a

s Ramsey, Religious Language, 76-7.
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map where ordinary language about daffodils is structured, its connections with other

2! The map organises and

discourse shown, on a scheme which talks about the Absolute.
illuminates the diversity of ordinary language. But it is a choice and has to be made by the

individual.

For Ramsey a situation can lead to a disclosure of God, a cosmic disclosure. The discourse is
developed in the context of the situation. Thus, Ramsey quotes extensively from Conrad’s
Typhoon, wherein, he argues, the writing is such as to encourage a disclosure. The discourse is
developed in the context of wind, a gale, and is specimen discourse about spirit. By analogy,
Ramsey claims, biblical writers used the winds of their own land as models for Spirit. The
Sirocco winds scorch; they are painful airs. This is a start point for discourse of the Spirit of God
in its power'? contrasting with that of humans. Kindlier winds too yield disclosure. Cool winds
bring refreshment. We come alive and respond to God’s activity. Discourse of God is licenced

in terms of breath, Spirit, personal existence.'®
If Ramsey is correct, ‘spirit’ is not the name of a ‘thing’:

[Dliscourse about the Spirit is a way of being articulate about God'’s initiating
activity and our responsive activity, and it is a way which is licensed by, as it
originates in, situations where God discloses himself in occasions characterised by
winds and gales.™®*

We can speak of Jesus in terms of Spirit because of the situations people have found
themselves in when they have known the revitalising effects of the wind. Jesus situations and

wind situations are isomorphous.

We can certainly complain of this model and discourse of the Holy Spirit that Ramsey has
depersonalised him. He thinks that Spirit is a model for God’s activity, and that this is the key
phrase for our doctrine of the Holy Spirit. In Ramsey’s defence we can suggest that the
discourses he builds around wind, gale and activity is only one set of possible discourses about
the Trinity and its persons. Ramsey does ask the question ‘is the Holy Spirit a person?’, but
prefers it phrased as ‘does talk about the Holy Spirit conform to personal logic?’ His answer is
that not all talk about the Spirit originated in personal logic and so we should not exclude non-

personal language. We should, he claims, be logically flexible in our approach to theology.'*®

121 Ramsey, 'Metaphysical Theology', 158.

Ramsey uses ‘its’ for the Holy Spirit here.
Ramsey, Models for Divine Activity, 3-6.
Ramsey, Models for Divine Activity, 7. Italics are Ramsey’s.
Ramsey, Models for Divine Activity, 48-9.
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Naming, Ramsey suggests, is an occasion for a disclosure. The ice breaks at a conference when
we are all wearing name badges. Naming has religious significance as the occasion of a
disclosure. Someone who tells us their name has granted us a disclosure and, as we accept
that this is the name of the person, we make a characteristically personal response. A
disclosure does not occur if we name someone. Here, Ramsey notes that we cannot name
God, as to do so would mean it was in our power to create a religious situation and compel a
religious disclosure. There are, he thinks, two exceptions to this: an explorer naming a new
land and the baptism of a child. Both labels become names when brought into a worshipful
situation. The land is dedicated ‘in the name of God’; the child’s label becomes a name in a
worshipful situation, a service of baptism. However, Ramsey thinks his broad generalisation is

still valid.**®

The disclosure of God’s name in Exodus 3:14 has a logic that portrays the character of a
religious commitment. It is a tautology, not a straightforward assertion. Variant translations
are superfluous and misleading, Ramsey thinks. God’s name ‘escapes us’. “I'm 1” is a phrase
used by humans to talk of commitment and loyalty. God’s name remains mysterious. A name,
obtained in disclosure, can become a label, a friendship can become cold. If we fully knew
God’s name our vision of God could be atrophied. We might start to love the name rather than
He who disclosed it. Only God knows His name. The religious situation pertains when someone
is about to disclose their name. We can never fully know God. The Tetragrammaton is as far as

we can go in naming God. This elusiveness of God’s name protects us from idolatry.*?’

Disclosure, therefore, is an in breaking of understanding. ‘The penny drops’. The person before
us is someone, not some object. The landscape we see has a history, a set of names, some
places. It takes on ‘depth’. Ramsey struggles to prove that there is a subject and an object in
disclosure situations, and does not seem to have satisfied his critics on this point. But if we
assume there is both an ‘I’ and a ‘world’, then Ramsey’s account of coming to understand is

within the experience of many.

A further objection is to the development of the stories. We do not need to conclude our
stories with God. Hudson observes that Russell and Ayer concluded their trains of causal
thinking without requiring a First Cause. Just because the concept of First Cause can occur to

someone, this does not mean that the concept has epistemological objectivity. The conceptual

126 Ramsey, Religious Language, 108-10.

%7 Ramsey, Religious Language, 110-2.
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load of the First Cause argument is agency. It cannot logically require an answer in terms of

that which is uncaused, that is, God.**®

We can concede that there is no logical requirement to answer a train of causes with a First
Cause. That does not mean that the terminus of the sequence is not the First Cause. The
terminus sits outside the sequence, in the same way as the sum of a converging infinite series
is not a member of the infinite series.’® Logic, after all, cannot derive anything that is not
already implied by its premises. God is not implied by the premises of the argument from
causation, and we do not have to develop the argument to that extent. This does not mean

that doing so is illegitimate or illogical.

Gaskin objects that Ramsey uses the term disclosure too widely. It covers a hugely diverse
range of experiences, from learning someone’s name to grasping the meaning of the
Resurrection. For example, the case of Newton’s apple yields the theory of gravitation which
can be tested. This is not the same sort of insight as into the Resurrection which has no precise
test. Gaskin claims that there is similarity in the feelings of discovery, not in the cognitive

significance of the contents of discovery.™°

Gaskin appears to have missed here what Ramsey (and Lonergan) observes. The cognitive
process developing the theory of gravitation and the understandings of the Resurrection is the
same process, even though the content, the object of thought, changes. While the details will
vary from subject to subject, the same mind can think both about falling bodies and
Resurrected persons. The underlying unity of Ramsey’s disclosures is given by the fact that the

human mind can think about them all.

There is a problem with the objective reference of disclosures, Gaskin argues. Ramsey suggests
that we cannot be mistaken about the objective reference of a disclosure, but we can be
mistaken about the articulation of it."*" | may experience X and articulate it as disclosure A, and
you may have the same experience and articulate it as disclosure B. If Newton’s disclosure had
been articulated as ‘the space between particles is filled with gas having negative weight’ the
articulation and the objective content would have been different. Articulation and objective

content are not easily distinguishable.™*

Gaskin seems to be slightly in error here. Gravitation has been described in many different

ways, from Ptolemy to Einstein. The articulations of the different theories vary, yet the
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objective contents, of apples falling and planets orbiting, remain the same. Some theories may
reduce to others under special circumstances, but some descriptions are incompatible. Thus it
seems that Ramsey is correct to suggest that often the objective content of the disclosure and

its articulation can be separated.

Whether a cosmic disclosure always refers to Christianity is not a question Ramsey raises. It
seems likely to me that the response of a person to a cosmic disclosure will be mediated by
their previous experiences. The response of a person to any sort of disclosure will be informed
by their previous knowledge, understanding and experience. To adopt Plantinga’s response to
the Great Pumpkin objection, it is irrational to dismiss something that seems self-evident to
you. What seems self-evident may well depend on other things, such as your upbringing.**?
While being born in a Christian country does not make you a Christian, it might pre-dispose

you to having the Christian God disclosed to you.

3.3.3 Commitment

Much of the commentary and critique of Ramsey’s ideas has been focussed around the
concept of disclosure. This is important, but Ramsey in fact has a twofold characterisation of
religious language in a religious situation: disclosure and commitment.*** Ramsey’s second

group of examples in Religious Language are designed to illustrate commitment.'*

For Ramsey there are two sorts of commitments, which he terms ‘mathematical’ and
‘personal’. In mathematical reasoning, Ramsey argues, there is still a commitment. We opt for
a particular geometry, depending on what we are doing. For playing tennis, Euclidian geometry
is the wise choice. For general relativity, Riemann geometries are used. Ramsey’s point is that
this is a choice, a commitment. The commitment is non-trivial in context, but not very serious
in broader implication. It is also the case that something true somewhere in mathematics is
true everywhere. There is a loose relation to ‘fact’. This is the price of universality.

Mathematics expresses a partial commitment to the whole universe.**

A personal commitment organises a person’s life. A person can be devoted to cricket, or a
captain to their ship. We can fall in love, and the existence of the other person organises our

lives. As a commitment this may be opaque to another person until the empirical anchorage

B3 A, Plantinga, 'Reason and Belief in God', in The Analytic Theist: An Alvin Plantinga Reader, ed. J. F.

Sennett (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 102-61, 117, 150.
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becomes clear. There is an explanation, but it has to be sought after. This, Ramsey says, is

associated with an ‘insight’. The anchorage is given when the penny drops.**’

Religious commitment has elements of both mathematical and personal commitment. It has
the element of total commitment with the breadth of mathematical. It does, perhaps, favour
the characteristics of the personal commitment. Religious commitment is a response to
something outside us, and it is such that only a personal revolution can cause us to give it up.
Religious commitment is a total commitment to the whole universe. Christian religion in

particular focusses a cosmic commitment on Christ.

With discernment goes a personal commitment. There is, Ramsey says, a difference between
choosing to do X and being told to do X. His example is choosing and being compelled to join a
committee. When we choose we exercise free will. Our response involves our whole
personality.’*® Ramsey suggests that there are two views of free will. One argues that human
behaviour is completely determined by antecedent cause factors and is, therefore,
scientifically describable. The other is that someone’s actual behaviour somehow eludes
complete description in scientific terms. The first, Ramsey remarks, is ‘scientific humanism’,

the other is characteristically ‘religious’.**

Ramsey argues that free will is not just the possibility of alternatives. A free decision to do
one’s duty is not only implying that there was an alternative but that there was something
additional to the spatio-temporal events, and that this is to do with our sense of obligation.'*°
A decision has personal backing. Only the individual can know whether this is the case; the
‘observables’, the cause factors, may well be the same. Ramsey gives a number of examples.
One is the Duke of Newcastle who dreamt that he was making a speech in the House of Lords,
and awoke to find that he was. Assuming continuity in speech, the Duke’s word would only
have his personal backing when he woke. His colleague Lordships might not notice any
difference, but to the Duke himself only the latter part of the speech could be described by

him as ‘l am speaking’. Free will decisions are denoted by ‘I’ for each of us, not object words

like ‘he’ or ‘The Duke’.**

If we only accept objective behaviour, Ramsey argues, we cannot account for free decisions. In
a free decision a ‘transcendent’ part of someone’s personality is disclosed. This comes with

personal backing. Ramsey accepts that situations are complex, but thinks that ultimately there

17 Ramsey, Religious Language, 35.

Ramsey, Religious Language, 29.
Ramsey, Freedom and Immortality, 17.
Ramsey, Freedom and Immortality, 20-1.
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is something more than just scientific facts. Each human is a ‘biochemical playground for fats,

proteins and carbohydrates’, but we realise ourselves to be more than this when we decide.'*?

Trigg criticises Ramsey for emphasising commitment and thus marking religious language off

%3 Trigg argues that belief and commitment are logically separate. A

from language as a whole.
belief provides a reason for a commitment in religion as in any other sphere of life. Belief can
occur without commitment. Ramsey’s view, however, is of all or nothing; full commitment or

infidelity.***

Trigg’s example is Ramsey’s view of the Resurrection. For Ramsey, the question ‘Did the
Resurrection happen?’ is not like the question ‘Did Queen Anne’s death occur?’ Grammatical
similarities aside, the questions are different. There may be data, such as an empty tomb, and
these might be believed, but this does not yield a Christian belief in the Resurrection. That
requires a Christian commitment. ‘Did the Resurrection occur?’ is a different question to ‘Did

the empty tomb occur?’**

Ramsey’s view on the logical oddity of religious utterances only, Trigg thinks, leads to the
separation of religious and other language. Ramsey, as Wittgenstein, plays down the
propositional element of religious belief and emphasises commitment. The ultimate end of
such a view is the placing of religion as a form of life, wherein the use of religious language is
valid. Trigg argues that religious language, as the language used by people who have religious
belief, cannot be of one type, and is neither uniform nor distinct from language used in other

contexts. Ramsey’s view, he argues, is dangerous.**

Ramsey’s claim that religious language is logically odd leads, in Trigg’s view, to placing religious
beliefs ‘beyond the scope of reason and evidence’. Trigg concedes that Ramsey is unwilling to
give up the idea that there might be relevant evidence for belief in the Resurrection, but Trigg
believes that Ramsey’s argument leads to fideism.'*’ Religious language is not separate from

language as a whole, in Trigg’s view.
7

Beirne suggests that at the time of writing Religious Language, Ramsey’s concept of disclosure
was incomplete, and his focus was on justifying the use of religious language. The facts of the
Resurrection, for a later Ramsey, would be key to the disclosure. The tomb was empty and so

there was a disclosure. A different event could have given the same disclosure, but the story
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would have been different. She argues that the language of the Gospels is logically odd
because it has to point to disclosures that go far beyond the observables. The language
originates in an observable situation, although, in the case of the Resurrection, one that is not

repeatable.'*®

It is not obvious that Trigg’s criticism of Ramsey is valid. While some of the argument Ramsey
deploys in his discussion of the Resurrection is open to Trigg’s questioning, a broader view of
Ramsey’s work suggests that, rather than separating religious language from everyday
language, he is concerned to integrate them, while respecting the differences. Trigg perhaps
over-emphasises Ramsey’s view of commitment in his disclosure-commitment concept, as
opposed to other authors who, as noted, over emphasise disclosure. Ramsey views
commitment, in Trigg’s view, as a stark choice between ‘infidelity’ and “full commitment’. For

Trigg there is no room for doubt in Ramsey’s scheme.

One of Ramsey’s catch phrases, however, is that we can be sure of God but we must be

% This is rather at variance with Trigg’s representation of Ramsey’s

tentative in theology.
views. Trigg objects that people are committed to Christ because they believe in the
Resurrection, among other things. Belief could occur without commitment. Alternatively,
someone might believe in the Resurrection but refuse to base their life upon it. Ramsey

accepts these possibilities:

If the word ‘Resurrection’ refers to such ‘data’ as an ‘empty tomb’, visions, etc. all
these might not only have happened but be believed without in any sense there
being a Christian belief in the Resurrection; without there being a Christian
commitment.... So, ‘Did the Resurrection occur?’ has not the same logic as ‘Did the
empty tomb occur?’ if for no other reason than that the second can be asserted
while the first is denied, and the second might even be, and by some has been,
denied while the first has been asserted.**

Further, of course, even if Ramsey’s view does open the path to some sort of fideism, it is not

necessary for Ramsey to take that route.™"

3.3.4 Summary
Ramsey has a well worked out scheme describing human cognitional process. While it is not,
perhaps, as systematic as Lonergan’s, it stands up well to the criticisms that have been aimed

at it. It is important to note that the stages of the process go together. We have a disclosure
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and make a commitment. Often critics have emphasised one of these elements and not the
other, leading to a lop-sided view of Ramsey’s approach. Ramsey, it seems, while he did write
more about disclosures than commitment, would not see them as anything more than logically
separable. We do not receive a cosmic disclosure of the whole universe and of God without
making some sort of commitment, whether it is to the God who discloses himself to us, or to

ignore, avoid or deny that which is disclosed.

3.4 Lonergan and Ramsey on Cognitive Process

3.4.1 General Comparison

It is the central hypothesis of this thesis that Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s ideas on cognitive
process are commensurate, and that they can be used to complement each other. The authors
come from different backgrounds, both ecclesiastical and philosophical, and so it is necessary

to provide a direct comparison of their similarities and differences.

Most obviously, the language they use is different. Lonergan describes a four step process of
experience, insight, judgment and decision, while Ramsey describes situation, disclosure and
commitment (Table 3.1). Both consider the cognitive process to be dynamic and the key point

to occur by an act of the individual: Ramsey uses a metaphor where the ‘penny drops’ or the

‘ice breaks’;*** Lonergan describes Archimedes saying ‘Eureka’ or a student banging a desk and

saying ‘I've got it’.**?

Lonergan Ramsey
Experience Situation
Insight Disclosure
Judgment

Decision Commitment

Table 3.1: Comparison of Lonergan's and Ramsey's Cognitive Processes

Ramsey and Lonergan both rely on experience to give the basis for cognitional process.
Ramsey is most interested in situations, particularly situations of religious significance.
However, he describes a wide variety of situations, such as courtrooms, parties and telling
jokes, in which ‘the ice breaks’.”®* Ramsey’s cognitive process thus starts from a wider variety
of situations than the religious. Lonergan also starts from a variety of experiences, and such

experiences are to be situated in a context. The starting points, ‘situation’ and ‘experience’ are

similar.

152 Ramsey, Religious Language, 19.

153 Lonergan, 'Insight Revisited', 225; Lonergan, Insight, 27-8.
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Lonergan describes the next stage in the cognitive process as an insight, being the answer to
the question ‘what is it?’ This is the question for intelligence. The answer is to catch on, to
grasp something. Ramsey describes this as a disclosure, where ‘the penny drops’. We can see

that these two concepts are, for practical purposes, identical.

Lonergan then generalises the insight into a concept and, for him, the concept then requires
an answer to the question for reflection ‘is it so?” Ramsey does not include this step and we
conclude that it is in his idea of disclosure. Lonergan is providing a more detailed

understanding of cognitive process.

Similarly, Ramsey does not explicate the stage of reflective questioning and judgement.
Ramsey argues that the disclosure is correct even if the articulation of it is not.*>® Lonergan
incorporates a further step here where the answer to the question for reflection can be ‘yes’,
‘no’ or ‘maybe’. For Lonergan, insights of any nature are ‘a dime a dozen’ and only a few are
right. The stage of judgment sorts out the correct from the incorrect and those for which we

have insufficient evidence.

We can assume that Ramsey partially incorporates judgment into his stage of commitment.
However, the most natural parallel for Ramsey’s commitment is Lonergan’s level of decision.
Ramsey can argue that we only commit ourselves to something if we believe that it is right.
This is a free commitment, to duty or to conscience. Lonergan understands his decision to be
something made freely. We can make a judgment, in his view, but do nothing about it. A

decision means, in general, that we expect to take action on the basis of the judgement.

Thus we can see that the two different descriptions of human cognitive process are similar.
There are, however, some differences. Firstly, Lonergan specifies that his process is intentional
and Ramsey does not. Secondly, Ramsey’s cognitional process appears to be intuitive while
Lonergan’s seems to be strictly rational. We shall consider whether these differences are
significant. Initially, however, we need to establish how Lonergan’s views might aid Ramsey’s

difficulties over objectivity.

3.4.2 Subjectivity and Objectivity

We have seen that Ramsey runs into considerable criticism over his assertion, rather than
proof, of the objective reference of a disclosure. We have also seen that Lonergan claims that
objectivity is the fruit of authentic subjectivity. We propose that Lonergan’s argument will back

Ramsey’s assertion.

155 Ramsey, 'Facts and Disclosures', 172.
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Ramsey makes the assumption of honesty. A disclosure can be articulated, and articulated
accurately. However, this does not mean, in Lonergan’s terms, that the articulation is not
subject to bias. The subject may be more or less authentic. Indeed, total authenticity is an
ideal, not something that can be realised. Ramsey’s articulations, therefore, may vary from
person to person, or even from the same person at different times. In this sense, Lonergan’s
authenticity and Ramsey’s concept of personal backing are similar. We cannot be authentic

while dreaming, nor can we give something our personal backing.

Lonergan claims that true objectivity, knowing the world as it is, arises from authentic
subjectivity. We can know the world objectively, if we are intellectually, morally and religiously
converted, if we genuinely attend, are intelligent, reasonable and rational. Given these
conditions, holding as much as humanly possible, Ramsey’s assertion of the objective
reference can be upheld. While no human has absolute genuine authenticity, we can examine
ourselves for our lacks, and make allowances for those lapses we cannot identify. We can hold
an object as virtually unconditioned. We can know, know the object that we perceive,

understand and pass judgement about.

In terms of Ramsey’s difficulties over the objectivity of the reference of a disclosure,
Lonergan’s views can help. Lonergan’s division of cognitive process is more detailed than
Ramsey’s and yields steps which Ramsey compresses, especially where this compression leads
Ramsey into a misstep. The solution to Ramsey’s problem of objective reference is to tease

apart the aspects of disclosure using Lonergan’s concept of the stage of judgment.

3.4.3 Intentionality
Lonergan describes his cognitive process as a set of conscious and intentional operations
arranged in a succession of different levels of consciousness.”*® The modern philosophical use

of ‘intentionality’ derives from Brentano."’ According to Lonergan, ‘Brentano inspired Husser!

and intentionality analysis routed faculty psychology.’**®

According to Brentano, then, ‘To say that thought is intentional is to say that it intends or is

1159

about something, that it aims at or is directed upon an intended object. Lonergan’s

136 Lonergan, Method, 16.

T. Crane, 'Intentionality’, in The Oxford Companion to Philosophy, ed. T. Honderich (Oxford: OU,
2005), 438-9. See also W. Baumgartner, 'Brentano, Franz', in The Oxford Companion to Philosophy, ed. T.
Honderich (Oxford: OU, 2005), 106-8.

158 Lonergan, Method, 93.

9p, Jacquette, '‘Brentano’s Concept of Intentionality', in The Cambridge Companion to Brentano, ed. D.
Jacquette, Cambridge Companions to Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 98-
130, 98.
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cognitive process, therefore, is intentional; it applies when we are trying to work something

out.

Ramsey’s cognitive process is not obviously derived from intentionality analysis. Some of his
examples would seem to be more about intuition than about trying to work something out.
Thus the judge who realises that the accused is an old friend is not specifically trying to decide

who the person in front of him is.*®

According to Pears, ‘... anyone who acts intentionally must know two things: he must know
what he is engaged in doing; and he must know when he has succeeding in doing it.”*** On this
showing Ramsey’s views are compatible with intentionality analysis. The judge is in a situation
where he has to examine the accused. His aim is to decide on their guilt or innocence. The
situation is one where the judge knows that they are examining the accused and that they will
know when they have done so. The fact that the accused is an old school friend is not the
outcome that might be expected, but then nor was Archimedes’ insight. Although Ramsey is
not explicitly reliant on intentionality analysis, his cognitive process is phenomenological, in

that he shows examples of the mind at work.

Lonergan and Ramsey, therefore, have similar understandings of how we go about
intentionally thinking and acting. Lonergan is explicit about this, Ramsey is not. Ramsey
probably has a rather wider range of situations in mind when discussing disclosures: regarding
a landscape while someone tells you the names of the places you can see is not necessarily
intentional, at least on the part of the observer. However, Ramsey’s views are compatible with

intentionality analysis.

3.4.4 Intuition

Ramsey differentiates two sorts of facts. Firstly, there are perceived facts. A fact for Ramsey is
something given to us in experience as other than ourselves. A perceived fact is given by an
object or, in some circumstances, by a person. A disclosed fact goes beyond perceived facts. If
a perceived fact is given to us by our senses, a disclosed fact is known by our mental sense,

intuition.?

Cohen argues that the mind is more passive in reception of perceived fact, but
more actively reaches out through perceived fact to be met by disclosed fact, but Ramsey says
that we select and point out perceived facts, and reach disclosed fact by their disclosing

themselves to us. These are facts such as Duty, Moral Law and other persons.

160 Ramsey, Religious Language, 19.

D. Pears, Paradox and Platitude in Wittgenstein's Philosophy, (Oxford: OUP, 2006), 42.
Ramsey, Christian Discourse, 88-9. Cohen, 'Some Aspects of lan Ramsey's Empiricism', 4-5.
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Intuition is a rather contested philosophical concept.”™ Ramsey makes this situation a little

% The problem is, of course,

worse by claiming that we cannot be mistaken about disclosures.
that our intuitions can be unreliable. Ramsey’s argument that we cannot be mistaken about
something that is other than ourselves but that we can be mistaken in its articulation is not
convincing. Ramsey does concede that not everyone in a given experience situation will have
the same disclosure, but he claims that the disclosure is incorrigible when obtained, even if we

misspeak about it.

Beirne argues that Ramsey needs a cognitive theory to underpin his description of the
experience of disclosure, and suggests that Lonergan’s ideas would form such a theory.
Ramsey could then have constructed an epistemological framework on the cognitive process
and hence a metaphysics.'® We have already suggested that Ramsey’s implicit and Lonergan’s
explicit cognitive processes are similar, and that Ramsey’s disclosure and Lonergan’s insight
are the same process within a single cognitive process. We can thus use Lonergan’s ideas to

reinterpret Ramsey’s comments about disclosures and their incorrigibility.

Lonergan does not accept that an insight is incorrigible. Knowledge is only obtained at the end
of an experience — insight — judgment process. That is, the insight, to be accepted as
knowledge, has to be judged to be correct. Most insights get rejected at the stage of judgment.
Lonergan can thus deal with questions of hallucinations and illusions by observing that what is

seen need not be accepted as fact.

While Ramsey claims to be acting in an empirical framework, we have already seen that he
goes beyond the strictly empirical. Lonergan’s definition is that the empiricist believes that to
know is to ‘take a look’. For Lonergan, knowing is explanatory, not just sensory.*®® Lonergan
can also deal with the factors that inhibit insight — ego and bias — and also the reasons as to
why some people obtain an insight in a given situation and some do not — the flight from

insight."®’

Lonergan’s cognition is also dependent upon intuition, but an intuition that is mediated
through judgment. The intuition is the responsibility of the individual. No-one can have it for

them; the role of a teacher is to provide the conditions for a student to obtain the insight, and

163, Pust, Intuition, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed E. N. Zalta, 2017,

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2017/entries/intuition/ (accessed 2 August 2017).
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to help them to pass a correct judgment on it.**®

The correct equivalence is between an insight
judged correct in Lonergan’s process and Ramsey’s incorrigible disclosure, not between the

latter and Lonergan’s ‘raw’ insight.

Lonergan, therefore, answers some of the criticisms of intuitionalist epistemology because he
does not accept the incorrigibility of an intuition. The insight needs testing and verifying. If we
accept that Ramsey’s incorrigible disclosure, which we can only misarticulate, in fact includes
Lonergan’s judgment stage of cognitive process, we can both enhance the overlap of the two

thinker’s cognitive process and account, in Ramsey’s scheme, for error and illusion.

3.4.5 Conclusion

Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s cognitional processes are different, in that they divide the stages of
cognition up in different ways. However, we have seen that they both start with an
experience, a situation, and both rely on an intuitive moment described as insight or
disclosure. Lonergan details the next stages much more than Ramsey, describing them as the
formation of a concept, the question for reflective understanding and a judgment. Ramsey
compresses all of this into his disclosure. This compression explains why Ramsey can claim that

disclosures are incorrigible, as he has included a step of judgment within his disclosure.

Once the judgment has been formed, both Ramsey and Lonergan move on to a commitment
or decision stage. This is the start of their ethical discussions. However, we note that for
Ramsey, in a religious situation, the response of an individual to a cosmic disclosure and
commitment is wonder, awe and worship.'® Lonergan takes, perhaps, a longer or more
general route, but he too arrives at what he calls the ‘question of God’. This is not for Lonergan
initially anything other than the question ‘does there exist a reality that transcends the reality
of this world?’*’° We have a capacity for self-transcendence which is actualised by falling in
love. Being in love with God is unrestricted love, and the fulfilment of our conscious
intentionality. The love is unmeasured, attractive, fascinating, and mysterious and evokes awe.
This is, Lonergan says, operative grace, but it seems that it would also be appropriate to

describe it as worship.'”*

Overall, we find the central hypothesis, that Lonergan’s and Ramsey’s cognitive processes are
similar, to be confirmed. Lonergan provides more detail and expands parts which Ramsey
over-compresses, but Ramsey, more explicitly, explains how certain situations might lead to

worshiping God.

168 Lonergan, Understanding and Being, 205.
169 ..
Ramsey, Religious Language, 89.
170 Lonergan, Method, 97.
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4 Lonergan and Ramsey on Language and Meaning

4.1 Introduction

We have discussed the views of Ramsey and Lonergan on science in Chapter 2 and cognitive
process in Chapter 3. The conclusions have been that, although their emphases and the
guantity of detail they show differ, their views are compatible. Indeed, we have suggested that
Lonergan’s views on cognitive process can be used to defend Ramsey’s approach from some of

his critics.

This chapter examines Ramsey’s and Lonergan’s views on language and meaning. Ramsey is
best known as a philosopher of religious language and provides a detailed discussion of how
language functions, both in general and with respect to religion. Lonergan provides much less
discussion of language per se. Much of his account revolves around how meanings are

developed, understood and evolve in a culture.

Language and meaning are the first areas where we can see that Ramsey’s and Lonergan’s
views diverge. Essentially this divergence seems to be around the ‘transparency’ of language.
Ramsey thinks that any linguistic event can only be a partial exposition of a real world event.
The recipient of a description of an event needs a disclosure to reach a full understanding.

Language can never fully describe a real world state or event.

Lonergan has a view of language that it is more transparent. For him, for example, doctrine
was revealed once, fully and truthfully, to the church. It is the church’s role to understand
these linguistic events in the context of the time and translate them into the context into
which they are to be preached. Therefore, Lonergan focusses on meanings and the ways

meanings can evolve, not strictly on how accurately language can describe the original events.

In part, these differences can be traced to the author’s different views of science. Lonergan
takes a more mathematical view, where things can be expressed more precisely. Ramsey takes
a more model based view, where a model is a partial representation of reality. Ramsey is
therefore prepared to accept more readily the use of metaphor in all language, especially
religious, while Lonergan seems to seek after an ultimate viewpoint where all is clear, even if

that viewpoint is not attainable.

Ramsey takes a more comprehensive view of language than Lonergan, and so this discussion
and comparison will start with his views. We will then discuss Lonergan’s views on meaning
and try to determine his position with respect to language. We find that the two views are
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different but not incompatible, and develop a hybrid language model from combining aspects

of both (Section 4.4).

4.2 Ramsey on Language

4.2.1 Introduction

Ramsey’s concern is, in part, the attack on theology from logical positivism, expressed by
Ayer.' According to this, theological words have no direct empirical relevance: ‘God’ is not like
‘tree’ or ‘colour’. Nor do theological words have indirect empirical relevance like ‘electron’ or
‘potential’ in science. Theological words cannot be ‘mapped’; there is a problem of
falsification.” A believer can modify the attributes of God to account for problematic

circumstances. No evidence needs count against the existence of God.>

This is the challenge Ramsey sees from linguistic analysis to theology. However, he thinks that
linguistic analysis is in search of an ontology, a factual reference. Russell thought this must be
ultimately sense data, but that is not the case. What the factual reference might be is unclear.
For example, Ramsey cites Ryle as leaving uncertain whether the explanation of mental

concepts in terms of observable behaviour is adequate.”

4.2.2 Language Maps

Ramsey’s first view of language is based around the analogy of a map. Logical mapwork is
concerned to show the linguistic context in which a particular concept sentence is placed.’
Ramsey wishes to 