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DE VERBO INCARNATO: SUGGESTIONS FOR ITS REVISION

Gensral,

1, Explain the division of matisr between DSST and DVI, Scripture on the
divinity of Xt 1s put in DVI, but Patres snd Nicea in DSST,

2. Explein the theology of & "proof," Some of your theses are "proved* by
a quotation from a council (v,g., th. 4 quotes Chalcedon); but a proof should

reduce the proposition to its ultimete foundations - on what grounde did the
council define the point?

3., Explein your use of the Patree s bit, They seem sometimes to defend the truth
by invalid argumente. Thie is true not only of their exegesie but also of some of
their principles; v.g., "sued non essumptum, non senatum," depends on & futurible
of which they have no knowledge.

4, Explain end make coneistent your use of censuras, From DFCA, po, 63, 70, I
wea led to believe that you distinguien now between "theologice certum" and "sen~

tentia communis TT." But DVI sometimes (v.g., p. 465) makes consent of TT. suffici-
ent for "theol, certum," sometimes (v.g., p. 430) saye "communiter docetur"' without

further comment, Item, explain the difference batween "de fide definita” end “de

fide catholica,"

5. What about s chapter developing reletions of Incarnetion ed alle? - the
incarnation and history, the incarnstion snd the plety of the faithful, etec.?

Par thepes,

Thesie 1.

P. 4, 3: "unue idemque." Your proof does not bring the identity ianto focue (the
only explicit reference I noticed wes on p, 99, tho' the prenote on aschemes touchea
the metier), But since thesis % refers back to thesia 1 for the proof of this point,

I euggest 8 paregraph drewing attention to the identity in meny of the texte used.

P, 4, ~6: "prasexistitisee, crestionl interfulsse." (Cf, elso pp. 58; 73, § -8)

Thle seems to me to refer to tha simply divine, not to tax ite participation by the
human, Unless you meen that the idea of the God-Man wae an archetyps in creation,

P, 43, ~4: "Cun temen Adew,.., ed imaginem.,. Dei, novus homo #n Xto,., ec, inten-
tionem Crestoris," The point of the comperison and contrest eacepes me,

B, 63, -12: "81 synoptici inter ee comparantur," - But thia is developed to include
comparison of texts within the same Gospel,

P. 82, 5: Would n, 4 of V go better with VI?

" P, 87: I had great troubles finding sn order in the 9 nn, of the Pauline con-
ception, pp. 87 to 99. |
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DVI+ SUGGESTIONS - 2

P. 116, 10; 132, -13; 339, pars 3&s Does your use of "similitude" end "anelogy®
need to be regulerized?

P, 135: These objactions ere egeinst the whole 3rd part of theeie 1., Hence not
n, 4 (88 {f they were pert of B, IV) but 0, as another section sfter A end B,

P, 135, 2: Jo 14, 28, You int:rpret the text from Jo 5 end eeem to refer it to
eternal relations, But the immediate context seems to refer it to the eerthly state,
Cf, the note Bible de Jepusslem hae in h, 1.

Thaeis 2,

P, 141, -2: "De fide cetholice," Why not "de fide definite,® if not from eerlier,
then from medieval councils? Of, DB 429, 462,

P, 142 & 143: Arius and Apollinsris are seid to err in conceiving the union after
the snelogy of soulf end body. Does this put de la Taille in their compeny?

P. 150: Add an objection - Quod non sesumptum, non sanatum; etquif persona
humena non essumpte; ergo persona huménd non eansta,

Theeie 3.

P, 187, -10: lne point of h! ie not clear, Is it that Cyril talkse of nsture of
Xt, as if there were but one and that divine?

P, 192, 1: Adversarii, Should Deodet de Besly end modern non-@atholic Nestoriams
be included?

P, 192, -10: Note given es "de fide catholica,” Why not "definite"?

Theeis 4,
P, 197, ~8: "etiam post incernationem, Thie implies, "et ente et post.®

P, 228, -4: Ter ponitur "unugsundemque,“ & guinquies additur "sundem,"

P, 229, f: “duae partes," This suggest;nn that the divine snd human natures are
hparte." Is not thet mele sonans?

P, 230, -9: "de fide,,, catholice." Pars la (p. 225, -1) was "de fide definita,"
What difference have you in mind?

P, 235, ~6: Does the argument of 2 ¢) hold sgeinst unic in esse too? < fex xse2?

P, 238, 3: Surely there is something wrong here, "Xtue est netureliter mortelis,
oresturs,” are not exsmples of negetive predication,
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DVI: SUGGESTIONS - 3

Thesis %, i

P, 266, %: "elucet," Sorry, non elucet mihi, Sould you clerify thie numbert

Fp. 267-72: ithat 18 the progress from 1 to II, from II to III? Surely it is not

merely part I that ie "def ipsie realitetibus®? Ie the progreee this, that Scr,

pute the opersta in recto, part Il the operstiones, part IIl the neturee,principia?
Again, part III seems to heve purpoes of juetifying the definition

of Conetantinopls; but then is it legitimate to quote Conet, in proof of this part?
Item, the council (DB 292) gives miracles end the paseion as exsmplen

of the two operetione, But surely both are humen, one simply humen, the other

particppane divine (thesis 1), Did the counecil link confusedly the simply divine

and the participatsd divine in one cetegory which mirecles would than exemplify?

P, 274: "Quarto," Would it be clearer io dietinguish four wills, the fourth being
'voluntee eligene condicionate," se in "Trensfer celicem hunc'?

P, 275: Add to objections, "81 operatiec est duplex quis e neture, etiam esse
sst duplex quia s natura." And explain at grester length 8, T., III, 19, 1, 4m:
ense ot eoperari sunt personee & natura,

P, 287: It ie natural to socholastice te think of Xtue ut Deus, ut homo, ae
etrictly formal, Why not reserve these terms for thet mesning end ues Xtue-Deus,

Xtus-domo, for the specificative meanipg?

Thesis 6.

P, 291l: There seems to be & little confusion on the place of thesis 10 in the
division of the book., Ie it a 5th thesis of section 5 of the firet part, or a single
thesis constituting section 4 of the firet part? < th twviup

Pp, 301-302: "unum,® I found the threefold unum, transcendentale-naturale-prae-
dicementals, of DCCOP, pp, 19-20, veryfd helpful; suggest you include it hers,

Pp., 325-27: “Argumentum,” The whole chain seeme to heng from your definition of
person, and thet definition is mssumed to be true (p. 330, "communiter agnoscitur,"

and cf, p, 406, "Reepondetur [bie]"). But should not the definition be justified
mora ex intrinsecis?

P, 525, 2 ff,: For symmetry divide as follows, 1. Aspumpta natura non srat
persona,,., 2, Non erat subsistens,,.,, B&te,

P, 325, -2: 18 your 3rd step in form? It arguee; X (subsietens) is Y (id qued
eet); 2 (eseumpte natura) is not X; erge & is not Y.

P.33l, -5: o you meen, in n, %, that Garrigou-Lagrenge is himself en essentialist,
or that he llste the esentialists as holding the conetitutivum formels to be esse?

Not clea® to me even sfter looking up the reference,




DVI: SUGGESTIONS - 4

Theasis 7,

Pp. 336y -5: The impression given by the first sentence of n, 3 is that the whole
argument ie contained in theei2 eteps, For better form, call the wnole of n, 2 simply
the metaphysical principles of the argument - hence only ons part of it,

P, 342, -3: "neque eo modo," For the exclusion of this lest member, we ars referred
ton, 9, but n, 9 doee not expreesly show the excluston,

P. 346, -5: Your aggument in DCCOP was that, as God's etarnsl and contingent know-
ing are one in the infinite act of knowing, so the Word'e eternsl end contingent being
are one in the infinite act of being, Thie seems to me both wore more eimple snd more

direct than the present argurent besedmm on the one ect founding contradictory predi-
castes, Have I missed some subtls resecn for the chenge? A

P, 348, -1: You heve omitted the objection over which you labored in DCCOPs if
the divine esse is the principle of union, then sll 3 persons will be incarmate.
Is 1t not impsrative to stop this gep in your mxgx defenees, It is not en-ugh to

8ay ln asaertum 9 that the asctus tou assumi respdcit solum Verbum, for thst ie s
conseguent end cannot explain what is prior,

Further, the objection cen teke thie form: if the Hon can be sian with-
out the Father and Spirit thereby being Man, why may not the Son act without the
Father and Spirit thereby acting (efficiently) - against the principle, opsra ad
extrs indivi.ia?

Asgertum 9,

P, 354, 7: "producit illem naturem," Perhape, "tam illem neturam quer eiuse
unionem cum Yerbo,"

P, 358, 2: "eolum Verbum,,, respicituf", Like the "solum Verbum essumit" (eupra,
re p, 343) this needs some expansion, Yhy not invoks the doctrine of DOPA, p. 214,
on the 4 graces imitating the 4 trinitarien relations? Ae the Pater, qua Pater,

reepicit aolum Verbum, so the graece that imitates paternitas respicit solum Verbum,

P, 358, 8: "If the act is not accidentel, it is subetential." Osn this be made
wore meeningful?
Further, DCCOP ergued thet the act ie substantial baceuse it is
received in a eubstantiel potency. Why doee it not follow thst grace, received in
the soul as subject, not in e faculty, ie sleo a substantisl act?

Thesia 10,

P, 374, 31 Celling the 4th grace of consciouenses “consoientia pui® maf‘be a bit

confusing for some, since expsrience of self is en element in your definition of
conscientie in gensral. =, p 379 .3

P, 378: "Notentur quaedam," I think it would be helpful to give here a pair of
terme to use when distinguishing the non-objective "content® (7) of conscientis in
acty in its imrediaty, from the sems "content" when it becomes an object,

You notice I hesitete over "content," Do we not still need a word for
the , ., . of consciousness? As color is the object of the externsal expsrience of
Beeing, so the sesing itself and the self seeing ere the 7777 of consciousness,

o )




DVIs SUGGESTIONS - 5

P. %95: Whet is the progrees from pars le, whers conecientia ias proved, to
partee 2 and 3, where preesentis sibli is proved?

P, 417: Cor, 11, I think DCCOP gave more space to expleining the role of beetific
vision in Xt's human knowledge of self, - Rightly, I would say,

What do you think sbout a fifth grade of coneciousness, to be added to
empiricel, intellectual, retionel, retionel self-consciousness? Namely, that accom-

penying the beetific vieion? Is it possible to say enything certain or probeble
about this?

Thesis 11,

R 421: Is it worth while meking the enuncistion and proof correspond, and edding
the left-over conclusione ae corollaries?

Should we not eleo distinguish the ontologicel reslity of grace and ite

gratuity? Yor the gratuity in Bhrist ia a special guestion even where the ontologicel
reslity is not,

P, 424, 12: The "medium quo" end the Xumad closely following "immediate intuetur®
jar wy sesthetis and logicael sense somewhat,

P, 456, =10 £f.: I have the impresslon that you draw Scriptural terme a bit too
much towards Scholastic meanings sometimes, Besides thie parsgraph, cf, p. 4?6,? £t

P, 445, 2 to 6: The argument seems to me inconcluaive, For s man is by reason
of hie existence, but he s a men by reason of his human naturs. Now the fathar is
a csuse, not only of the sonks being, but elso and especially of the son'e being a
man, And the son's being a son seems to be founded on hie having & humen neture
from the father, one in the likensess of the fether's nature., ~ In other words, the
fact that %%‘a human naturse is ohly an ens quo does not prevent ite being the founde-

tion fog?gongﬁip; the preventing fact le that that nature is not in the likeness
of the Father's, '

Theeis 12,

P, 446, -7: Vot cleer whether you include fides in scieutia late,

P, 453, -4 Howe of the questions reférred to hers ars merely rhetorical, and
would not be so relsvant to the point at issue,

P, 45, 5; Are you quoting Mt 1ll, 27 in relation to human knowlsdge after ueing
it (p. 65) to show Xt'e divinity?

P, 461; -6: 1 do not see st ell how theee 3 linee prove your magor, Surely there
is a serious misprint here, i

o .




DVI: SUGGESTIONS - 6

P, 474, -5 £f,: This last paragraph of Cor. 5 doss not srgue in good form. It runs:
qui comprehendit essentiem divinam, cognoscit omnia pousidilia; etqui Xtus non compre-
hendit eseentiesm divinesm; srgo non cognoscit omnias p:esibilis,

P, 476, -2: Greg, M, is cited. But it seems to me thet his ergument ee & whz%o
does not conclude to more then divine knowledge in “hriet, For, deepite hims 11 {7
homo" he proves his point sgainst the agnostas by quoting plich texts ss "omnia per

ipsum and srguing thet ie who grested all, created the day of judgment, and whet
e created, He surely knew,

P, 478, -10: I am rather reluctent to edmit that the "non est meum dere vobis® 1s
mersly & "loquendi oeconomia," There is tvo wmuch evidence of a really limited power
in Ohrist with regard to gresces, offices, providencs in the world, He caennot do
niratites et Nazareth, He praye that the chalice mey pese and it does not pase, He
accepte those whom His Father gives Him for disciplee, no one comes to Him unless
the Pathar drawe him, ete, Cf., John paseim in khe, 6, 10, 17,

P, 480: Cor, 7. The reference to p, 436 for the proof of done in Xt is not very

patisfying. ‘urther, must we not show m=xzk not only that there ere dona but that
they are distinct from the beatific vision?

P. 482;: On the relation bstween scientias beata and scientia acquisite - csn you
not uee the distinction between ideas and judgments to edvantage?

a) Particuler idess are not moxkmkmak actu distinctes in the scientia
beata, ae particular things are not esctu dietinctee in the fulnsss of Being. Hence
there is & role for the intellectus agens of Xt =k analogous to that played by
oures - only His superior lumen enables Him to form ideae with eurpassing apeed,
depth, atec, - In this phase there is sleo room for a human t:echer: to move His
phantasme to right constallation for emergence of ides,

b) But then He has to judge the truth of Hie ideas, end here He is in a
cless apart from ua, For, understanding the fulness of Being, He has a principle
sufficient for saying-is or is not in all particuler cases of being and hences of
truth, (St, *homas talke of lumen naturele, lumen fidel, ae edequate principles
for a determined rangs, the rangs detsrmined by their netures; but the rangs of
the lumen gloriee is Being,) - Hence Xt is never in dbubi, doee not have to put
hypotheses to the teet, judges elmost sutometicelly, ie fully infellible, ate,

- @a this level He would have no human teacher,

I don't know how well thie view cen be teested from Scripture, Questions

like, Whe do men eay thet I sm? How many loaves have you? ete.s could be explained,

perhaps, as quastions for understending, but thet interpretation leaves me a little
uneasy,

SUGGESTIONS cover only the first 12 theees - up to page 485,
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