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should acknowledge that In the passare clted Aquinas affirms
bothk that the notlonal act 1s prlor to the relation and conse-
guent to the persenal constitutive personal property. But

8l1so I think 1t legitimate for a commentator to roint out

a dlfference betweenk the notional act that 1s prior and the
notlonsl act that 1s conseauent. The notlonal act that is
prior 1s the processlon of Q. 27, from which follows the
relations of Q. 28, by which are constituted the persons of

Q. 29, in the order of the fierl of our systematic conceptuallzation
of the Blessed Trinilty. But the noti-nal act that 1s subsequent
is the notional act of Q. 413 1t is ths notional act of our
systematic conceptualization not as in flerl but as in facto essge.

”

The same point may h ade to ‘complement the answe§ fo-/
the quéstion whethér the pb entia generafdl 1s common 0 t

persons or proper tolzgz/Father. Aquinas stabed that
est

gencrandi directly men the d4vine edsence, /ohliquely cgnnotes
Ah redation; Ahat 4i g dirett meaning 1s the
es , and i¥s obllique con tioq/iq of g/'notion/propker to
the Father [I 41 5 ¢ ot 3m]. < S

- The same point has a bearing on the rreclse significance
of the created imazo Dei in trinitarian sreculation. There 1s

In God a processlon that properly is mensration, and the pgensration
is "per modum intelli~ihllis actisnis." {I 27 2 ¢]. On the

other hand, "idquo Pater senerat est natura divina" [I 41 § c]

and "sicut @eus pot-ast rconorare Filium, ita et vult. BSed voluntas
pencrandl sicnificat essentiam. REreo et ;ofentia cen-rand i
[ibid. Sed contra. Cf. T 40 2 ¢ et 4m] e ls

ny of of M z thye ther T‘omad did n-t
ﬁgﬁ v c ivi intvllea%/nor the/Holy
om div ne v E/(ncip}e tut thht
he princi e in elthe se was t ture

Moreover there 1is the interestin~ statement of James of HetzV

"Sic ergo principilum, gquo procedit Fillus a Patre in divinls,
non eat Intellectus, sed natura et similiter prirciplium quo
procedit Spiritus sanctus ab utrojue est natura non woluntas
et hoc dixit [frater] Bhomas parisius in scholis publice,

Guod noh intelllgehat Fillus procedere a Patre per actum
intellectus sicut audivit magisber Alhsrtus ab eo0." Schmaus,
Liber propupnatorius, p 127 f note 48. See the documentation
on the parallel views of Durandus, James of Lausanne, and to
the aston.shment of Br. Schmaus also of Herveus Natalls and
John of Waples, ibid pp. 126-34.

| Now I think one has to put the questlion. Are the two positi:ns
5 compatible? Can one say that divine eensration is "per rodum
Intelliginitis actionis® and also affirm that "14 guo Pater
: generat est natura divina," that-ae-the-Son-resembles-the
' Fathor-not-oxglusively-in-intelleat-bhub-in-the-whole-ef-divine
L_/: nabureyBOXkRaYpREsARY where the latter statement has the

; implications of its prdmises, namely, that the rrinciple of
j gen.ration must be similsr to the term, that the term of divine
» gen=ration is the divine nature, and therefore the principle
must be the divine nature [See I 41 5 e]l. Since the Son 1s
1 God and not just the divine int.llect, one must defend the
ki compatibility of the two statements or else drop the psychological

free]

hi : analogy. &xdefamrzs Relevant to such a defence would be a
.
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must also he/

There was & grave risk that the Thomist synthesis would pass
for just one of these blends in which were lost not only the
mutual corrvection and complementing of Aristotle and Augustine
but even the profounder elements proper to Arlstotle or proper
£to0 Augustine. Let us descend to details.

Act and Activity.

The nction of act as formal cause 1s pecullar to Aristotle.
Act 18 periectiom perfectins the perfectible. Ausustinian
thought lacked this caboaory, and lacking 1t was forced to piace
perfection elsewhere., Besldes heing formal cause, act is also
the ground of efficisnt causallty. It was In this consequence,
this manifestatlion, thils fecundity of the reefectlon of act
that Augustinlans, following Aucustine, saw khke-zew»fe and expressed
their view of perfection and excellence. The later Auznstindans,
who had been to school to Aristotle, had an Aristotelian tag
to justify their position: arens est nobilius patlente. But flite
act, beisddes helng perfection forrmally and the ground of further
perfection efficlently, also 1s 1tself an effect. Thus, finite
act ear be a pati. But Aurnstinian perfection cannot be a pati;
38 failube to grasp the notion of formal cause implied that
rerfection had to be activity.

The central battle wasa fought hetween Aristotaéians and
Aucustinlans on the 1ssue of the subjlect's actlvity or passlvity
In the emersence of acts of sesmibien cornitlon and, still more
vehemently, In the emerpence of acts of free will

Peculiarly Aristotelian are the notlons of potency and
act, material and formal causality. What ls potential or
material is just a principle of perfectibility. What is %
act or form 1a perfection.
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4 further characteristic of the yvia doctrinae concerns
the precise significance of the created imamo Del In trinitarian
thought., Briefly one may say that the functlon of the imazo
pertains primarily and essentlally to the fierl of our concepts;
i1t provides the analogy hy which we mount towards the conception
of the divine personss but 1t 1s transcended once the persons
are concelived as constituted, The point may be put In a more
acute form by saying that the imago dakarmimakex determines
the nature of the procesaions In Q. 27 as "per modum intelllelibllis
actlonis" and "per modum amoris," but it does not determine
the princlple of the notional acts of {. 41 to be/the divine
Intellect and the dlvine will., According to Aquinas "1d quo
Pater generat ost essenbia divina" and the reason 1s explicit
"I1lud e rgo est potentia generatliva in alilquo gensrante, In
quo genesratum similatuy gencranti. PFillus autem Dei similatnr
Patrl gignentl in natura divina. Unde nabtura divina in Patre

It can/perhapfest potentla genvrandi in ipso" I 41 5 ¢. MNpwxean it he said

134 2c

that by dlvine nature Aguinass mesnt the remote rrinciple of
gencvration but understood the proximate pri ciple to be the
intellect.//Ha wrote "sicut Deus potest menmrarve Filium, ita
et vult., SJed voluntas max menerandi sirniflcat es:entiam., Erco
et potentia pgenerandl." 1Ibld, Sed contra., Moreover, James of
Motz claimed that Brother Thomas in his public teaching in
Parls affirmed "quod non intellirebat Filius procedere a Patre
per actum intellectus sicut andivit macister Albertus ab eo"
Schmaus, Llber propug, p. 127 £, note 48; see whole s ection pp
125-34. Plainly, thls statement of James with its apreal

to Aquinas' Bentences cannot overrule the mreater certalnty

we have that in God Verbum 1s a personal name/[See Marston,

on the decislon of the 23 Paris Masters, De Emanraetern q 6 p 116 f] 5

and that the Son proceeds by an emanation of iIntellect 1bld&I 27 2,
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V. Verbum Aeiternum.

The” ou pose of thg present artjcle 1s to place
Thomist thousht/on the cdnebpt of Varb
settings” Thi implies notf merely” that
of mefaphyslgh, epfatemoldey,dnd psvc*Oloﬁ& to

attention gﬁ;qpﬂfTri.itqrian theory that fofee

not ion int uinas' Aristotelian context, b
The purpose of the present article 1s to place

In 1ts historical setting what ws have sathered In previous

artelles (1) of Thomist thought on the concept of yverbum.

#e have considered psycholocy, eplstemology, and metaphysics;

we now have to move to the proper context of sgpeculation on

verbum, namely, to trinitarlan theory. #e have concentrated
our gaze on the two principal actors, Arlstetle and Aquinas;

an Aurustinddn
also that we

as best we may/we now have to take into account/the intellectual ferment of

increasingly/
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the thirteenth century, 1ts antecedents, its menifold and
ahlfting forces, 1ts consequents.

TYPES OF TRIWITARIAN THEORY.

Theodore de Regnon's Etudes de theolosie positive
sur la Sainte Triilte (Paris, 43 vols., 1892 and 1898) drew
attentlon to a difference hetween Greek and Latin trinitarian
thought, This distlinctlon, based on extremelyw ide reading
and an acube attention to differences of formulation, not only
has exercised considerable influence on later studies but also
retaing, even today, its validity as a statement of fact.
But-sbatemenbe-of-fast-thas-aonkention However, I belleve,
that the many monosraphs written on triritarian the~rists
and still more the/intensive research carried on during the
pest sixty years on the history of medieval tho:ght not only
make possible but also male necessary a more detrailed and
more flexible classification,

Instuad of speaking of Greek and Latin views, I
propose to speak of generic and speciflic xiawx theories, of

advances from the generic towards the specifie, md of reversions

from the specifle back to the pgeneric. Generic and specific
theories will be sub-divided according as they stand in the
via Inventisnls or the via doctr nae. Advances towards the
speciflc may be divided according to the l.ne of advance, and
revergions to the generic may be divided acdording to the
diff'iculties that force the reversion.

In its via Inventionis the generie view develops
from the New Testament to the wr.tines of St. John Damascene.
In the Apostles'! Creed only the Father 1s named explicitly God.
At Nlcaea the consubstantiality of the Son was defined. At
gonstantinople the equallty of the Holy Spirit (simul adoratur
et conglorificatur) was added. The consubstantiality of three
divine persons Implied that they conld differ in no absolute
quel ity or perfectlon; the inference that mmiy Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit were distinguished only by thelr mutual
relations was established mainly by the Cappadoclans (Arnou,
Chevalier}. But such relations could only be relations of
origin; and this infsrence was confirmed by New-Test scriptural
affirmations of the gencration 6f the Son and of the procession
of the Holy Spirilt,
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Why do such outstanding Cathollc intellects seem to attempt

to demonstrate what simultaneously they proclalm lles bB“OPd

human reason? The fault 1s not thelrs but/that of thelr time,
They lived before Philip the Ghancellor thourht out the entlitat.ve
disproportion between nature, reason, notiral friendshlp, and
natural desert and, on the other hand, mrace, falth, charity,

and merit [L.Mw.ﬁm T

Secondly, & scientific theology regquires as a subsidlary
the acceptance and development of sciences bhaged on the light
of humen reason. For theologfcal understanding aprealsto the
analogy of nature [DB 1738]: a snlentific development of theo-
logical wnderstanding cannot stand upon a llterary, a metaphorical,
an approximative account of nature; it must have the scientifle
account of nature. Nédther the 1llterary develepments of St.
Aungustine nor the schematle directness of St. Anselm will do.
One has to go to school to Aristotle., Deswibe-ihe-£fears-ef
good-sorservabives The history of thirteenth century thought
i3, In large measure, the history of the risinm tide of Aristotellan
ism {See outline, Van Steenbershen], and at 1ts end sl}-bhinkins,
whethap-of- APiatQGGliBHS sp-of-Auawntiniansy-was-9asb-1in-4n
Avisboetolinn-mould-[{Kesh}. even the most determined Augustindans
hady to cast thelr anti-Aristotelian theses in an Aristotelian
mould. {Koch] Jakoh von Metz).

Thirdly, it 1s anmugh not enough to ssnarate theology
from other sclence and to accert and develop other science asg
an ald to theology. The pursnlt of theolosy ss itself somehow
a sclence has to be undertaken. But what does this mean?

It means the svsbematic pursuit of the "allquam Deo dante myhteriorum|
intellicentlam samque fruectuossimam” arfirmed by the Vatican '
Counc1l./ It means the astoundins nov.lbty off the teaching of
Brother Thomas witnessed by William of Toeco [Ehrle: Xenia Thonm].
It means the Incomprehensible introduction of pagan 1dols into
the house of God that John Peckham, Archhishop of Geanterbury,
felt in duty bound to denounce [Ehrie Zeit kath Theol 1889]

It means that theology 1s not just a practical sclence, nor

Just the complement to holy affectlions, bub primarily a sclence
(B8 L. B. Gillon, Sirnification historiouede la theclorle de
saint Thomas, DIC 15(1946) 651-98, especially 657 f] in some
trasposition of the Aristotédlan meanine of the term. If one
would understand aympathetleally the virorous, almost violent,
PESXFEANCEXBIXRAUNNSE Indamtsmxmpwanank mraahdeadlsr, victorious
Aupustivian movement of the closing quarter of the thirteenth
century[[ibid]%when, on the testimony of Godfrey of Fontaines,

Fhomas-Aqrinas werem withdrawn from reading the writings of
Aquinas and looked ur on his doctrine as spspect since officially
it was suggested to be "erronea et re- robabills." [Godefridi

de Fontibus, 4uodl. XII, 9. 5 (Les Philosophes Belges, Tome V,
Louvain 1932) p. 102 f. The snicy title of the guestion reads:
"Utrum Episcopus parisiensis peccet in hoec uod omitfit corrigere
quosdam altlculos a praedecessore suo condemnatos."]]

8. e a that the sence science_ for Ar stotle
ﬁ%%/ 1tude but oW mason’/zgg/r -
the cause nd cont, ] .
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As mp Platonist opprosition to Aristotle has its ultimate
boot in incomprehension, so also has Aristotelian and Augustinlan
oprositlon to Thomism., But im it wonld be a grave mistake to
suprose that in either case the incomprehension was/ordinary
dulness of wit. The men who oprosed or misunderstood Aquinas
were not dull. They merely falled to see the woods for the
trees, failled to approach singlé issues with/bim minds that
do not permit the immedlate -westlon to throw off balence the
Intricate inter-dependence of/psycrolory, metaphysles, and
eplstemology, failed to grasp that Brother Thomas had been up
to someth.ing far w ofounder than thay suspected and thet hils
writinga Involved a fundamental and far-reachins transpesitlon
of lssues and methods. In s sense the traredy of #Aquinas was
that there was only one Aquinas and not a succession of them
to-be-a-dadly-sun-at-Pavis-and-provide-tho-ivropinaeanble
rive-nE-toacher-on-all-tke-isgues to provide Paris from 1275 to
1375 with a daily sun/ a-1ivins-besshery to suprly living
teachers that would Indicute where the real 1ssues lay and
vhat were the fertile lines of approach and solutlon.

Nore realistic*all~, one may say that the troubdle was
the lack of methodology. Aquinas discovered what scientific
theology might mean and he., Methodolory involves not only
knowledge of what sclence 1s bubt alse a refliective examination
of its proceduresiard-an-sxplisit-sustificaticn-of dpplied
mathodddaey involves the rresentatlon of one's sclentifiie work
withln explanatory cadres that Zakx¥ narrate iust how and why
the work as a whole and In its several parts was undertaken,

Perhaps the strokes of renlus can never "e presented methodolOQically?

for the simple reascn that the m.thods involve as much novelty

Such presentetion easiiy bacomes very complex and hewllderlng
and, perhaps, the strokes of renaius

More realistically, one misht describe the trouble as
the lack of mwthodlogy. Axutmas But &qnines discovered what
sclentific theology micht mean and hej; it would have heen
plling Pellon on Ossa for him to have added the further com-
plexity of methodoloplical justification to his scilentifle work;
from the nature of his time he could do no more than he the
vise man setting down all questions in order and pmiven each
&n gnswer coherent with his answers to the others. Agqulnas
agreed with Aristotle and he amreed with Augustine; he said
so; but his agreement with Aristotle was temrered by an asreement
with Augustine that proved to Aristotelians he was no Aristotelilan
ax and mislead Thomists Into helieving they would reach Thomism
by grasping Aristotle; and hils apreement with Aupgustine was
tempered by an agreement with Aristotle that made manifest to
Augustinlang his desertion of traditional ways of thought and
his Introductlon Into theelesy-of-aliem the very hwart of
theology of alien, even rasan, clements,
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The Augustinian Reaction.

t has been said that Aristotle was the greatest of
Plotoriiats, AnX I womrld.edd that atoni;, g\g‘?r Ar stot
1f"

d wriltterl men d be tOPlutS on
ders&gﬂd the Arlstotelian trancforimftion of Ma¥o

Lo ' s Arietotle. yas the greatest of the Platop sts, 8
b _ Aguipas was th preate of theAurusy nians. As the ion

ondi
of *nainil’l PlatOr' st afte: -cmnjrr Liristofle ‘hﬂs een
igeompr hpns on, so s0 the pondit¥on of remalinineg an Ayfustinian

srehension,

gfter Aquings has heen incow

Lo _ Trinitarlan speculation prior fo Aquinas stands to the

o o thought of the Summa theolcgliae much as does matter to form.

The study of eavlier writers reveals the sourceSof $this-anrd

S thab-item~in-theo-Thomist-synthesgis-that the scattered elements

e ef-Thomist which Aquinas 'roucht into umity ordered unity,

: but 1t 1s only intelllrence oreratingz on the Thomist text
itself that discovars the jersonal contribhotlor

Trirtterian greculetion prlor to Aquinas stands to the
thought of the Summa theologlae much as does matter to form.
- For this reason the study of earlier or-eontmmpeorary wrlters
-more or less/ may reveal the sources of the/scattered elements from which
- ' Aquinas s«lectad hls meterialg. Bubt 1t is only intelllszence
operatinyg on the Thomlst text ikself that canreveal the rrin-
cl;al conbtrlbutlion of Aquinas, namely, saclentls est ordinare.
The trouble 1s, however, that writers subsequent to Aquinas also
staend to him as greuter or smaller {ragments to a whole.
Accordingly, we undertake this study of ths Augustinian reactlon
in the hope hoth of explaining Lhe-arbsequeni~dey how there
could be Ausustindans sfter Aquinas, who was ths greatest of
the Aucustinians, and also of making plausible our claim that
the thinltarian thonght of Aquinas was the whole and not some
one of the larpger fragments-more commonly attributed to him.

By
f—-q-'—ugm. T s
-
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However, one comes to the cruclal point in the characterisation
of trinitarian theory as secientifle theolosmy in 1ts wvia doctrinae
only when one asks what precisely 1s the nature of the divlne
processions. The answer to thils guestlon cannot he established
completely until a numher of subsidiary points have heen passed
in review. But 1t wlll be well to note nt once 1lts zeneral
character 1f only to Indlcabe the directiorn in which the arguament
is moving., Je¢ think 1t noteworthy, then, that while Scotus
openly spoke of the divine rrocessions as productions [ Oxon
In T Sent 4 3 aa 2 et 3 ad qq 6 et 7, Pernandez pp 240-72],
while kka such speech seems to be common amonc the writers
discussed by Dr. Schmaus in his monumental wokky on the
Lliber propugnatorius and its historical antecedents, none the
less 1t is quite rare in Agquinas. In the Sentences, zepyi
borrewing from Al 3xander of Hales
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Let us conclude this section with a seriss of propositlona.
As matter stands to form and as matter and form atand to existence,
80 poasible intellect stands to species and, in turn, possaible
intellect end species stand to intelligere. Possible intellect
is the univ.rsal petensy receptive potency (potens omnia fieri)
of the intelligible order. B8pecles is its first sct. Intelligere
ia 1ts second act. Posslible Intellect mramxmakxsffi and speoles
are principles of Intclligere, but/not efficilent principles,
princlpla motus in eo In quo est and not prancipla motus in allo,
Further, they are different as natural principles: beirng-im ;
potency %0 acqulire the species 1s essentlal potency, the potency i
of matter to form, the potency of the pupll to learn; potency,
once one has the specles, 1s accidental, due to the mabsence of
necessary cond.t.ons, as the potenecy of form to operation, of
the master to consider what habltually he knows; stlll in both
cases the poteney 1s natural and receptive, not efficlent; the
receptlon of the intelligere 1s a patl as well as the reception
of the species; aglan, the receprtion of the Intelligere 1a a
processio o erationis, the advent of perfection to the perfectible.
On the other hand, once one has not only the first act of species
but the second act of intelligere, one can and dmss/utter an j
inner word. One can, for the Intellipgere is ssecond act and so :
proportionate toxm the second acts of d.fining or Judging
One can, for the intelligere 13 the second amct of the species:
a8 second act it 1is propostionate to the second acts of definung
or Jjudglng; as second act of the specleas, it is proportionate
to the content of the definition or judgment. One not only
can but also must utter the inner word: fer-the-eonditions
one can have the apecles without the intelligers because one
can have the species without a corresponding phantasm; but one
cannot huve the intelligere without the inner word, for the
inner word involves no further conditions., Is one to say
that the thinker in virtue of his intell.gere 1s the efficient
cause of the verbum? AqQuinas calls t'ia procession processio
op.ratl, s procession of perfection from perfection, of act
from act. One has the equality required in the created imego
of the Trin.tarian processions. But one might dispute about
the appl.cability of the Aristotelian definition. The produced
verbum 1s not "in alio" or even "in eodem qua aliud." It 1s
an lmmanent processlon in which 1s absent both the potentiality
involved in an Aristotellan natural principle and the otherness
required in the recdplent of an Aristotelian product. Agquiuas
was aware of this, ST I 27 1 contrasts efficient causality
with-its-dmpliestions-ef-Avdanisn-o»-Sabellianism with immanent
action: efficlent causality provides an analogy that leads to
Arianism or Sabelllanism; immsrent-aotiony-the-grester-its
perfeotiorn but in lmmanent action,the greater its perfection,
the closer to ldentity are 1ts princpple and term [of ad 2m,
CGent, I 27 5 1lm; correct TS Verbum III],




From the via Inventionis of the ren<ric view there xra
springs a number of speculative lssues. Athanasius arcued
from the spirituallty of God ths Fatker to the consubstantiality
of the Son., The Arlan controversies and the later the Christological)
problems cave hirth to ssttle~-tke efforts to settlet he meanling
of *upostasis, ousia, phusis; Damascene worked on thés ilssue (Bllz)
end Boethius made his questionable contributlion {Schurr).
In the early medleval period the problem of substance and redation
cane to a head in the writinrs and condemnatlon of Gilbert de la
Porree {Hayen).

QMJ : A v.ua doctrinae is but a transposition of a via inventionis.
. | Ah”A It brings unlty to a slowly acquired multiplicity by the intro-
'LNQW‘ ductlon of a sinple puiding principle. Generic trinitarlsn

theory attains such a transposition and unity in the Kee-Pisinm
Platonist priority of the Good and the equally Platonist axiom
though incom- bonum est diffusivum sul., The purejinstance of reneric theory

plete,/ In the via doctrinae is to be found in Richard of St, Vietor

atlegedf (DTC, Ethier); and the/widespread influence of Richard on the
thirteenth sertnry and even later centuries has resulted not
only from Richardts ge=nlus hut also from the difficulty of
arraving abt specifilec tr'nitarian theory and the difficulty of
maintainling one's position ewen after arr.ving,

For speciflic theory sets itself an arduous problem. It 1s
not content to speak of rersons and nature, essence and relations,
processions and dist.ncb.ons, unity and plurality. It asks b
what the processions are. Dr. Bllz hes noted the absence in
both/indesd/  St. John Damascene/of this tvype of question and/of the Xntar
' tyre of inteorest suprosed by the question. On the other hand,
the labor of St. Augustine!'s De Trinitate hesds ever to the
goal of lmowing, Quid sit Deus, and comes out with the answer
that the double aspiration of the Solilognules,"Noverim me, Noverim
Te,"has but a sinrle solntion, that, in so far as we can in this
%d?ffﬂ life, we,know—6ed In the Ilmave of our own souls [Schmaus p 416 f].

M

But 1f St. Autustlne gave the West an awareness of the

poss.ibllity of speciflec trinitarlan th-ory, if he marked out

ke with psycholoslcal acumen and literary skill the one pro-
- mising line of attack, 1t remalins that he left the medieval
'qﬁ theologlans with an enormous task to sevformvy-t6 dliscover and
to perform. There had to he grasped that kR to esk the nature
of the trinitarian processlions was to presuppose that, in some
& analosous sense, theology was a sclence. Thers had to be grasped
that theology as somehow a science draws upon the analogy of finlte
nature and 80 presupposes the exlstence and sufficient development
of the sclences concerned with finite nature. Finally, these
profound intultions had to be followed throush Lo their logical
conclusions. :

Without attempting to trace even In outline the history of
theology {See M.J.Congar, La theologie, Etude historigue, DTC
15(14946) , 346-447], three basic points must be mede. There
cannot be any scientific theology without a systematicalily
" developed distinction hetween the natiral and the supernatural.

But that distinctlion was developed only in the flrat half of

the thirteenth certury JMopsroan A8y and it is the lack of

that dissinetion sratem.tizin~ of the concepts of nature and

grace that seftg a problem in St., Anselm's treatment of mysteries

[ Bayart] and Richard of St. Victor's rationes necessariae{DTC Ethier

o D
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