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 An overview of Bernard Lonergan's approach to the study of human consciousness, which is first-person investigation and appropriation of the self, is presented.  The dynamic structure of our rational consciousness characterizes our entire search for understanding of ourselves and the world in which we find ourselves, from common sense questioning through the scientific method.  This reflection also opens the way to moral reasoning and action and to our approach to self-transcendence.  These considerations, when appropriated and made our own, are able to free us from holding that physics is metaphysics and open us to a radical moral conversion. 

SCIENCE, PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY: MY INNER DIALOGUE
This is a personal essay in which I will explore the challenge that consciousness studies poses to my conviction that there is reality that transcends physical processes.  I was drawn to enter the Jesuit order while completing my undergraduate degree in physics at the California Institute of Technology and have remained at once a believing Christian and a scientist by training, strongly drawn to the power of the contemporary scientific view of the universe and of consciousness.  During my Jesuit studies, I was introduced the Catholic philosophical tradition in the years of the flourishing of so-called ‘Missouri Valley Thomism’ at Saint Louis University and, after earning a doctoral degree in physics at MIT, did four years of theological studies during the Second Vatican Council, when some of the great shifts already made in Catholic theological thought were being formally accepted.  These three modes of experiencing and thinking about the world - scientific, philosophical and theological - have been in dialogue within me, then, for all of my adult life, complementing each other in a way that has opened me to exploring a many-faceted approach to the study of consciousness. 
I am enheartened by the first-person approaches to the study of consciousness which are now being seriously explored and accepted and which are well expressed in the title of Varela and Shear's The View from Within.  This view from within is essentially based on personal and subjective accounts from which an objective account can be developed.  This is my own way of proceeding in my reflections on the experience of my own consciousness.  For I am convinced that it is not unduly complicated to communicate a subjective experience in a sufficiently objective manner so that others may relate to it as a description of their own subjective experience.  In fact, such a communication is what I plan to do in this presentation.
Objectivity that is trustworthy arises from intersubjective agreement, our interpersonal escape from solipsism. True statements are first developed by an individual's experience of 'it makes sense to me' or 'I feel good about this,' then are tested on others who see that they make sense.  It does not at all corrupt science's self-image to say that the statements of science, about both data and theory, are in the first instance accounts of personal experiences, about what 'makes sense' or is 'intellectually pleasing' to an individual. These statements can then be tested intersubjectively to see if peers indeed resonate with it in the same way, also having an 'Aha!’ experience.  Our reflective, first-person approaches can also be scientific as we, for example, explore the dynamic structure of how we come to know and discover, through dialogue with others, that this is indeed the way our consciousness is and functions.  (cf Max Velmans, ‘Intersubjective Science’ in Varela and Shear, pp. 299-306)
PHILOSOPHICAL REFLECTION ON EXPERIENCES OF SELF AS A PHENOMENOLOGY
Much of our Western philosophical tradition is rooted very simply in reflection upon our experience of self and its operations.  Aristotle, as a start, has much more to offer us in his De Anima than in his Physica or De Caelo, precisely because we have immediate experiential data on inner selves and we do not have such immediate access to the physical world, including the heavens.  Aristotle's descriptive analysis of perception, understanding and reason is based on a careful phenomenology, and his philosophy of human knowing is not dependent on his ontological language of 'body' and 'soul.'  As opposed to Plato, Aristotle’s approach lacks any suggestion of dualism. 

Aristotle's philosophical point of view and thought was incorporated into the Christian tradition through the work of Thomas Aquinas.  The common theme is a focus on the uniqueness of human consciousness as explored through the actual structure of our knowing and our choosing. The most impressive contemporary interpreter of Thomas Aquinas, for me, is Bernard J. F. Lonergan (1904-1984), philosopher and, theologian, whose fundamental studies are found in Insight: A Study in Human Understanding (1957) and in Method in Theology (1972).  He began his studies within the University of Louvain’s Higher Institute of Philosophy one of whose main tasks was the epistemological justification of metaphysics in the face of the Kantian critique of knowledge.

There are two main roadblocks to exploring Lonergan's Insight and, indeed, his other writings.  First, there can be a suspicion that the theologian in Lonergan is primary and that the first more than six hundred pages of his key book seem inexorably to lead the reader to a demonstration of the existence of God and then, with the same brilliant sort of analysis, open the way for the Christian faith in a chapter entitled 'Special Transcendent Knowledge.'  A second possible roadblock is the difficult manner of Lonergan’s expression and explanation throughout writings, which makes it quite a challenge to begin untangling for oneself his particular approach to the study of consciousness, the one that I myself find so very valuable and which I have indeed also discovered to be the fundamental structure of my own consciousness.  

As to the 'hidden theological agenda,' it is not that hidden and has not contaminated, as it were, the arguments on consciousness, even if Lonergan is clearly in the Christian tradition of fides quaerens intellectum.  Faith may have encouraged the understanding, but this understanding of understanding is approachable and justifiable on its own.  As for the density of the prime source, I have found such commentaries as Desires of the Human Heart of much help, as well as the collections of Lonergan lectures and articles cited in the references.  In not a few of these presentations included in these collections, Lonergan clarifies his focus on the distinctively human characteristic of understanding or insight, which is such a central and crucial area of our experience and which seems rarely touched upon explicitly by other investigators of consciousness.  His address to faculty and students at Marquette University, in Collection (1967), entitled 'Dimensions of Meaning,' for example, illustrates well the primacy of 'meaning' over 'reality:'

At this point, permit me to resume what I have been trying to say.  I have been meeting the objection that meaning is a merely secondary affair, that what counts is the reality that is meant, and not merely the meaning that refers to it.  My answer has been that the functions of meaning are larger than the objection envisages.  I would not dispute that for a child learning to talk, his little world of immediacy comes first and that the words he uses are only an added grace.  But as the child develops into a man, the world of immediacy shrinks into an inconspicuous and not too important corner of the real world, which is the world we know only through the mediation of meaning.  Further, there is man's transformation of his environment, a transformation that is effected through intentional acts that envision ends, elect means, secure collaborators, direct operations.  Finally, besides the transformation of nature, there is the transformation of man himself; and in this second transformation the role of meaning is not merely directive but also constitutive. (p. 255)
In a straightforward manner, we are taken from the level of responding to our understandings and the judgments that we make about them into the full realm of human endeavor.  Especially of interest to me is the aspect of our actions which imply moral decisions, which might indeed include all that we do with reflectivity, be it doing further research, deciding to create a musical composition or change our baby's diapers.  I will return later to that move from the ‘truth,’ the way we judge things are, to the ‘good,’ how we respond to what we discover about ourselves and the world about us.

A sociobiologist might hold that my own experience of ‘zest for the infinite’ is simply rooted in my genes and/or my family life and nurturing, but I prefer to place that zest within the structure of my consciousness. Such an origin has become particularly obvious to me in my reflecting on Lonergan's presentation in contemporary form of the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition’s analysis of the dynamic structure of human consciousness and in my reaching a reasonable appropriation of that dynamic structure and its self-transcendence:  ‘The immanent source of transcendence in man is his detached, disinterested, unrestricted desire to know.’ (Lonergan 1957, p. 636}
There are many sections in Insight that open Lonergan’s unique contributions to a wider circle of students of the self in a quite direct style, and I offer the following as an opener to the basic questions:

From preliminary clarifications, we turn to the issue, Am I a knower?  Each has to ask the question of himself.  But anyone who asks it is rationally conscious.  For the question is a question for reflection, a question to be met with a ‘Yes’ or 'No'; and asking the question does not mean repeating the words but entering the dynamic state in which dissatisfaction with mere theory manifests itself in a demand for fact, for what is so. Further, the question is not any question.  If I ask it, I know what it means.  What do I mean by ‘I’?  The answer is difficult to formulate, but strangely, in some obscure fashion, I know what it means without formulation, and by that obscure yet familiar awareness I find fault with various formulations of what is meant by ‘I’.  In other words, ‘I’ has a rudimentary meaning from consciousness and it envisages neither the multiplicity nor the diversity of contents and conscious acts but rather the unity that goes along with them.  But if ‘I’ has some such rudimentary meaning from consciousness, then consciousness supplies the fulfillment of one element in the conditions for affirming that I am a knower. (p. 328)
THE INTERCONNECTED LEVELS OF HUMAN CONSCIOUSNESS
As Lonergan analyzes human consciousness, four interconnected levels are presented for our personal verification: experience, understanding, judgment, and moral decision-making.  There is a dynamic structure between these levels that is essentially the same for all varieties of human knowing, from common sense or everyday discoveries and responses through all the areas of scientific knowledge.  The presentation of these levels of consciousness in The Desires of the Human Heart by Vernon Gregson explains the unrevisability of the levels of consciousness as presented by Lonergan:

Lonergan suggests that there is a sense in which the levels he has named are revisable and a sense in which they are not.  They are certainly revisable in terms of the names he has given them.  Might they better be called receptivity, inquiry, affirmation, action, thereby highlighting different aspects of the four levels?  Perhaps.  Perhaps not. But naming the pattern is one thing and the reality that is named is another. It is the reality that is named, the processes themselves, which is unrevisable.  Even here Lonergan is not saying that knowing and choosing must be the way he describes them, but only that factually they are that way, and he asks you to verify that for yourself.  If knowing would factually change, then obviously the description would need to change as well.

So might Lonergan be wrong about the facts of our knowing and our choosing?  How would one prove him so?  Perhaps one could point to the data he hasn't attended to or point out new elements in the data he has attended to?  But that is to affirm the crucial importance of the data gathering or experiencing level.  Perhaps instead one discovers meanings he has not grasped.  But that is to affirm the crucial importance of the understanding level.  Perhaps one discovers evidence that disproves understanding.  But that is to affirm the crucial importance of the judging level.  Perhaps, finally, one makes a different decision than he makes about what to do with what one has discovered.  But that is to affirm the crucial importance of the deciding level.  In other words, one would have to use the very method that he has described in any attempt to prove him wrong. (Gregson, I. ‘The Desire to Know: Intellectual Conversion’ p. 24, in Gregson)
Our immediate experiences, then, both of the external world and of our own inner selves, cry out for analysis, an attempt at explanation.  We ask ‘What is going on here?’ or ‘What is happening?’ or ‘What does that mean?’ or ‘What's that?' whether we are attempting to solve a murder mystery, looking at some new data from a linear accelerator or observing a strange animal on our front porch.  Tentatively, we come upon a possible explanation, an hypothesis, or some general category, such as 'raccoon.'  In such a procedure, it is important for us to focus in an ordered fashion on the activities of our consciousness without fearing that there may be an implication of some mental substance or of some special faculty such as intellect or will.  The claim here is that each of us, with some guidance and careful reflection, will always discover the same stages in our own conscious activities of knowing. This process needs distinction from Husserl’s phenomenology, which is well done in the Introduction to The Lonergan Reader:

But there are many interior operations, and Edmund Husserl, for example, complained that, upon turning to the subject-as-subject, he felt himself adrift on an infinite sea.  But Lonergan’s strategy is more deliberately planned.  Whereas Husserl felt himself adrift, Lonergan anticipates and seeks out dynamic structures of operations.  (Lonergan 1997, p.18)
First, we recognize that we attend to sense data, to the impressions made upon us by the external world and from within ourselves. Second, we seek to make sense out of these, find meanings in our experiences, and get insights into them.  Third, we test our interpretations or explanations or concepts and are able to assert, at least tentatively, 'So it is; that is rain on the window!'  That is how we come to know the world about us and ourselves.  It is quite different than just 'taking a look.'  (Tekippe, pp. 115ff)  Our curiosity to figure things out is with us from our earliest days and we are active participants in responding to it.
As I have mentioned above, an absolutely central assertion of this path of self-discovery is that the sense data remains primary and fundamental.  There are no ideas apart from their sensed counterparts, their images, as Aristotle asserted in his On the Soul (De Anima, III, 7).  Understanding takes place in the phantasm.  Thus, on the title page of Insight, we find the powerful Aristotelian assertion: ‘τὰ μὲν οὖν εἴδη τὸ νοητικὸν ἐν τοῖς φαντάσμασι νοεῖ’ or in my rough translation: ‘The idea or meaning is grasped in the images.’ In fact, we have no words, even for the most ‘spiritual’ of elements in our explanations that are not basically taken from our experience of the world about us.  This is but an indication that we have no way of referring to that which we may believe transcends the physical except these concrete terms, such as ‘spirit,’ which refers to breath, ‘insight,’ which means  ‘looking into,’ ‘concept,’ alluding to the fertilization process, and ‘person,’ from ‘persona’ or ‘mask.’  As Thomas Aquinas phrases it the Summa Theologica (1, q. 85, a. 1, ad 5m): '…quia non potest intelligere etiam ea quorum species abstrahit, nisi convertendo se ad phantasmata' or 'because it cannot understand that from which it abstracts the forms, except by converting itself to phantasms.'  Ideas or meanings have no free existence in this way of reflecting on our inner life.  They are always grasped only in their materiality. Thomas Aquinas puts a particularly strong emphasis on this when he speaks of ‘spiritual realities’ such as ‘God,’ insisting any understanding of such a term is within an image, say of a mountain, or even of the word itself or of its sound.  The nearest thing to an immediate experience of other than the world about us is, of course, our self, the ‘I’ that is only experienced as interacting with the objective reality in knowing and choosing.

This presentation of the interconnected levels of human consciousness by Lonergan is then not a philosophical or psychological theory but data of consciousness that can be verified by each individual if they carefully reflect on how they go about understanding things and acting upon such understanding.  There is no room here for just a ‘stream of consciousness’, but rather a methodologically structured consciousness is discovered, a self-affirming desire to know, to figure out ‘what’s going on here.’  Further, asserts Lonergan, as the above remarks of Gregson elaborate, any attempt to disprove that this is the way we operate must use the very method that is, in fact, the way we operate.  

The personal appropriation of how one indeed understands, Lonergan sees as an intellectual conversion.  There is a dramatic move from recognizing the words and even understanding the reasonableness, perhaps even obviousness, of the structure and coming to experience it as the way one functions in all of one’s conscious relationships with the world and oneself.  It is self-appropriation:
Insight may be described as a set of exercises in which, it is hoped, one attains self-appropriation.  The question naturally arises, What does that mean and why go to all the trouble?  Unfortunately, the question is so fundamental that to answer it is in a way more difficult than to attain self-appropriation…

In other words, the simple matter of attaining self-appropriation can be complicated by an enormous series of surrounding questions that are all more difficult than the actual feat of attaining self-appropriation.

So does Lonergan introduce his Halifax lectures, contained in Understanding and Being: An Introduction and Companion to Insight (1980 p. 1). Actually, the citation from Insight which was given earlier in which Lonergan directs us to ask 'Am I a knower?' and 'What do I mean by "I"?' is the opening move towards the full self-appropriation of my own methodology of and immersion in knowing.  It is a moment of personal intellectual conversion, as I have noted, that this coming to understand personally how we – or better I – come to understand things occurs.  Theoretically, once this radical conversion has taken place, the reader of Lonergan might well throw away all the books and just go ahead with understanding all things, bit by bit!  
With the question ‘What do I mean by “I”’ we come, I believe, to an even deeper aspect of self-appropriation and radical recognition of the strangeness of being present to one’s self.  It is, after all, no surprise that many of us with a scientific background feel quite uneasy with this ineffable encounter with self being presented as quite ‘real,’ in spite of being irreducibly subjective.  We do need to investigate the brain with ordinary scientific approaches, but the inner experience remains irreducible to its neural correlates in Lonergan’s approach, as in that of many others engaged in the study of human consciousness.  

As an aside, I seemed to detect smiles of more than ordinary gleefulness on the faces of Tibetan Buddhist monks photographed while allowing neuroscientists to put electrodes on their skulls as they meditated.  Did they suggest that the investigators also try the meditation and taste the inner springs themselves, beyond their little echoes in electronic patterns?  The way within is more fascinating than the scientific bias of many investigators suspect or will allow and has a straight-forward structure that can be self-verified. Going 'inside' is finally the only way to know what is indeed going on there and indeed the only way to finally justify the scientific method itself.  This seems to me the ultimate challenge to reductionism, that in order to assert that consciousness adds nothing to brain activity we use the very conscious reasoning processes and means of justification which are said to be of no significance, if not an illusion.   
Lonergan refers to our levels of knowing as transcendental method for they are basic to all our knowing.  They transcend all methods and are operative in all methods, as Gregson observes.   Always we check things out, by looking around carefully and observing all we can or through elaborate instruments, then formulating some explanation, an insight, be it about a simple thing in ordinary life or a grand mathematical theory.  When tested against our experience, our insight is then affirmed as indeed the case.  Let us turn then to careful reflection upon the dynamic structure of our human consciousness as available for discovery by each of us in our own activities of knowing and choosing.
ATTENDING, EXPERIENCING AND THE GATHERING OF DATA
The first stage of attending to our consciousness of our experiences of the world about us as well as our experiences within ourselves has, of course, given rise to endless philosophical viewpoints throughout history.  For example, there is the well-known Cartesian problem of assuring ourselves that our ideas correspond with reality.  Today in consciousness studies, there has been a focus on qualia and on the question of objectivity or how to get outside our experiences.  As to the judgment of what is an objective experience and what is not, let me again turn to the Halifax lectures (Lonergan, 1980, p.217):

One cannot settle this question of the difference between the given and the abnormally produced by saying that when one is normal one is able to take a look and see what is there, and when one is not normal one takes a look and sees what is not there. In either case, all one has is the look, and to know whether one is normal or abnormal one would have to have a super-look in which one was looking not merely at one's looking but at what it was looking at…  There is no solution on this side of the look.  The solution has to be inquiry, intelligence, working out the characteristics of normal and abnormal states, and making the judgment that when these characteristics arise the man is out of his head, and he will not be responsible for what he says and does.

Although 'the given,' whether the palm trees out there waving in the wind or my enjoyment in working on this paper or the siren in the distance, is not immediately objective for me unless I have passed, however subtly, to a judgment of what is going on.  I notice that the interpretation of the siren in saying to myself ‘There is an ambulance on University Avenue!’ may have an error or two in it and that it would be safer to say ‘There is some sort of emergency vehicle moving somewhere down the hill.’  

Unless we deliberately focus on gathering data, as happens in detective stories or in scientific research or also when our sense impressions are confused or indistinct, we may actually move to judgment quite too rapidly.  In spite of not seeing some figure in the dark very clearly, we maybe are driven to move ahead to put some name on it too rapidly, saying too easily what is going on.  That is but one of the possible biases in our process of discovery, rash judgments, not getting all the data possible, being happy with some guess as to the meaning. 
I might add at this point that the data we gather is, obviously, not only from the outside but also from our sensible awareness of our body and from our myriads of feelings and desires, and from our memories.  Yet, in discovering the dynamic structure that moves us on to seeking an understanding of all that we experience, we linger not over our ‘stream of consciousness,’ moving beyond phenomenal or psychic consciousness towards rational consciousness.
UNDERSTANDING: GRASPING THE MEANING OF OUR EXPERIENCE
When we have observed some object or situation of which we have become aware, howsoever we do the investigation, we might say we ponder a solution or the meaning in an effort to grasp what this is we have encountered or what is happening or why it is happening or any number of other questions.  We are faced with wondering all but inevitably, unless we are distracted.  We are seeking understanding and the process is totally natural to us.  At times the verification may be so quick that we are not aware of this step as distinct from our affirming that solution as our explanation.  We may immediately recognize that it is the neighbor’s dog that awoke us, not recognizing the distinction between our theorizing and actually verifying it.  Of course, we can make mistakes through overly quick judgments or biases in our evaluations, as I have noted above.

One of the major contributions of Lonergan’s Insight is, as I have noted, the wide range of human ways of knowing that he discusses.  Thus, from some basically ‘common sense’ concept as ‘dog’ we can move through all sorts of ways of discovery to the most mathematical ‘explanations’ of the universe, as the general theory of relativity. In all these varieties of knowing we recognize the same structured levels of rational consciousness at work.   Part of the process of self-appropriation is to recognize the continual searching for answers that we experience, our pure desire to know, to understand what is happening on all occasions.  Of course, many explanations are in fact quite erroneous or incomplete in spite of our efforts of investigation and so further questions arise and the quite amazing process of investigating goes on. 

JUDGMENT: WEIGHING THE EVIDENCE
Rational consciousness, judging that our thinking actually fits the situation we are asking questions about, is the fullness of understanding and it is our self-conscious grasping of being.  The presence of judgment or affirmation, the answering of ‘yes’ to ‘Is that indeed the case?’ brings us to this level of rational consciousness and to a personal engagement with the truth, as limited and revisable as it might be.  To become aware of this stage of how our consciousness works and to affirm for ourselves that we are continually exploring what is may awaken us to the fact that our ‘pure desire to know’ has ‘all that is’ for its scope. (Tekippe, p.136)  As Thomas Aquinas (1963) puts it in The Summa Theologica: 

Therefore properly speaking truth is in the intellect in its function of affirming and denying one reality or another; and not in the senses, nor in the intellect knowing the meaning. (1.16.2)
Here is the beginning of metaphysics, namely the analysis of that which is implied in our judgments of whatever we experience when we come up with some insight and say 'Yes!'  'Being qua being' certainly sounds quite vague at first as the object of philosophical reflection and study.  It may indeed seem that philosophers have tossed the notion of ‘being’ around for centuries with no agreement.  ‘So, let us go back to serious questions like those the physicists tackle!’ many would no doubt say.  I am convinced, however, that reflecting on our rational consciousness and doing some questioning about 'being' as really the most radical stuff of all reality, if I may so call it, is totally worth the effort!  Of course, the affirmation of being as the object of metaphysics does eliminate physics as fundamental and ultimate for our understanding of the existence of the universe.  Matter is a way of being, but not identical with being.
ACTION: RESPONSE TO WHAT WE HAVE DISCOVERED 
Beyond these three interacting levels of knowing, there is the consequent level of responding to or making choices and acting upon them.  As the first three are aimed at discovering what is true about some situation we have encountered, this final level is a response to what is judged to be good or of value.  A wide range of possibilities are, of course, possible, including the desire for further investigation, an eagerness to share our discovery, or perhaps just delight or awe.


Most powerful for our own sense of self-definition, no doubt, is the response we call a moral decision, what in these circumstances it would be good for us to do.  Thus, we are drawn inexorably through our grasp of a situation to a judgment of what we are to do, although we may not actually do what we judge to be the right thing, as we can readily experience.  Let me present this in Lonergan’s words about our human experience as existential subjects:
So far, our reflections on the subject have been concerned with him as a knower, as one that experiences, understands and judges.  We have now to think of him as a doer, one who deliberates, evaluates, chooses, acts.  Such doing, at first sight, affects, modifies, changes the world of objects.   But even more it affects the subject himself.  For human doing is free and responsible.  Within it is contained the reality of morals, of building up and destroying character, of achieving personality or failing in that task.  By his own acts the human subject makes himself what he is to be, and he does this freely and responsibly; indeed, he does so precisely because his acts are the free and responsible expressions of himself.  (1997, p. 429)
Equally as powerful for our self-definition as grasping our understanding process, then, is our reflective appropriation of that response we call a moral decision or asking and responding to what in these particular circumstances it would be good for us to do.  This is the key area for the development of ourselves and of society and is based, of course, on our grasp of the good as unconditioned, as is our grasp of the truth.  Conscience is the morally conscious self, as Walter E. Conn expresses particularly well in his chapter in The Desire of the Human Heart:

Having claimed that conscience is the morally conscious self in its drive to go beyond itself, we must now stress that this radical drive for self-transcendence is a dynamism of the whole person.  Any intellectualist suggestion of the foregoing cognitive-structural sketch notwithstanding, the personal drive for self-transcendence is affective at its very core.  Lonergan insists that our feelings - joys and sorrows, fears and desires - give our intentional consciousness its mass and momentum, its drive and power. (Gregson, p. 40)
PSYCHIC AND RATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS: EMERGENCE AND HIGHER INTEGRATION
Again, I return to the assertion that this presentation of the interconnected levels of human consciousness, including the level of our judgments of value or good, is not a philosophical or psychological theory but can be verified by each individual if they carefully reflect on how they go about understanding things and acting upon such understanding.  There is more to human consciousness than the physical and biological or neurological levels can explain, for human understanding and human choosing are open to the unconditional in a manner that their empirical concomitants cannot be.  This opens the way to affirming that with the appearance of humans a new reality has emerged beyond the simpler, concrete consciousness of animals.  This new reality is a ‘higher integration of otherwise coincidental manifolds of images and data’ as ‘sensitive consciousness is a higher integration of otherwise coincidental manifolds of changes in neural tissues.’ (Lonergan, 1957, p. 451)  
This higher integration or synthesis that has allowed humans to move into rational consciousness and, indeed, into the experience of ourselves as persons is totally immersed in the sensitive and neuronal substrates from which it emerges and yet is open to the discovery and recognition of truth and of value.  Human consciousness goes beyond animal consciousness, which we cannot directly know but can experience within our own consciousness.  We have subsumed that level of consciousness into a totally appropriate ‘next step,’ if I may so phrase it.  The appearance of human consciousness is indeed a step quite within nature, as is the emergence of animal consciousness, which is also not reducible to its biochemical and neural substrates. Lonergan would find there to be no ‘hard problem’ of consciousness.   Referring to animal consciousness as ‘psychic development,’ he says in Insight (Lonergan 1957, p. 456):
However, neural development merely supplies the underlying manifold for psychic development.  The later is conditioned by the former but it consists neither in neural tissues nor in neural configurations nor in neural events but in a sequence of increasingly differentiated and integrated sets of capacities for perceptiveness, for aggressive and affective response, for memory, for imaginative projects, and for skillfully and economically executed responses.

In Lonergan’s reflection on the notion of development, he describes it as ‘the linked sequence of dynamic higher integrations.  An initial coincidental manifold is systematized and modified by a higher integration so as to call forth a second,’ (ibid, p.452) and so on.  That the integration at the organic level of the molecular substrate is open to objective, third-person analysis, while the integration at the psychic level, in animals including humans, and, further, at the level of intelligence moves to inner experiences inaccessible to the scientific method seems to cause Lonergan no problem at all.  I do find the distinction between the specifically human level of intelligence and the psychic or sensitive level which is shared with animals very valuable, drawing us to focus that which is unique in the dynamic structure of our consciousness in a way which stresses the integration in our consciousness of the sensitive through intelligence and consequent responsible action.  
I must acknowledge, obviously, that the vast majority of humanity does not reach a self-appropriation that can be carefully articulated nor do they have anywhere near the amount of self-absorption that philosophers such as Lonergan indulge in!  On the other hand, at a practical level of common sense people do move through the same dynamic levels of consciousness and may reach and live out authentic moral convictions.  My own experiences in ministry and spiritual direction affect my religious conviction of the significance of each individual’s life, of that making of herself or himself what she or he is to be.  I am unable to bring these experiences of meaningful existence together with the view that each human life is ultimately a piece in the vast process of evolution, as I would well concede in the case of individual animals.  

What puzzles me, then, is why anyone should be authentic, honest, well-behaved in general, kind to others, even in their thoughts, and, indeed, grateful for being alive as they move toward death?  Must I encourage others in my last agony with uplifting last words of acceptance of it all, while that which is my very self dissolves before their very eyes?   Furthermore, I am even more confused by the fact that we are drawn to this sort of good, kindly living and try to carry it out, in spite of all our coexisting contrary drives.  After all, many scientific writers today assert that all of our moral sense, along with the illusion of free choice, can be understood from the study of our genetic background, neuronal patterns, and emotional feelings, along with the findings of cultural anthropology.  I hold that investigation from within can show each of us that, though there are no ‘bad dogs,’ we can be bad people - and good people - who are morally responsible for how we act.  Such personal analysis of the structure of our consciousness of our moral responsibility, an ‘examination of conscience,’ is an irreducible datum of our self-awareness.
No doubt Lonergan’s focus on the search for meaning and the search for the good as rooted in the Aristotelian and Thomistic traditions only fires my enthusiasm for seeing more to my consciousness than my brain, as beautiful as that is, or even a beautiful mind emerging from the brain somehow, and yet in no way being beyond the natural, while not reducible to the physical.  In his Method in Theology (p. 69) Lonergan states well the implications of the search for meaning: 

To deliberate about ‘x’ is to ask whether ‘x’ is worthwhile.  To deliberate about deliberating is to ask whether any deliberating is worthwhile.  Has ‘worthwhile’ any ultimate meaning?  Is moral enterprise consonant with the world?  We praise the developing subject ever more capable of attention, insight, reasonableness, responsibility.  We praise progress and denounce every manifestation of decline.  But is the universe on our side, or are we just gamblers and, if we are gamblers, are we not perhaps fools, individually struggling for authenticity and collectively endeavoring to snatch progress from the ever mounting welter of decline?  The questions arise and, clearly, our attitudes and our resoluteness may be profoundly affected by the answers.  Does there or does there not necessarily exist a transcendent, intelligent ground of the universe?  Is that ground or are we the primary instance of moral consciousness?  Are cosmogenesis, biological evolution, historical process basically cognate to us as moral beings or are they indifferent and so alien to us?  
Of course, these questions will not remain as questions for Lonergan, for insightful judgment is invited by any question, especially as central questions as these.  Perhaps most impressive to me in my coming to self-appropriation of the dynamic structure of my own consciousness is the radically richer awareness I have come to of the openness of my mind and heart to the fullness of being, of all that is.  This is a taste of that self-transcendence that a focus on the way one comes to know and respond to knowing leads to.  In an opposite way to the meditation or contemplation of the apophatic or via negative traditions, this is a ‘kataphatic’ or via positiva way of self-transcending through tasting oneself in the midst of the full dynamism of interaction with the world.  Yet ‘the beyond’ is found within even as we engage ourselves totally in that which is without.  (cf. D’Aquili and Newburg, pp.110-116)
For the mind steeped in science, as mine had been, any further movement to considerations of possible personal survival, ecstatic as it may be in the divine presence outside of space and time, seems to me utterly unrelated to all we know about the evolving universe.  Yet, it must then be seen as one of the most firmly established illusions of human culture, or an act of blind religious faith, unless a self-appropriation of the dynamic structure of consciousness does give a valid ‘intimation of immortality’ and a taste of that divinity that Thomas Aquinas says we say much more clearly that it is than what it is!  
However, I would not want to end with the impression that there is some ‘religious threat’ in any personal investigation of how we come to know and decide. I would not hold that any move towards self-appropriation inevitably puts one on the path to religious faith.   This assimilation of our inner selves, at once so radical and so obvious, does challenge the ‘faith’ in science as ultimate that is so much a part of our culture and does unseat physics as metaphysics, and, as claimed by Lonergan, the dynamic structure of rational consciousness which we discover is not revisable, try as we might!  Appreciation ever more deeply of our insatiable drive to know and to seek the good and to love, cannot but bring us to be in wonder at our human consciousness and the remarkable integration in us of all of the thrusts of emergence in our ever developing universe.  Such appreciation will continually raise further questioning and response!
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