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Metap~ysicians have struggled with many problems through 

history, but no question has been more central or basic to 

their search than the problem of the self-vindication of the 

endeavor itself. Since metaphysics is the investigation innc 

absoiliutely everythingl -- being being -- the question of 

its starting point reveals itself to be a question that in­

fluences every particular endeavor within the metaphysical 

project because the entire project fails if this starting 

point cannot be vindicated. The investigation of this pro-~ 

blem is central to the thought of Fr. Rahner, Fr. Lonergan, 

and Fr. Coreth. Their main intention is the explanation of 

h~-man can be a metaphysician -- one who knows the universal 

being in itself -- if he always first finds himself in a 

world of particulars -- one who knows restricted or con­

tingent being. Another way to pose this question is, how 

can man know the unity of being from the mUltiplicity of 

beings? In this thesis, I will give a synthesis of the 

thought of these three thinkers concerning how metaphysics 

can vindicate itself when it always finds its starting point 

from the empirical world. In other ,'lords, I wish to give an 

exposition of a "personal" appropriation of the thought of 

these three ItTranscendental Thomists.1l In Thomistic terms, 

this investigation deals with how the intellect can have a 

universal and necessary knowledge of being when the intellect 

cannot actually know without a conversion to the phantasm. 

I believe this exposition of a synthesis of the three 
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thinkers is a valuable exersise, for each thinker's perspec­

tive contains strengths which the other two do not posses. 

Therefore, through-a synthesis of the three, a more complete 

viewpoint is developed that is able to dialogue more effec­

tively with competing philosophical Weltanschauungen. For 

example, Lonergan's phenomenological analysis of the struc­

ture of human knowing is often more precise than the same of 

the other two. On the other hand, Rahner's metaphysical 

epistemology has a depth that is not usually attained by 

Lonergan or Coreth. Last, Coreth seems to be the II middleman" 

between the other two, for his epistemology is phenomenol­

ogically more exacting than Rahner's, but his metaphysics of 

knowing is not as lengthy. Hence, a synthesis of the three 

on a first level of reflection should provide a valuable base 

from which a unified, yet diverse, theory of Transcendental 

Thomism can arise. 

In consideration of the size of this examination, there 

is given no critical exegesis of the three author's texts in 

order to determine their fundamental notional compatability. 

Rather, this investigation is on a first level of synthesis. 

For such a critical determination of the commensurate nature 

of their thought, one should turn to previous work in this 

area. I believe that this previous vlOrk critically supports.· 

my present synthesis. 

To understand the importance of Rahner's, Lonergan's and 

Coreth's philosophical thought, we must first examine it 



within the historical context of the modern age. All three 

admit the validity of modern philosophy's insistence on the 

importance of the subject in any inquiry. Philosophy must 

find its base in an anthropocentric world rather than a med­

ieval cosmocentric world; that is, the basis must always be 

found in an examination of the conscious knower as knower 

rather than an abstract metaphysics of the world because man 

truly is the center of the world insofar as man is the knower 

of all that is to be known by man. This is not to suppose 

that Rahner, Coreth, and Lonergan wish to subjectivise the 

metaphysical investigation. Rather, they see that a totally 

justified metaphysics must be grounded in an examination of 

the knower who necessarily is the anknupfungspunkt of all 

human metaphysics. 2 As Rahner states: 

This anthropology is naturally to be understood 
as a transcendental anthropology. A transcendental 
investigation examines an issue accorGing to the 
necessary conditions given by the possibility of 
knowledge and .action on the part of the subject 
himself. Such an investigation presupposes that 
the subject of the act of knowing is not simply 
a 'thing' among others which can be made at will 
the object of a statement including other objects, 
but which is not present at all -- even implicitly 
in statements purely about other objects . • . 
it means that whenever one is confronted by an 
object . • . one inquires as to the conditions 
necessary for it to be known by the ••• subject, 
ascertaining that .,the 'a priori conditions for knowledge 
of the object are satisfied.3 

This starting point in the knowing subject constitutes 

for them the transcendental method, and its beginning is dis­

covered the moment the subject recognizes the a priori con~ 

ditions of its immanent operations in knowing. 4 As Lonergan 
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notes, through this transcendental method, one is able to 

discern in human cognition the "normative pattern of recur­

rent and r~lated operations" through the use of this self­

same normative pattern of recurrent and related operations. 5 

The result is a knowledge of the operations of knowing that 

are necessarily the formal structures found in everything 

known insofar as man is the kno\ver. 6 

The importance of their work in regard to this tran­

scendental method can be seen even more clearly when it is 

related specifically to the work of Kant. In his Critique 

of Pure Reason, Kant brought to technical prominence the 

transcendental turn.7 He demonstrated that there is no 

pure intuition of objects because every apprehension of an 

object presupposes the subject that apprehends and consti­

tutes the nature of the object. Therefore, he concluded 

that the subject is the first object of inquiry in any meta­

physics. Metaphysics, then, becomes IVa logic of the pure 

intellect" where the pure reason which da:ermines every ob­

ject of knowledge is studied as the condition of objects, 

rather than the objects themselves. 8 

Through his transcendental method, Kant demonstrated 

that the human intellect can only think the limited within a 

totality or the multiple within a unity. In other words, to 

know that a particular being is limited this and not that, 

here and not there, now and not then -- is to presuppose a 

knowledge of a totality that "measures" the finite thing and 



reveal its limitation. 9 Likewise, a multiplicity of element 

cannot be known as multiple without the presupposition of 

unity, for a multiplicity does not itself contain its own 

unity.IO without this knowledge of the totality or the unit 

by which the limited is measured or multiplied, the par­

ticular limited object would itself nttbe known as limited 

but would itself be the totality.ll 

However, because reason by itself determines its object 

and depends on sense experience for that object, Kant be~·. 

lieved that it is a mistake to suppose that the absolute 

presupposed by reason in its knowledge of the finite object 

is actual. To suppose this is to confuse the ideal with the 

real, for it mistakes the function of the idea of the ab­

solute in the determination of things for us with the real 

principle of things in themselves. 12 Kant maintained this 

because he saw the world of objects as a static relationship 

of position between the categories of the mind and empirical 

data. Because it is a static relationship of position to 

the knowing subject, the transcendental idea of the absolute 

cannot be an a priori condition of judgment about what is 

real. Rather, the idea of the absolute si~~~ serves as a 

regulating and organizing structure to make the empirical 

objects intellegible. to the intellect. 13 

Kant admitted that the natural tendency of the mind is 

to mistake the regulative categories of the intellect as a 

source of true knowledge, but this tendency must be ignored 
j, 
\ 
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by the philosopher because real knowledge is confined to the 

subjective sphere of human cognition. 14 Kant vindicated 

this view by attacking the cosmological argument which is the 

~asis of rational theology. For Kant, the cosmological 

argument is unable to demonstrate whether this absolute being 

is a reality that transcends the world or is simply the 

,totality of the world under the categories of the intelledt~ 

If it could show that this absolute being transcends the 

world, and therefore the human intellect, then it would be 

a demonstration of the existence of God. However, if this 

absolute being is simj,ply the totality of the world as con­

stituted by the intellect, then it must be merely. the reg­

ulative function of the human intellect devoid of all actual 

independent existence. Kant/believed, therefore, that meta­

physics is impossible because there is no possibility of 

affirming the objectivity of knowledge through reference to 

16that which transcends the knower. 

The Transcendental Thomists confront Kant's interpre­

tation of the status of the absolute presupposed in know~ 

ledge of the finite by ::pointing out the circular nature of 

human knowing. They note that, for man to question about 

particular beings presupposes that he already anticipates 

absolute being as the condition of the possibility of the 

question. Man cannot question that whrch is absolutely 

unknown or unknowable. Therefore, because man does ask about 

the being of particulars and th~ being of the whole, he 



reveals in his questioning a pre-apprehension of absolute 

being as the a priori condition of the possibility of the 

question. Also, because man must question being through his 

encounter with the world of sensibility, man shows that he 

is not himself the absolute being~ Rather, he is a finite 

being who must judge against the field of the absolute. 17 

Hence, they attempt to surpass Kant in that they do not stop 

their transcend~ntal reflection at an examination of the 

a priori conditions of sensible objects as Kant did, but 

rather, they move on to examine the ~ priori conditions 

of the acts of cognition themselves as found in the original 

question about being. 18 

The above remarks should clarify the basic framework 

of modern philosophy from which Rahner, Lonergan, and Coreth 

are working. The investigation concerns the establish­

ment of the possibility of a knowledge of the unity of being 

that reaches the-ontological sphere throu~a transcendental 

reflection on the a priori conditions of cognition. 

We will examine their philosophical_-_thought through 

the following steps. First, we will examine how the tran­

scendental method establishes itself as the unguestionafule 

starting point of metaphysics. This will be accomplished 

through a recognition of the one undeniable fact of human 

existence. This one undeniable element will compel us to 

recognize that the transcendental method is the only sure 

starting point of metaphysics because the element is itself 
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known as a transcendental condition of cognition qua cog.... ., 

nition. Second, with the method established through itself, 

we will begin to examine human cognition from this basic 

starting point in order to establish the validity of meta­

physics. Third, we will do a metaphysics of cognition that 

will elucidate the ontological nature of human cognition 

as established through our previous phenomenological reflec~ 

tiona Last, we will study how their thought abrogates the 

phenomenalism that results from the thought of Kant. 

Throughout this inquiry, the thought of all three 

thinkers is tightly meshed~ Therefore, for major portions of 

the paper, one must refer to the endnotes in order to know 

which of the three thinkers I have drawn from. However, 

where important terminology particular to one of them is use~ 

have striven. to recognize in the text from whom it came. 
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THE VINDICATION OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD 

We will now concern ourselves with establishing the 

transcendental method as the fundamental starting point of.the 

metaphysical inquiry. First, we will consider the object of 

metaphysics because the method will be determined with re­

ference to the unique nature of the metaphysical object. 

Second, we will determine in a general fashion what is meant 

by method as the starting point of any inquiry and especially 

with regard to the metaphysical inquiry. Third, we will 

examine the difference between the method of metaphysics and 

the method of empirical science. This difference will emerge 

as a result of their different objects of inquiry, and it 

will help clarify the unique nature of the metaphysical 

method. Last, in consideration of the above reflections, we 

will determine that the transcendental method is the fun­

damental starting point of metaphysics because it is the only 

method or starting point of inquiry that is self-vindicating 

and therefore presupposes nothing in its investigation into 

everything. 

Traditionally, the science of metaphysics has always 

examined being qua being. This means that metaphysics is the 

ultimate science because it looks into the reality of ab­

solutely everything that is. 19 This absolute nature of meta­

physics finds expression in two modes. First, because it ex­

amines beings as beings, metaphysics examines the basic 

ground of all particularized reality. Second, metaphysics 
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~I investigates the universal common nature of all these par­

ticulars. Both of these movements are possible because 

ultimately metaphysics endeavors to examine the universal 

and grounding unity of all beings. Hence, the object of 

metaphysics is the examination of absolute being as the 

unity of contingent being. 20 

This object of being qua being is never a set of objec­

tive data alongside other possible objects of inquiry. Ob­

jective data itself is known only through an act of cognition 

and this act is itself being that must be included in the 

examination. The object of metaphysics includes all objects 

of knowledge, but it goes beyond this data to all its con­

ditions and ultimately to the absolute being that grounds 
(~: 

,. everything. 21 

In order to establish the possibility of man reaching 

this all encompassing object of the metaphysical inquiry, 

we must discover a method or starting point for the inves­

tigation that is both reflexively known and defensible. This 

method is the point of departure from which the investigation 

can stand in self-vindication vis a vis its object of in­

quiry. All sciences are required to be aware of their metho~ 

but the science of metaphysics must be more exacting in its 

self-reflection upon its method because of the nature of its 

object. Let us first make some general considerations of 

method qua method especially in regard to metaphysics before 

we proceed to compare metaphysic's self-reflection upon its 
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method with that of empirical science's self-reflection. 

As Lonergan states it, in its most abstract definition, 

a method is a "normative pattern of recurrent and related 

operations yielding cumlative and progressive results."22 

In other 'tY'ords, it is a set of formal operations that are 

applied to every object of inquiry. The natural or empirica 

sciences use the scientific or empirical method which in­

cludes accurate observations and descriptions, the for­

mulation of discoveries into hypotheses, and further ex­

perimentation that produces conditions that either confirm 

23 or deny the original hypotheses. Through a knowledge and 

use of its method, the scientist can know that every dis­

covery in science will conform to certain formal operations 

as mandated by the ~ priori operations of the method, and 

the method that science uses is completely appropriate 

vis a vis its object of inquiry. The important point to note 

is that a particular method determines through its structure 

what will be known, and therefore, the establishment of a 

correct method for metaphysics is very important. Further­

more, because of the nature of the object of metaphysics, 

the method itself is part of the inquiry, and therefore, the 

method or starting point of metaphysics must be self~vindi-

cating. The importance of thIs self-critique of method can 


be elucidated further through an examination of empirical 


science's relationship to its own method vis a vis meta­

physics~ and its own method. 
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First, empirical sciences may justify their method to 

some extent by appealing to the results of empirical exper­

imentation. If the empirical results are as pr;a:licted by the 

method, then the science has verified to some extent its 

method. With metaphysics this cannot be the case because its 

object includes sense experience,but also, far transcends 

it. Empirical data can be used as a guiding principle of the 

investigation and it can be pa~of metaphysics verification 

of a method, but it can never be the formal source of ver­

ification of a method that must ground the investigation 

into absolutely everything. 24 

Second, empirical sciences usually rely on some higher 

science to verify their method. 25 In fact, all particular 

sciences usually rest upon foundations they themselves did 

not develop.26 For example, the biologist relies on the 

science of physics to provide verification of its method. 

It is physics that determines that matter constitutes em­

pirical reality, and therefore, empirical observation is the 

only acceptable ·method to gather data. The biologist pre­

supposes this fact of methodology as a starting point to 
r 

investigate the biological activity.of its subject. Even 

the vitalist in biology presupposes certain physical and 

philosophical tenets that he himself is not responsible to 

verify. Metaphysics cannot appeal to a higher science, for 

it is the highest science. 27 To investigate being being 

is to assert that t.here is no investigation on a more T"--~-
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fundamental plane that can produce results which can be pre­

supposed by metaphysics in its method. In fact, metaphysics, 

by its nature, is the fundamental ground of all the other 

sciences, and it is itself its own ground because, as its 

object demands, it must examine everything including method 

qua method. 28 

The last important difference is that empLrical sciences 

-can improve their method through interaction with their em­

pirical object. The empirical object is first known in a 

"prescientific" way, and the method is improved as it shows 

an increasing affinity for the object through its predictive 

and explanatory abilities. 29 This is impossible with meta­

physics because its object is not a static state-of empirical 

data which is known as a given before the investigation 

begins. Rather, even the act of questioning and beyond is 

included in the metaphysical investigation, arid therefore, 

the method of metaphysics continually reflects back upon 

itself as a dynamic element of the object to be investigated. 

All of the above point to the unique nature of dis~ 

covering a method or point of departure for the investigation 

of metaphysics, for, though the objects of everyday experi­

ence are beings, we never reach beings as being except in a 

metaphysical reflection that presupposes a method. But this 

will not do because the method itself cannot be presupposed 

if we are to investigate absolutely everything. 30 To esta­

blish a sure method or starting point for the metaphysical c 



4 

inquiry, a fact must first be found that is beyond all pre­

suppositions and is by its nature unquestionable that can 

in-itself establish itself as the metaphysical method. 3l 

However, where are we to find this self-~indicating starting 

point if it must lie even outside of the question of being, 

ltse. lf base he . ?32 Weand must t questlon. must find within 

human existence some given that can serve as a self-founding 

foundation; where are we to find it? The solution to this 

apparent dilemma can be discovered in the nature of the 

question about the starting point itself, and from that 

discovery, we· can establish a method for metaphysics that 

presupposes nothing. 33 

The one constituent of man's experience that resists 

every attempt at replacement, and therefore, is absolute is 

the irresistable and inescapable question. Man can never 

escape that to question is a necessary component of his ex­

istence. If he questions whether he must question, or he 

stops questioning, and thereby, answers the presupposed 

question by declaring it meaningless, he establishes once 

again that his answers and denials always lead to ,new qU'es';":' .: 

tions. 34 IIEvery answer is always the beginning of a new 

question. ,,35 Obviously then, the question is a necessary 

component of man's existence that cannot be questioned away 

because, concommitant with his1;lnquiry into everything 

including the question itself, he always finds himself 

within the horizon of an antecedent and inescapable a priori 

(Tl1p.~+;('m 36 
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Tms all encompassing reality of man is the one unde­

niable fact of existence that establishes that question 

about the starting point of metaphysics is the unquestionable 

fact that reveals the proper starting point or method of met~ 

physics. The method of metaphysics must be the transcendent~ 

method because the:one undeniable reality of the question 

about reality the question itself/which an act of cog­

nition. The transcendental method questions the question 

which is itself unquestionable. Through this transcendental 

method of questioning the question,-' we can aiscover and 

explain the conditions of the question as the object of our 

inquiry. These conditions themselves are the conditio~s of 

the act of questioning the question because the transcen­

dental question about the question can itself be questioned. 

Again, to do the transcendental method by questionipg the 

question is totally self-vindicating because we know the 

question is itself an unquestionable fact, and therefore, 

the question about the question presupposes nothing, but 

only employs the unquestionable to discover its ~6nditions.37 

When we come to understand the question through the 

transcendental method, \ole are able to establish two things. 

First, an understanding of the question through questioning 

the question allows us to be certain of the formal structure 

of all questioning and subsequent aquisition of knowledge 

because every question about anything -- including the 

question about the question -- must conform to the conditions 

http:6nditions.37
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of the question. Second, we will possess through the tran­

scendenta1 method ·a fixed base which is invariant. It is 

invariant because if one wishes to qu~sti0n the conditions 

of the question, the very conditions of the question are 

presupposed as the condition 'of the possibility of this new 

. 38questJ.on. 

The fact that the question about the conditions of the 

question is our fundamental method can also be seen with ref~ 

erence to the thought of previous thinkers. t.1any phi10sophe 

have attempted to establish other points of departure for the 

inquiry. However, whether one starts from Marescha1's and 

LotzllS. judgment, or from Augustine's and Descarte's meth­

odo1ogical doubt, these "starting pointsll can always be 

reduced to a more fundamental consideration of the original 

question. All these other methods presuppose the dynamic act 

of the a priori question, and therefore, they are not the 

necessary self-vindicating starting point because they never 

reach the question about the question. 39 

Hence, we have established ~hat the one self-vindicating 

starting point of metaphysics is the transcendental method -­

the questioning of the conditions of the act of questioning 

and this method provides a base in which to establish the 

possibility of metaphysics. \~le can now begin the process 

of discerning the conditions of the question which man 

necessarily do~s through the transcendental method. 

http:questJ.on
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TRANSCENDENTAL REFLECTION ON THE CONDITIONS OF THE QUESTION 

(QUESTIONING THE QUESTION) 


This placing· of the·qu.estion about the starting point 

as the starting point leads us to assert a fundamental deter­

mination of man. Being is for man something questionah~e, 

and man is that being which necessarily questions being. 40 

It is for the questioning of being that man exists, and this 

statement of man's nature excludes the view that man is 

somehow Uinto" being first only then to question. Rather, 

man fundamentally is the questioner of being. 4l We can as­

sert that this is the fundamental determination of man becau~ 

it is the most fundamehtaldatum that man experiences about 

himself. Again, man can turn his attention from particular 

questions in his daily existence, but he can never escape 

that he is the question about being because, even in his 

questioning of this determination, he affirms as the con­

dition of the possibility of this act the very determination 

' 42he ques t l.ons. The above is the first assertion that flows 

immediatly from the transcendental method. We must now 

proceed to question the question as the fundamental deter­

mination of man to reveal the conditions of its possibility. 

Man's question concerning being has as its essence two 

concommitant movements or elements. As Heidegger showed, 

one questions a particular existent because the being of that 

existent is not yet apparent to the intellect. However, one 

can ask about particular things only if one already possesses 



18 

a priori a certain knowledge of that thing, for otherwise, 

one would not know what question to ask. As Coreth explains 

it, in every question there is a "mixture" of not-knowing 

a particular existent and a-presupposed knowing that allows 

the question to be asked. This mixture of knowing and not-

knowing in every question is not to be confused with the 

idea that man is in a kind of gray area, knowing a little 

about some particular existent of knowledge but still wishing 

to know more. Rather, the mixture present in every question 

is a "knmving ignorance" that is aware of itself by pro..., 

ceeding beyond the knownft 3 For example, one would not ask, 

Il what is that" if the not-knowing of the question, "what is 

that ll were not supported by the presupposed knowledge that 

the "what is that.1l Hence, every question is composed of 

a not-knowing and a presupposed knowing or pre-apprehension 

that enables the question to move beyond ignorance to actual 

knowledge. 

This pre-apprehension as the condition of the question 

is never itself an explicit element of the question. Rather, 

it is presupposed as that which moves toward that which is. 

Furthermore, though this pre-apprehension of being is a 

presupposed "knowledge ll that is never reflexively present 

to the questioner, it serves as the enabling condition of 

the reflexive and explicit content of the particular gues-< 

' t 1.on. 44 

Before we move on to a further examination of the 

~i ' . 1 1 
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pre-apprehension of the question, we must first distiguish 

this pre-apprehension from other presuppositions present in 

all particular questions so that we can more carefully iden­

tify just what is meant here. This pre-apprehension found as 

the condition of the possibility of questioning as such shou 

not be confused with what Coreth terms the IImodifying co­

knowledge" or the "constituitive co-knowledge" that are pre­

suppositions present in every particular question. 

Modifying co-knowledge is the knowledge that is previous 

to the question, arid it is the result of prior aquisitions 

of knowledge. For example, the question concerning the 

starting point of metaphysics will have a slightly different 

meaning for different individuals because each individual's 

previous "field" of knowledge concerning the subject of meta­

physics is slightly different. Hence, this modifying co­

knowledge is not an ~ priori condition of questioning qua 

questioning, but rather, it modifies the meaning of the ques­

tion vis a vis the previous knowledge of the individual 

. 45
questJ.oner. 

Constituitive co-knowledge is more fundamental than mod­

ifying co-knowledge, for it is an a priori condition of a 

question, but it falls short of the pre-apprehension because 

it is only an ~ priori condition of particular questions. 

The constituitive co-knowledge is a knowledge of the terms 

of a particular question. For example, if one were to ask 

the particular question about the starting point of meta­



20 

a knowledge of what metaphysics is and what a starting point 

is. Hence, .because this constituitive co-knowledge is only 

the condition of particular questions rather than a condition 

of questioning qua questioning, it falls short of this pre­

apprehension under investigation because it is not self­

validating in that the meaning of the particular terms can 

always themselves be questioned. 46 

Therefore, because both types of co-knowledge referred 

to above only condition particular questions, they are not 

the condtitions of the question question. They only ex­

plain the question vis a vis that which is already known, but 

do not explain how the question moves in anticipation or pre-

apprehension towards that which not known in its "knowing 

ignorance." What we must find in the particular question, 

"what is the starting point of metaphysics" is'that condi­

tion which allows one to pre-apprehend what is not known in 

every 51,uestion regardless of its particular content. This 

"pure" pre-apprehension does not intend an elaboration of the 

content of the already known of the question -- that is what 

co-knowledge is -- rather, this pre-apprehension in the ques­

tion qua question must be something that goes beyond the al­

ready known co-knowledge toward the possibility of the un­

known. It must be a "pure" pre-apprehension of the unknown 

in the question that constitutes the very condition of the 

possibility of question:isng'as such. 47 

Though co-knowledge found in every particular question 
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can never be totally eliminated -- one always asks a parti­

cular question -- it can be "transcended" to such an extent 

that the pure pre-apprehension of questioning qua questioning 

can ~e discovered. This is done when one questions the pos­

sibility of the question itself -- the transcendental 

method -- and thus, transforms the co-knowledge into a simple 

knowledge of asking the question itself which cannot be 

questioned because it is unquestionable as was established 

above. When we question the 20ssibility of the question, we 

"eliminate" the presuppositions of the co-knowledge by trans­

forming it into a knowledge of the unquestionable fact of 

questioning which presupposes nothing, but only assumes the 

"presuppositionales.s. ,,48 We will now examine what this pre­

apprehension of being that is the condition of questioning 

as such is in its essence. 

When one questions, one is aware of already knowing a 

determined content, but one knows his knowledge to be limited 

because one asks about it. However, if one knows a limited 

content of knmV'ledge because one asks about it, one reveals 

oneself to be already beyond the limited known in a pre­

apprehension of the unknown. This pre-apprehension tmvards 

the unknown as the condition of the question is neither to­

tally determined nor totally undetermined, It is not totally 

determined in that it is not a projection of the already 

known determinations of the object questioned onto further 

possible objects of knowledge. This projection is simple the 
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co-knowledge aiready discussed, and it is not a pre-apprehen­

sion of the unknown, but only IIwidens" the already known de­

terminations found in a particular question. The pre-ap­

prehension is n0t totally undetermined because it moves to~ , 

ward a positive "object" and not toward nothing. Amovement 

towards nothing is impossible, and hence, the question could 

not exist. Therefore, the pre-apprehension toward the un­

known is a "relative" undetermined movement vis a vis the 

already known of the question, but it moves toward a positive 

goal or object. We must determine the positive aspect of 

this pre-apprehension of the 'unknown~f6und '.i'nthe question. 49 

~e would like to assert that the positive aspect of the 

pre-apprehension found as a condition of the question as 

question is a pre-apprehension of absolute being. How can 

this statement be vindicated? This can be accomplished by 

discerning three attributes of the positive aspect of the pre 

apprehension, and/through a synthes.j·s of the three , arrive 

at a concept identical to the concept of absolute being. 

The first aspect of this pre-apprehension is its unity. 

One questions what can be questioned, and therefore, the 

question qua question moves toward the questionable qua'ques­

tionable. Hence, the question about the question reveals a 

pre-apprehension of the totalitt'as questionable, and this 

movement toward the totality as questionable establishes the 

unity of all the is pre-apprehended in the question. 50 

The second aspect of the pre-apprehension is its unlimite< 
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nature. Once one establishes a limit to questioning, the 

limit can always itself be questioned. The question moves 

toward absolutely everything -- not every particular thing 

in that it moves toward the unity of everything as everythin 

as-questionable. Hence, this "horizon" of questionability 

as the unity of that which is questioned is itself unlimited. 

The third aspect of the pre-apprehension of the question 

is that it moves toward being. The pre-apprehension of the 

question about "everything-unknown" is the unlimited unity 

of being, for one alwaysffiks what or if something is. 

Hence, the pre-apprehension of the unknown in every question 

is a movement toward absolute being. 52 

Therefore, we have estblished that whenever one questions 

( about the particular beings of the world, one always pre­

supposes as a condition of the possibility of the question a 

pre-apprehension of absolute being because one always pre­

apprehends the unlimited unity of being in that one always 

questions, ipso facto, in regard as to what or whether the 

thing is~3 In other words, the unknown pre-apprehended in 

every question is absolute being because one always asks 

liquid sit" or "an sit," and therefore, one pre-apprehends the 

the power "to be" sit as the possibility of any question 

54being asked. Every possible question can only exist"with­

in" thi s one a horizon of absolute being, for every 

question regardless of its content rests upon this one pre­

apprehension that moves one I s question toward ,.,hat is,. ab­
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This pre-apprehension of being as the always already 

realized condition of knowledge is present even in the doubt 

or the denial of the existence of knot>]ledge of the onto10- i. 

gica1. 55 This is so because even when one questions whether 

the real can be known one goes beyond the merely subjective 

to the in-itself of being by the very act or performance of 

the question in that one intends in the pre-apprehension of 

the question what is. One may assert as an ans~r to the 

original intention of the question that there really and 

truly is no ontological being, but this assertion is only 

borne once again by the ontological because the performance 

of the original question already entailed a pre-apprehension 

of being in-itself as a condition of the possibility of the 

assertion about what is. 56 

Rahner comments succinctly on the nature of the pre-appr 

hension as that which brings the knower to the ontological 

when examining the act of judgment. As he states: 

• . . the esse of an individual being appears 
first of all at least as'; the intrinsic, sustaining 
ground of all the determinations which can pos­
sibly belong to the existent in question. But 
it is also in itself the fullness of all possible 
determinations absolutely. For in every judgment 
it is the same to-be-in-itse1f that is pre-apprehended. 
Insofar as all possible quidditativedeterminations 
are real through esse as to-be-rea1 in the usual 
sense, in every judgment the same esse is pre­
apprehended, in every judgment a knowledge of the 
same esse is simultaneously known. • • . But in 
this pre-apprehension as the necessary and always 
realized condition of knowledge (even in a doubt, 
an in-itself, .and thus esse is affirmed) the 
existence of an Absolute Being is also affirmed 
simu1tanious1y.57 
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The pre-apprehension of absolute being as the con­

dition of questioning is the immanent criterion by which 

the intellect comes to the ontological through the judgment, 

and, 'even when one doubts that the ontological can be reache 

the ontological being-in-itself is implicitly affirmed. 

Lonergan further clari this relationship between the 

pre-apprehension of absolute being as a condition of ques­

tioning and the acts of knowledge found in experiencing, 

understanding, and judging. The pre-apprehension of being in 

the question'isthe intentio intendens, and the acts of 

knowledge are the intentio intenta. For example, as parti­

cular answers stand to particular questions, so the cogni­

tional acts of experiencing, understanding, and judging stand 

to the pre-apprehension of being in the question. Hence, 

an answer is to a question because they both refer to the 

same object. Likewise, the intentio intenta -- ~act of un­

derstanding -- urecieves" its original reference to absolute 

being as this being (essence) that is because it was " SUffir::;, , 

moned forth" by the a prior intentio intendens -- the pre­

apprehension of absolute being (esse) in the question.'S8 As 

LOnergan remarks: 

The intentio intendens of the subject summons 
forth and unites cognitional activities to ob­
jectify itself in an intentio intenta that unites 
and is determined by the partial objects of the 
partial activities. As the intentio intendens 
of the dynamic structure, so the corresponding 
intentio intenta of the structured cognitional 
activities is intrinsically related to being 
and reality . • . It remains that the two relations 
are not identical. The intentio intendens is not 



knowing but merely intending Tpre-apprehensiOl}f : 
It is objectivity in potency. But the intentio 
intenta resides not in mere intending but in 
strucbred activities of knowing: It is objectivity 
in act.59 

We may conclude then, that the acts of cognition are the 

objective in act because the original pre-apprehension as 

objectivity in potency has already intended absolute being 

as the condition of the possibility of the a posteriori 

acts of experiencing, understanding, and judging. 

We can find indications of the above insight in the 

thought of~evious thinkers. Heidegger identified this dis­

tinction of the two components of the question with the on­

tological distinction between Being and beings. All the in­

dividual objects that can be questioned are beings, and the 

"pm'ler" of "to bell of these individual beings is Being. 

Being and beings are distict "objects" of human cognition, 

but they are never found cognitively without being in re­

60lation to one another. In one's questioning of individual 

beings, one always moves toward the unknown in a pre-appre­

hension of Being as the antecedent condition of the question. 

Furthermore, this is exactly what St. Thomas means when 

he speaks of a general knowledge of being had in the knower. 

This general knowledge of being is not an accumulation of 

all possible objects of knowledge, but rather, it consists 

of an antecedent pre-apprehension of being that provides the 

~ priori possibility of the knower's question. 61 This tran­

scendental "knowledge" as a pre-apprehension of absolute 

i bein is an unthematic nonconce tual -- knowled e that is 
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ambiguous and undetermined. That is, it is an anticipation 

of absolute being (esse) that becomes a particular and the­

matic datum of knowledge when 'through the intention of the 

question vis a vis an empirical datum the pre-apprehension 

of esse becomes a limited and determined object of knowledge 

(essence). It is important to note that these two concom­

mitant moments of the one human knowing are not two aspects 

only extrinsically or accidentally related to one another. 

The pre-apprehension of absolute being as found in'.the in­

tention of the question is the condition of the possibility 

of every particular question arid susequent actuality of 

cognition. Likewise, this pre-apprehension cannot itself 

be realized except in the particular question concerning 

individual existents. 62 

One would make a mistake to suppose that tnis original 

pre-apprehension of absolute being as the condition of the 

question could itself become a finite object of knowledge 

along other finite objects. In fact, this pre-apprehension 

can never become an object of knowledge even in our sub­

sequent reflection upon it. This is so because, by the act 

of making it a conceptual object of inquiry, the pre-appre­

hension of absolute being is again presupposed as the very 

condition of the possibility of this objectification through 

the question. The pre-apprehension is always the ~ priori 

condition that allows the object to be an object, and there­

fore, ipso facto, it can not itself be an object of knowledg 
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Our metaphysical concepts of being can mediate this original 

pre-apprehension to ourselves on a thematic level so that 

its existence can be more precisely understood, and the-' 

concepts do have an intrinsic relationship and referral to 

the original experience, but the concepts never capture it 

in its totality. Of course, even concepts about something 

totally different from the pre-apprehension have this re­

lationship, for every question and answer only exists within 

this one field of being intended by the question regardless 

of its specific content. 63 

By the same token, though our subsequent reflection on 

the a priori pre-apprehension never totally recaptures the 

original experience, the pre-apprehension is not realized 

except through the mediation of particular questions and 

concepts. That is, the pre-apprehension is given only in the 

process of coming to know concrete, finite existents because 

this process is that which allows the condition to 'be that 

which conditions in its relationship with the conditioned. 

How could it be otherwise, for what sense is there in speaki 

of the existence of the condition of the ~ossibility of 

questioning without any actual question ever taking place. 64 

This dialectical relationship between the original pre­

apprehension and the particular acts of knowledge reveals two 

movements of human knowing. Because this pre~apprehension 

is only given as a condition of particular questions and acts. 

of knowledge, man continually strives to bring this experien 
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into his categorical framework through the particular ques­

tions concerning the contingent world so as to communicate 

the original experience to himself and to others. Likewise, 

often there are concrete questions and conceptual schemes 

because of a common culture and society that lack any ref­

erence to the pre-apprehension of the original knower, and 

therefore, there is always a movement to bring these socially 

accepted concepts to "existential significance" in the in­

dividual by giving them a~al relationship the the original 

pre-apprehension of the knower. 65 

The nature of the relationship between the pre-appreheri~. 

sion of the question and obj ects of knowledge leads us tOr'. 

affirm the fundamental distinction between subjectivity and 

objectivity in human knowledge. As Coreth states, the ob­

ject is always that which is asked about or had as a content 

of knowl~dge. The subject is the ~ priori intentionality 

of the pre-appreh~sion in the inquirer asking about the ob­

ject. 66 When one asks a question, one is aware of oneself 

as the questioner subjectivity -- and that which stands 

over against oneself as the object of the question --objec­

tivity. In the question, this mutally conditioning duality 

of subject in this pre-apprehension of absolute being and 

the object as that asked about in the particular question is 

revealed. The particular question cannot exist except with­

in this intrinsic dialictic distinction of the mutual con­

di tions of transcendental subjectivity and categorical'·'.' 
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objectivity. Furthermore, subjectivity is that which is the 

absolute being already pre-apprehended as a condition of the 

question, and objectivity is that particular which comes to 

be known as a limitation of the prior pre,..,.apprehension of 

sUbjectivity. 67 

All that we have said so far in this section allows us 

to futher say what the nature of man is as questioner. Man's 

questioning nature reveals that, insofar a~ he asks about the 

~nof limited being, he shows himself to already possess 

a "knowledge" or pre-apprehension of absolute being that is 

68
the a priori condition and horizon of the question as such. 

As Thomqs said, when man begins with his first question, he 

is alreadyll)Quodammodo omnia" (in a certain t,,¥ay everything), 

and yet, he is still "tabula rasa, materia prima in ordine 

intellectus" (a clean slate, prime matter in the order of 

intellect) because he must still come to this pre-apprehensio 

of absolute being in his daily encounter with individual 

existents. 69 This points to the paradoxical nature of man 

as questioner and knower in his unity and duality. Man, in 

his sea~ch for knowledge of particulars and himself, reveals 

through his question that he already possesses~ a "knowledge" 

of the whole from the beginning of his first question. Man 

has a pre-apprehension of absolute being, and yet, he is not 

in reflective possesion of it. Only in his encounter with th 

multiplicity of beings does he realize his already had 

knowledge of the unity. 70 
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Thus far we have established through a phenomenological 

investigation the validity of the metaphysical inquiry. 

When man asks as to whether metaphysics is possible, he re­

veals through the question that it is possible because it 

does not consist of a building from noth~ng, but a limitation 

of the unity he already "knows" through the pre-apprehension 

of the question. Before we elaborate any further this con­

clusion, we will first proceed to do a metaphysics of cog­

nition. This will further elucidate our contention concerni~ 

the possibility of metaphysics because it will go beyond._ 

what we have done so far by not only explaining what knowing 

is, but also, why that is knowing. 
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METAPHYSICS OF .THE QUESTION 
(CONVERTABILITY OF KNOWING AND BEING) 

Up to this poittwe have determined that man's questioning 

nature reveals that~insofar as man asks about the world of 

limited beings he shows that he already possesses;a pre­

apprehension of absolute being that is the a eriori condition 

and horizon of the question as such. This determination of 

human knowledge contains within it two concommitant momemts 

in the one human knowing, for it is a "knowing-i.gnorance" 

that pre-apprehends"' absolute being as the condition of the 

not-knowing of the question. Because this pre-apprehension 

is the condition of the not-knowing of the question, we can 

assert a metaphysical determination of being in-itself. 

Being is fundamentally abe to be known. The idea that being 

is "being-able-to-be-known" contains within it both the 

knowing or pre-apprehension of. the question (that which is 

not known at all cannot be asked about) and the not-knowing 

of the question (if something is knmvn, it does not need to 

be questioned).71 We need to examine this fundamental deter­

mination of being found in the nature of the question with 

more depth. We will first examine being in the context of 

the pre-apprehensional knowing of the question. Then we will 

examine being in regard to the not-knowing of the question. 

"Being is questionabilitYi .1'1 and therefore, it is fun­

damentally knowable, for the question of being presupposes 

. this. Hence, the very notion that being could be unknown is 

http:questioned).71


a contradictory notion. To say something is unknowable 

assumes a question has been asked without finding an answer. 

However, to ask a question ~resupposes knowledge or a pre­

apprehension of being as the condition of the act. Unknow­

ability is only a concept within the context of an already 

had knowledge in the question, and therefore, the "unknown 

unknown II is simply beyond the present horizon of the indi­

vidual knower. Yet the pre-apprehension of being is the 

condition of the possibility of conceiving abstractly the 

"unknown unknown" as being because the original question 

always intends that which is. Hence, "whatever can be can 

be known. ,,72 With this we have established a fundamental 

relationship between being and knowing. What is the possi­

bility of this relationship? 

This relationship between being and knowing cannot be 

seen as something subsequent to the existence of a cognitive 

power and its object, for then their actual coincidence in 

actual knowing would not be cogent. How could the question 

always pre-apprehend being as a condition of its possibility 

if there were not an intrinsic relationship between being and 

knowing ant.ecedent to actual knowing? Hence, as St. Thomas 

said, "the intellect and the intelligible must be propor.:.... '. 

tional. ,,73 There exists an ~ priori determination of what 

a cognitive power can know, and an antecedent determination 

in the object that limits what cognitive power can know it.74 

The vindication of this proportionality is found in the 
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(-­ fact that a knower-has a pre-apprehension of absolute being 

as the condition of the possibility of knowing a particular 

obj'ect ~ This absolute being pre-apprehended in the question 

is itself the unlimited act of existence {esse)of the finite 

object of knowledge, and therefore, it establishes the an­

tecedent proportionality of the cognitive power and its ob­

Ject. In other words, because of the pre-apprehension of 

absolute being in every question that is prior to actual 

knowledge, one knows that every possible object of knowledge 

has an intrinsic and antecedent relationsnip to the cog­

nitive power in that it is. 

We can still proceed further in discovering the relation­

ship between being and knowing. This pre-apprehension of 

absolute being in the question -- the intrinsic relationship 

between being and knowing -- has its explanation in the act 

of the question itself. When one questions, one is aware of 

the question one is; one is aware of the identity of the act 

of t:he:question with oneself. Therefore, the act of ques­

tioning or knowing reveals itself to coincide with being. 

As Coreth remarks, "The act knows itself as being. n75 Hence, 

as Thomas states, "the intellect and the intelligible in act 

n76 are one. This immediate self-presence of being to itself 

in the act of the question that is prior to the objects of 

knowledge makes intelligible the original meaning of being 

I and knowing in their original unity. Knowing is the "being­

present-to-itself" of being, and the extent that a being is 
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present to itself in'knowledge determines the intensity of 

77 
the being of that particular existent. Rahner's line of 

reasoning is this: 

First, the question about the "being of that 
·wnich is II already expressES a provisional know:':" 

ledge about being in general, for nothing at all 
can be asked about the totally unknown. Thus 
some kind of knowledge is already affirmed and 
expressed in the question about the meaning of 
being • . . To say this is to affirm also that 
every thing which is, as the possible object of 
a cognition, possessES, in its own right and by 
virtue of its being (that is, essentially), an 
interior reference to a possible cognition, and 
so to a possible knowing subject. The knowability 
is affirmed as an ontological definition, in the 
thing which is itself; But if this interior 
reference of every existent thing to a possible 
cognition is an a priori and necessary proposition, 
it can be so only because the being of that which 
is and the knowing of it form an original unity. 
Othenvise, this reference of every existent thing 
in its own right to on act of of knowledge could 
be at best only de facto, and not a definition 
of these exist·entthings provided by the essence 
of their being. An essentially necessary rela­
tionship of the inierdependence of two facts must 
ultimately rest upon an original unity of the 
two. For if the two were originally separate, 
that is, if in their origin they were not relative 
to one another, their interdependence could 
never be necessary, but at most de facto, accidental. 
The being of that which is and the knowledge 
thereof are thus ihterdepehdeht, because 'oti~i~: l.~ 
nally they are one and the same in their cause. 
This is to affirm nothing less than that being as 
such, to thEl!~ degree that it is being and appears 
as such, is knowing. This knowing in an authentic 
unity with being is knowledge of being that 
results in kilowing that the knower himself is. 
Being and knowledge form an original unity,-rhat 
is to say, the cognitive reference to itself is 
part of the essence of the being of that which 
actually is. Conversely, the knowledge which 
belongs to the concept of the essence of being is 
the being-present-to-itself of being itself.78 

Being, therefore, in its primary reality in not object but 

http:itself.78
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self-presence to itse as the possibility of objective 

knowing, and knowing is this subjectivity of being. 79 

This:-i~ in marked contrast to a theory of knowledge that 

sees the nature of knowing as the reflection in the intellect 

of some object from "outside" with its own law of being that 

is only accidental to the intellect. 80 Knowing is not a 

comning in II contact II '\'1i th an obj ect. Rather, knowing is the 

"being-present-to-itself" of being "which lets knowing and 

being-known spring out of itself as its own characteristic 

and thus grounds the intrinsic possibility of an antecedent, 

essential, intrinsic relation of both of them to each other.' 

The a priori and transcendental intelligibility of being 

realized in the pre-apprehension of absolute being in the 

question could not be understood in any other way, "for a 

plurali tY""'is not unified of itself. ,,82 Thus far we have 

examined the concept of be4ng within the context of 

a prior knowledge or pre-apprehension of the question. Now 

we must proceed to discover the concept of being in regard 

to the not-knowing of the question. 

The question presupposes that one knows or pre-apprehends 

being, but it also presuppose that one does not know, for 

otherwise, one would not question. Therefo~e, because the 

not-knowing of the question exists and we have already de­

termined that knoving is being, there must exist in man IS 

question a not-identity of being and knowing in such a way 

that his being as identity with the act of the question is 
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not total~y present to itself. This "non-Iuminousityll of 

being to itself found in the question reveals the non-iden­

tity of being and knowing because we are aware of the dis­

tinction between our knowing subjectivity and the obj'ect aske 

about. Because we find this not-identity of being and knowi~ 

in the question, being qua being must transcend our own 

subjective::i!dentity with being. Man's sUbjectivity is not 

the absolute identity of being and knowing, but rather, he is 

a finite subjectivity that proceeds beyond himself in a: pre­

apprehension of absolute being in the not-knowing of the 

question. 83 

From the above, we may conclude that "man is deficient 

in his innermost ground of being. ,,84 How do we account for 

this deficiency of man's subjectivity discovered ih-, the not­

knowing of the question? Because being is fundamentally sel~ 

presence, and man reveals a finite self-presence, there must 

be some determination of man that is by nature itself that 

which--n,exhausts II self-presence and is the being of "another.''' 

This determination of being that is for the other and is not 

self-presence is what Thomas means by prime matter--cr mater­

iallity. Prime matter is that which "exhausts" the 

presence of being because it is empty and indeterminate being 

for the other. Hence, the degree~of self-presence of an ex­

istent -- the intensity of being of the existent -- is de­

termined by its degree of immateriality.~- Because we find thai 

man is not-"total subJectivit.y in t1'rat- -he TImst' question his 

'"" knowing in an encounter w~th exi~tents, we see- that man ; q 



composed of matter and is ordered to the sensibility of the 

material world. 8S 

It has become evident that being is essentially the 

identity of knowing and being in subjectivity, and therefore, 

the problem concerning the IIgap" between knm'i'ing and objects 

of knowledge is not a problem of how to "bridget! this pre­

supposed distinction. Rather, is is a matter of discerning 

how the gap is possible at all. This distinction between the 

subjective knower and 'the object of knowledge exists'-;because 

of man's ordination to materiality and the material world, 

but the non-identity of being and knowing as a consequence of 

this materiallity rests upon the already realized identity of 

be ing and knowing found in the a-,priori subjectivitY'lof the 

pre-apprehension in the question. 86 The question man asks 

because of his non-identity with being is originally possible 

only because of his subjective identity with being as the 

condition of the possibility of the question. Hence, man's 

identity with being is logically prior to his non-identity 

with being, land therefore, the "gap" between subject and ob­

ject arises out of their original unity and not the unity out 

of a original distinction. Furthermore, when man questions, 

he is not only aware of the identity of being and knowing in 

his subjectiviey, but also, he is aware through the pre-appre 

hension of absolute being of the totallity of that which can 

be questioned. In otehr words, man's subjectivity as being 

present to itself transcends itself to become more through 

the process of uestionin. 
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( We have concluded our metaphysics of knowing. Therefore, 

we will proceed to the last section of our inquiry. This 

last section will further elucidate the vindication of meta­

physics vis a vis Kant's denial of its possibility. With 

this last section complete, we hope to have shown even agains 

the rigonous critique of Kant the possibility of metaphysics 

by the human knower. 
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THE VINDICATION OF ~mTAPHYSICS CONTRA KANT 

We have vipdicated that metaphysics is possible because 

of the a priori pre-apprehension of absolute being of the 

question in human cognition. Behind every relative horizon 

is the pre-apprehension of the question that moves toward the 

unknown as that which is. Therefore, there is always a pre-

apprehension of absolute being as the condition of the 

possibility of every question that brings actual knowing to 

the in-itself of being. Furthermore, this relationship 

between being and knowing is intellegible because the questi 

itsel£ is being. Through questioning, being realizes itself 

in a movement toward the absolute. 87 

Furthermore, the transcendental method vindicates meta­

physics even againt the critical method of Kant. Kant's 

critical method only dealt with the conditions of the content 

of knowledge, but the transcendental method surpasses Kant 

in that it considers the originali.cnrrli tions of the question 

that condition the reaching of this content of knowledge. 

This condition is recognized in the dynamic intentionallity 

of the pre-apprehension of the original question of cog­
88 

nition. r,,/Let us look more carefully at this "transcendence" 

of Kant. 

Xant denies that one can know reality as it is in-itself 

because one cannot determine whether the a priori categories 

are merely relative to the knower. For Kant, the affirmation 
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of the judgment about what is real depends upon the a priori 

categories, and therefore, one cannot transcend the categoriffi 

to affirm their validity as a reference to the real because 

one a1w.ays presupposses the categories in the act. Kant's 

critique can be surmounted by examining the very act of ques­

tioning the absolute validity of knowledge. The presupposed 

condition of the possibility of the question entails that, 

to question the absolute nature of knowledge, one must pre­

suppose the.absolute because the relative validity of know­

ledge is posit):ed in--itself as "measured ll by the pre-appre­

hension of the absolute in the intention of the question 

about what is?9 In other words, to question as to whether the 

v.alidity ~~off knowledge reaches the in-itself, reveals that 

one has already transcended the relative, moving to the realm 

of the in-itself which "constitutes one ane,\¥': the 'that such 

a thing is not to be reach~' the 'that we are able to decide 

nothing about such a possibility,.,,90 

All types of idealism, phemomenalism, and .relativism 

possess this contradiction in their affirmations. When they 

affirm that the conditions of knowledge are merely logical, 

they affirm that it is really and logical, and thus, 

they posit the absolute as the measure of what is in-itself. 

As Lonergan conveys it: 

The possibility of questioning is being, and this 
being is being in its unqualified sense, An-Sich-Sein 
(being-in-itself). "From this it follows that 
there never is and never can be a closed "inner area" 
of transcendental subjectivity, for subjectivity in 
its very performance is already flout sidell in the 
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realm of "being-in-itself" in general which tran­

scends sU~jectivity. Performance is constituted 

in its nature and its possibility by its horizon, 

but the horizon in which subjectivity re~lizes 

itself is always the horizon of being-in4tself 

in general".91 


Kant contradicts himself because he wishes to assert that the 

conditions of knowledge are only logical, and therefore, it 

is only logical that the conditions are logical. But this is 

contradictorty because it is impossible that all really and 

. I 92truI y be onIy I og1ca. 

Hence, we can assert that the pre-apprehension of abso­

lute being found in an examination of the intentionality of 

the question as the condition of its possibility shows Kant 

to be inconsistent because the the intention of the pre-

apprehension of his question reached toward the absolute 

being, and therefore, he asserted the non-existence of know­

ledge of the in-itself, in-itself. 

http:general".91
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CONCLUSION 

How can metapysics come to vindicate its endeavor if 

has nothing to rest upon, and thereby, presuppose as a 

point of departure? Can man in honesty affirm that he has 

the possibility of knowing reality as it is in-itself? The 

answer to this question is not an II answer" at all, but the 

original question, and the question is that which is most 

easly overlooked because, originally, it is that which is 

most obvious in experience. Metaphysics is possible because 

in the question that manifundamentally is he reveals him­1 

self to already be, in a certain way, everthing in his 

sUbjective pre-apprehension of absolute being.: .Man, in this 

subjectivity, is already to the ontological of being in-itse 

because the subjectivity the being-present-to-itself of 

being prior to dispertion to the limited being of the world. 

This establishment of the possibility of metaphysics can be 

viewed from two different yet mutually conditioning points 

of view. That is, because this vindication recognizes in 

human knowing both the empirical or sensible element and the 

a priori pre-apprehension of absolute being, it stands at th 

Imid~p6.rui1t" between naive realism and idealism. As Lonergan 

explains this: 

Finally, against both the naive realist and the 
idealist of the types in question, the critical 
realist ur~e~~the charge of picture thinking. 
Why does the naive realist ground objective 
knowledge of reality in looking, perceiving, 
Anschauung? I~y does the idealist assert that 
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it is by Anschauung that our cognitional activi­

ties have their immediate relationship to objects? 

It is because their world is a picture world. 

If their ~lOrld, lwereethe universe of being, they 

~oold agree that the original relationship of 

cognitional activity to the universe of being 

must lie in the intention wre-apprehensioill of 

being. But their world is a picture world, the 

original relationship of cognitional activity 

to the picture is the look; and so it is in 

looking that the naive realist finds revealed the 

essence of objectivity, and it is in Anschauung 

that the critical idealist places the immediate 

relation of cognitional activity to objects. 

There exists, then, something like a forgetful­

ness of being. There exists in man a need for 

an intellectual conversion ex urnbris et imaginibus 

in veritatem.93 


11 Bence, the naive realists is correct in believing that 

knowledge reaches being in-itself, but he oversimplifies 

this view by seeing this objectivity of knowledge as 0ne 

component of knowing rather than in the total dynamism of 

the intellect as questioning. Thecidealist correctly dis­

claims the naive realists contention concerning the source 

of objectivity in human knowledge, but in this refutation-, 

he :is unable discover the possibility of reaching objective 
-
being. 9

-4 

Besides this correction of these above' ,two philosophical 

positions, ~he thought of Rahne~ Longergan, and Coreth also 

refutes the philosophical tenets of ontologism or apriorism, 

for here man's arrival at objective being does not consist 

in an intuition of being in-itself as though it were an i. 

element in the objects as any other quality, but rather, man' 

corning to the ontological resides in the a priori pre-appre­

hension of absolute bein as the condition of the 

http:veritatem.93
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of objects of knowledge. Hence, as Thomas states, "The mirid 

cannot know without a conversion to the phantasm. I! Man's 

only intuition1.is of sensibl~~bbjects, and therefore, his 

knowledge of the being-in-itself is not intuition but pre­

apprehension. The metaphysics of man is limited to the 

being of the world, and there is no'possibility of his 

coming to know the essence ,(~ssence as that which 

object of knowledge) of "seperated forms\: that transcend the 

world of the imagination~5 As Rahner states: 

the possibility and the limit of metaphysics 
consist only in the reflection on the excessus 
to absolute esse which makes physics possible, 
then the only metaphys~cal statements of a fun­
damental kind which can be make about an object 
beyond the realm of our objects, that is, beyond 
the realm of the.' imagination, are the intrinsic 
moments in the concept of being as such itself. 
• • . He (Thomas) emphasizes again and again that 
we do not possess a knowledge of the quiddity of 
"seperated thingsll (that is, of everything which 
is not a mobile being) which belongs to them as 
such. We only know of their existence, so that 
of their essence we only know implicitly what is 
necessarily given implicitly in the knowledge of 
their existence, that is, the transcendent~l de­
termination in that intensity of being in which 
they necessarily belong to an existent or to ab­
solute being as such withou~material limitation. 
But that defines the metaphysical object only from 
the empty concept of being. For although esse 
is in itself the full ground of every existent, 
nevertheless, this fullness is givent to us only 
in the absolute, empty infinity of our pre-appre­
hension ,.J". • 96• 

Hence, though we have established the possibility of meta­

physics through this synthesis of Rahner, Lonergan, and 

Coreth, because man is essentially spirit and matter --Bspiri 

in the world -- he only has an indirect vision of absolute 

http:intuition1.is
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being. "Thus man is the mid-point suspended between the 

world and God, between time and eternity, and this boundary 

line is the point of h±~ definition and destiny.,,97~,~~n's 

metaphysics culminates in his knowledge of God which always 

remains in the strictures or unlimitedness of the infinity 

of absolute being that can never become, ipso facto, an 

object of knowledge. !lAnd so it remains true: the highest 

knowledge of God is the 'darkness of ignorance,.n98 
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