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I propose to distinguish these three statements: (1)
the mere occurrence of the listed acts in Christ as man
gontaing no actuation in the Intentlional order wlth respect
to the Word; (2) acts that Emukmiximxmm contain an actuation
In the Intentlonsl order with respect to the Word are knowledpe
of God, sicutd est; (3) such acts are supernatural.

With regard to the filrst I grant that the envisaged
acts do not regard the Word as object: the Word is not seen,
heard, understood, judged. Om the other hand, I deny that
the envisaged acts do not regard the Word as subject: the
Word as man is the ome who sees, hears, undersiands, judges,
and s0 on, Further, I deny that being the one who sees,
heers, understands, Judges, and so on, is not of the intentional
ordér; on the contraxry, I malutein that to be the one who
performs such operations is to be consclous, a conscious
sub)ect, & pesychological subject
hears, understands, Judges, and so on, is not of the intentlonal
order; to see ls of the same order as to be seen; to understand
18 of the same order as to be understood; and so on. Finally,

I gmmg that the envisaged operations are actuatlons

A g T < e e WAL | 5 e et 1 LN i T PP S N D SR T T




—, " P -

11468

cernere and discermnere, cognoscere and dignoscere, Aquinas

concluded that Augustine meant *quod anima per se cognoselt

ge lpsam guasi praesentem, non quasl'ab alils distlinctam,'
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Christ 86 .. 3

Such, I believe, 1s the baslc lssue, A few years ago

I get forth for my studente an outline of my poe'.i'c.:lon.:l

I
adopted what I refer to above as the second view, and my
principal concern was to present and explain it, 1n so £mxx
far as speculatlve theology treats such nmatters. Accordlngly,
while I consider the firat view to be psycheloglceally mexe
fiction and philosophically a dlsasirous nalve reallsn,

I 414 not attack 1t on thi=xim¥m such grounds, but was content
to set forth its theologlcal consequences which, I held, vere
daamnling enough.

Somexhow my booklet has come to the attention of the
Reverend A. ferego, and he has ragailed the resaders of
Divinitas with an exposition and a criticism of my vlewa.2
The erlticism is to the effect that the second view of

coneclousness is incomprehensibile, that 1t makes consclcumnesas

non~intellectual, that 1t is contradicted by the explicit
8t . Chogasy-—baad-write B-Slmdlat-d brtvhne etn
in 8§ mmband,la,_t_gr\ypqgeu[

teaching of St. Thomas, that while some type of c¢omsclousness
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prior to reflexlve actlvity nust bs admitted, st1ll 1t 1s not

consclousness in the proper gense of the word; amixtknmiky
and

further, my view of consclousness 1s 1ncoher~ent,hmy account

of the human consclousngess of Christ 1z inaderuate. Besldes

these critlicisms there is also the exposition. For the sake

sa s i

of sdmplicity it omlis any account of ny view of the problen;

no doubt, that too ia incomprehenaible, It follows that the

¥t problem I am supposed to be trying to solve ls the problem
that I hold not to exist. Moreover, to add interest to the

proceedings, a misérepresentation of my views 1s introduced

to prepare the way for the final criticlsm, which 18 a velled

c )
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) Thers remains the remark, 'Questa oaservazicne & 4i
fondamentale importanza per cogliers i1 par psnsisro del
Lonergan sull' "io" di Criato,*

I submit that my view on the illegltimate concept of

princlpium guod has the same ninor importance in my views

on Christ, as St., Thomas' viev on the illegitlmate concept

of 'man' has in St, Thomas' anthrepology anti.psrehology
ggﬂ Christology.

I further submit Fr. Perego's mistaken deductions from
ny repudiation of an illegitimate concept makaxfmw result in
a travesty of my position of the same magnitude as the travesty
of 8t. Thomas' position that would be produced if,ogvery
occasgion 8t. Thomas employed the word, homo, it were explalned

that what St. Thomaa really meant was & merely ideal man

wlth real flash and bones,

12) Let us now put the problem of an identical psychological

gub Ject @ of both a divine and a human tonscicugness.
It doea not occur to Fr. Ferego to put it but, I surmlee, it
- offers some explanatlion of what he was up to in objection 11) above.
Hﬁ} ._ An object known by divine consciousness and an ob ject
i knovn by human consciousness carmot be more than materially
ddentical: 1. @., the sane object ontologically %a known,

but the mode, measure, and fornallity of the knowing is quite

different.

But a psychologlcal subject dlffers from an ontologlcal
w, subject by belng knownx in consclousness.
| | Therefore, since the two instances of knowing as 8o
different, 1t ie impossible to have identically the same
peychological sub Ject in both the dilvine and the human
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Christ as.. 18

I suggest he read once more ths reasons I gave above, B) and €),
foroalidpgait zonveaiss  St. Thomas considers 'man' without
flesh and bones to be an lllegltimate abstraction, but it 1s
nonsenge to maintaln that, when 8t. Thomas thinks of 'man'
with flssh and bones, he means a merely abstract 'man' with
reel {lesh and real bones.

E) Let us now turn to the duallty. Christ as God and
man is one person with two natures. The person 1s real and
identlcal, The natures are real and really dlstinct. The
person cannot be thought apart from the natures. There is «
conceptual dlfference wlth a resal foundatlon when one khmimga
thinks of ‘Christ as God and'Christ as max: the difference is
only éonceptual, for there 1le only one Christ; 1t has a

real foundation, for there are two real and really distinet
natures.

Hence, when Fr. Peresgo attributes to me the view that

'1s duslith 1n Cristo del principium quod, xs del Boggetto*
s dell' "1o", sla nell'ordine ontologico come in quello
psicologlcto, corrisponde alla real#t"é,...' he 1s sgaim
accueling me of theologlical error, a;a aggain 1ts basle 1s
misrepresentation. The duaslity of the princlple, of the
subJect, of the ego, 1s a duality of concepts; it 1s a conceptual
duality that does not correspond to two real principles, two
real subjects, two real ggo's; on the contrary, it is a
duallty kexemdweiyy introduced In the concepts because of
the resllity of two natures, and the reallty of & dlvine and

a human consclousness.
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1ts validity. If by the duallty of the principium guod, subject,
ego, it 1s meant that kkmk I state repeatedly that in Christ

there ims one
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0
R. I must begin by noting that I do not emply such
abstract speech as the duallty of the subject
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F) There remalns the remark, 'Quests osservazlone & di
fondamentale importanza per coglieres 11 penslero del lonergan
gull® "10" a1 Cristo.' I obmerve (1) that it ls not of
fundamental importance, {2) that I did not say it is of
fundamental importance, (3} that Fr. Perego offers no proof
that it is of fundamental importance, (4} that Fr. Perego

cannot prove 1t is presented by me as a matter of fundamental

Inportance
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(10) Fr, Perego further urges that, if Christ as man in

exerclsing his sensltlive and intellectual acts, 1s
coneclous of himself, then these acts must be supernatural.
But I provide no supernatural elevatlion for these acts.
Therefore, ny vliew must be 1lnadequate.

R. Fr. Perego:needs a new princlple, actue specificantup

per sublectum., I do not say that Chrlst is consclous of

himself because he knows a supernatural object. I say that
Christ is consclous of himself because he, the Son of God,

is thd one who exerclses his own acta.

a velled

(11} We now come to the accusatlon of heresy. It ls developed

in the sscond part of the expoeition from the beginning

of the last paragraph on pege 412 to the middle of pege 413.
It is reaffirmed in the third part of the exposition 1In the
last paragraph on page 415 rumning over to page 416. It

is the toplc of the fourth objectlon and the peroration on
pages 423 and 424,

I note that in these passages there 18 not a single
textual eltatlon and there 1s no effort to state by formal
argunent the connection Fr. Yerego clainms to see between

the reader ls
what I say and what he claims I mean. What I am given ls
a gradual transformation that begins from what corresponds
to my views and ends up with statements that I dld not make
and T dld not imply.

PhisyxetxenurasyxmaansxkiatxIxkaxe

andatatisdnondbhedentofntnrsanpansanas
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of page 413 to the end of the section mf on page 414, It forna
the basis of the last objJectlion on pages 423 and 424,

The root dlfficulty is, I should say, that Fr, Fsrego
does not understand what I mean by consciousness, what I mean

by subject, or how I concelve a subject to e conacious of

himself. The corollary ls that he cannot concelve how I
concelve the subject's awarensss of his own identity in his
many acts. Thus, I a8 intelligent understand; I as sensitive
feel; but how do I know that it ie the same 'I' that understands
and feels. On Fr. Ferego's view, no doubt, ?hﬁzig a reflexive
intudtion of my identity. But on my vlew such reflexlve

intuitions are just nonsense
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Perhaps &2 the only way to deal with thls objectlion
1s to distingulsh lts varlous components. I shall first
repeat the component and then gilve the distinction.

(a} the mere occurrence of the llsted acts in Christ as
man contains no actuation of the lntentlonal order with
respect to the Word.

I grant that there is no actuatlion in the intentional

as intenilo intenta.
order with respect to the Word as object!ﬁ I deny that

there i1s no actuation in the intentlional order with respect
to the Word as subject, as lntendens.

In other words, it is not contended that the Word ls
gseen, imagined, understood, affirmed, or the like. It is
contanded that the Word as man is the one who sees, imagineip,
understands, afflrms, and so forth,

intendere and lntendi,

Further, 1t is maintained thaykseeing and being seen,
lmagining and belng lmagined, understanding and belng
understood, affirmingi and being afilrmed, are egually of
the Intentional order.

Similarly, 1t iz maintained that the envisapged acts of
geeing and so forth are acts, not only of the objlects seen,
ete., but also of the subject seelng, @9«:I6-

It follows that these acts, occurring in the Word as
man, are actuations in the intentlonal order t{gﬁ,agﬁﬂgﬂhthe
sub Ject of the acts, namely, the Word as man.

(b) An actuation In the intentional order with resvect
to the Word is kmowledge of God, slcutl est.

It 1s knowledge of the second person of the Blessed
Trinity, I dlstingulsh, in hls divine nature, I deny, in
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of pare 413 to the end of the sectlon on page 414. It forms
the tople of the lagt objlection and peroration on pages 423
and 424, |

I note that In these xaxem passages the views attributed
t0 me =2 are not substantlated elther by textual citatlons or
by formal deductlons from textual cltations., What the reader
is offered im Lls an Interpretatlon that claims t0 reach the
real root of my position.

I also note that the views attributed to me are phrased
somewhat amblguously: on the surface they are heretical; but
Fr. Yerego does not say that they are heretlcal, and their
anbigulty leaves it open to him to clalm that it never entered
hls mind that he was accusing a professor of theology at the
Grogorian of heretical doctrine.

Finally, I note that the issues lnvolved are quite
complicatimned, so that all in all Fr. Ferego had the best of
reasons for expecting that 1% would be about impossible fo

pin hinm down. Let us see what can be dons.

Eé2d‘hfihqugteégjPorﬁi%/%\;mr&f&atrazianeupensame\l&fpor
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R. The expression, subject as subject, is doubly ambiguous,

" and so the solutlon has to come in two gqulte different paris.

First, by sublect as subject there may be meant the

famliliar Scholastic reduplication. If so, I deny the minor
premissx. Consclcusness, properly =o called, is not knowmledge
by the reduplicated concepts of Scholesticlam.

Becondly, sublect as sublect may be taken as a term

in psychological descriptlon, and then 1t is used In

opposition to the term, subject as oblect. Thus, in describing
reflexive intellectual activity, I may say that John Hancock
attends to himself, understands himself, concelvea himself,
thinks of bimself, affirms himself, speake of himself. Then,
the sublect as subject 1s the cne who attends,ssxmitmwndingy
understands,kx coencelves, thinks, afx affirms, speaks; but

the subject as obJect s what he attends to, understands,
concelves, thinks about, afiirms, mpmekx talks about.

In this usage
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3. Comparantur diversa fundamentorum genexa.

a) Sufficit primum fundamentorum genus,
ubl constat de kprimltivis terninls et propesitionibus
ubl non auaeritur cur ita constet, cur mens 1is assentlatur,

ubl non quaeritur quoddam Qp guod solvi non potest intira 1llud system

b) Sufficit alterum fundazentorum genus,
ubl constat de primls conceptibus et de brimis iudlciis

ubl non quaeritur utrum priml conceptus futura evolutions non
forte sint corrigendl (eg triangulus [Euclidianus])




Versus solutlonem! gressus lnitialls. - 2

S Comparantur diversa gensra fundamentorum quoad sufficlentlam.

&)} Quamdiu inguisitio permanet in unlco gquodam blnario soque
fixo ot immutelll, quodlibet e tribus generibus suffleclt

Q
proceditnr enim ex propositionibus primitivie in derivatijs

now ”ns-ht [.S:m

. wbhﬂ-ﬂ;‘a

wentre

& qu{‘a jt'ub't

b)
alucet

")
2

contingens et vers (empirice lex} convenientia)

3)

vel ox princlplis primis in concluslonés
vel in augmsntum quoddam scientlae

Quan primun ad problematz paulo complexiora attenditur,
solum tertium genus sufficere posse

ubl argumenta in unum coaldescunt ex diversis fontlbus
ubl intelliglibilitas ap:rehendlitur non nec essarla sed
ey v

ubl ingulsitio est de concretls qua concretis: utl in

f“-{‘ u; "(ﬂ":'

Wl AL il
al rnh"-'j““'

Huv

re historica, vel 1n relatione inter sclentiam eruditam et
concretam hominls vitem megna ex pvarte sensiblilem
4 ubl ordinatilones sunt multas, ubi)pnrficiuntur, ubi

inter se pugnant anvhvundiy ot

c) Tertium genus concordat cum modo loquendl in Vatlcano
adhibito, DB 1796, 1800.

d) Tertium genus est modus procedendil S. Thomae.

Sum. theol,, I-II, g. 66, a. 5 ad 4m

Argumenta concurrunt ex dlversls fontibus: C Gent

In singulis articnllia, non agitur de sinplici quadam
applicatione technicae derivationis, sed tota gquaedam saplentia
operatur ea sellgens et proponens guae ad quzestionem praasentem
regnirl ot sufficere videantur

Unde evolutlio facills: sl fundamentum est sapientla,
cogltatio est essentialiter dynamica, versatilis; synthesls
stat, non in 24 thesibus, non 1n libro quodam gul extrahit
gssentlam cogliztionis 3. Thomas samque ordlne loglco proponit,
ged in 1lpsa sapientia quam habult Aguinas.

4, Attamen sunt inconvenientia, difficultates.f ad alla scit

Sepientia omnia ordinat iudlcat auia singula in se et in relatew

81 saplentia est sufflciens omnlum fundamentum, tamen
habetur non ante ingulsitionem et investigationem sed potius
post solutionen inventam et certo cognitam. Fundat enim, non
per modum praeiacentls lapidle, sed per modum finis,fructus perfectl

Non enlm nascimur saplentes; neoue naturall gquadam
necesslitate flmas saplentes; neque externa ocuallbet actlone
ad saplentianm scquirendam efflcaclter cogl possumus.

Ergo ex insiplentia in saplentlam progredimur; sed
8l insipientia dlrigit, numruem in finem saplentlae pervenlemus;
guod luculsnter expllcat cur tot sint dlversae sententiae de
omni fere gusestione.

Pariter uvl ex minorl cuadam saplentia in malorem progredl
volumug, mensur@ et criterion maloris in minori invenir!l non
potest; secus ubre minorem numouam progrederemugr.

81 sumitur saplentia pro fundamento, convensio lntellectualls
requiritur: non securitas In paucis quibusdam princpplis bense
cognitis, et ludlcla temere prolata de alils om:ibus; sed desiderium
ut quis flat saplens, diligentda In medils adhlbendis, indifferentia
de laudibus nmultitudinis, consclentia responsibllitatls intellectualis

il
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Problems historleltlatis: radix.

1. 81 conceptus  procedunt ex rebuas, sl intelllgdntia
procedit ex conceptibus comparatis,

nulla haberi potest historilcltas In conceptibus
fundamentalibus.

8i autem conceptus procedunt ex actibus intelllgendi,
a8l actus Intellligendl procedunt ex actibus = lmaglnandl,

progeeglente imaginatlone, proflceit intelligentla,
et proficiente Intelligentia evoluuntur conceptus.

2, 81 sclentia est ds universalibus et necessarils,

cum historlia fere fota est in particularibus et contingentibus,
reo vera nulla est sclentla de rebus historlcls et nulle conclpl
potest golutlio problematls historlcitatis.

Sin autem sclentia est de concretls et convenlentlbus,
cumk historia sit in concretls et convenlentibus, habetur

sclentia de historicis et concipl poteat solutio problematls
historicitatls.

NB Aristoteles docult scientiam in potentia esse 1087a 15f
de universalibus sed in actu esse de particularibus. Met M 10

Quod necessarium est cum intelligere occurrdt radicitus
relate ad phantasmate.

Aristote 193 docuit acientiam esse de necessarlis, nullam
ease sclentiam de per accidens' (Met E)

Unde recte concludi potest

argunentum convenientiae esse argumentum gquod non probat
theorid® probabilitatis non esse theoriam

sclentiap emplricas non esse sclentlas

ordinem naturalem et ordinem supernaturalem esse non
olum distinctos sed etlam nullo nexu intelliglilll unitosa
matheslin modernam non esse sclentlam

1o o lulo o'l
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