Method: The Problem of Methed in Theology.

1. The Era of Particular Questlons.

Is Christ God? Justin, Dlal 58; Tert, adv Frax; Hipp. Elenchos
Contra haﬁb Noetl; Orig; Dionyslas Rom Alex; Arius, Euseb Caes,..
n&un 4
Athan., de decr Nic syn (forcing Hebrew, God Into Gk catesories
Basil Ancyrae, George lLaodicacsae! ws ouk wv alnthwse ulos
Hllary: non in legendo sed in Intellligendo
Arlan symbols: not two three Gods

Is Holy Spirit God? Is Xt man? (phusis: not in sense of PP)
Felaglanisn

2. The Mediaeval Effort to meet the Totality of Questiong.

Congar: Grammatical (Alcuin 29 360 ff)
Dialectical (Abelard 29 364 ff)
Metaphyslcal (William Auxerre, Philip Chancellor,
Albert Great, Aauinas: 29 374 ff)

De The Achievement and Limitations of Aquinas.

a envisages & totality of questione, and takes the stepa
needed to answer them

b he has a sst of ultimate categeries for dealing with the
world qua extra-theologleal

14

he has a transposltion of Aristbtellan categories for
eallng with theological thourht

e o

he is[from[fres] methodical errors; i.e., he can be
included within a later, more developsd position

] hle thinking 1s within the loglc of the gusestio; it does
not envisage tne iransposition involved in the notion of method

£ he bullf up a system and used 1t brilliantly; he did not
establish the necessity, legltinacy, of some system; he d41d not
Justlfy his cholce of Arlstotle, his transforuation of Arilstotle
Hence, Augustinian~Aristotelian controversy; aplintering
Into schools; the success of the superficlal view
AL controversy: real lssues not grasped by particlpants;
what was needed was discnusslon of system as such; and that dlscussion
beyond the horizon of the gquasstio

g'a' he did not relatém system to bellever, revelatlon, dogma
treats questions in se; not Bonaventure's more concrete r
progress of darkened human mind towards light; both, polymorphic mubjet
b gystem 1s brilliantly related to revelation; but the relation
1s not effectively presented: via invent, via doctrinae
Hence, Reforamation, Catnolle controverslalimis; an appendage
to theology; fundamental, apolopetie; De ecclsesla
obJjections considered and met: ineffective bscause treated
from within system, when it 1s the system itself that is 1n question
c' he d1d not think historically: interrelations of revelation,
theology, dogme in dynamlc interdependence; cannot integrate
biblical criticism, Dogmengeschichte.
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Method: The Logle of the Quaestio and Theology.

1, The Xtlan message gives rise to questions. De_facto.
a Conflict with orthodoxy Jewry: St. Paul; Councll of Jerusalem
b Conflict with heterodox Jewry: Ebionites, Elkaisites (Daniélou
¢ Gnostlcism, Montanism, Patripassianism, Adoptlonisn, Sabellian'.m
d Ariang, Pelagians, Nestorians, Monophysites, Eastern Schlsm
8 Refarmation,hLibéralism, Modernlem
2. The Xtlan message glves rise to questiona. De lure.
a Selbstverstandlichkeliten: Platonic Forms; fixed specles:
overlook the intrinalc historicity of ldeas
b The message ls expressed in terms that are in process of
developnent

' Xt: Acts 2; 1 & 2 Cor; Phil & Col; Hebr 1; John 1.
3 The development occurs wlthin an ancient and particular

cnltupe and tradition; it involved a break from that tradition
and culture; the new wine was bursting the o0ld bottles of thought

Q The message 1is universalis@t: all natlons., all days..
e The message ls radical: pearl of great prlce; he that
believeth not, shall be condemned.

e The messagehs comprehensive: 2 Cor 5 15

S To attempt to answer the guestlons involves one in
the logic of the guaestio

In gome sense answers should be orderly, satisfactory,
aigngificant, and effective

But in the measure that they are, they move away from
the categorles of the 1lnitlal message, for that initlal message
wvas not a treatise on logle, metaphysics, epistemology, the hlstory
of ldeas, Or on hermeneutics

They 1nvolve a transpoglition of the orlginal message into
other terms and propositions and a problem of establishing
the preclse relationshlp between the new system and the original
expresslon

4, The locic of the guestlons ralsed by the Xtlan message
has provided the under-tow, the ever~prescing if unnoticed
vector, in the development of Xtian tnought.

There 1s the recurrent rsfusal to answer: sclentia inflat;
uod abundantius est, a malo est (Mt 5 37)

There are naive answers: questio s can be met 1n bibhllical
erms; questions do nst expand; system of categories 1s excessive

There are evaslve answers: Eunomlus (hls answer in biblical
terms, his refutddhon of Semlarians {words=reality)); specialization
(Klerkegasrd: Non-scilentific postsecript)
d There are contradictory answers (cf 1 above).

Ic‘.o ()

O ct

¢ > _ - R
TP NI




N E . - . ]

™ Probleﬁ‘of Method, The General Problem.

1. A questlon exlsts 1f there are reasons both for affirming
and for denying one and the same proposition.

2. To answer one question ls to glve rise to further questions:
chaln-reactlon; tendency towards indefinlite expansion.

Se - Before undertaklng to answer an lndefilnlitely large set

of questions, one has to take stock of one's resources, work
out one's procedure, see, at least in principle, the possibility
of working one's way through towards a satisfactory result

." ‘.'

t
it
*
107 AR A o e T S o e R A D S RS O U A

=N




'
LT
- ! Y,
- : B v -
\ M P "
EETIN "
RO
- Rnded L S
N
. f . e Ve
1 L}
. r
i : .
- ¥ .
* toe = - [T
- v .
+ g .
*
. . *E oy ,
[T v i
. L :
. 4
4 T ’ N I ¢ , . :
¢ 1
H .ll
L )
e
! - .
. ! R ¥ = v
i '3 g - t' 1
+ + r
[ ' ‘ )
F 4 e
L A . e,
{ ¢ . Fimt W
B
¥ 1 . N
i . e
o : . r T ' N
' | IR wiy by .
N 5
. -
]
- r
. i » g -
ot . ’___
. . 1 k. - !
1 8 -
-
- ! -
™ .. W .
3 -
. . -
Tt
. R
-
'L # .
- EE
- . ) .
L L] ] g o .
; 1 i M v
e v . *.
t ' ' i
\- 'Ix R
‘ -
v
1 13 1 ' \ L3
4
i

Christ as.. | 14

The foregoing, of course, offers no more than an
extremely rudimentary and incompléte account of the notion
of the subject and of the correlative notlon of consclousness.

It is conslderably less khat than I presumed my students to

know aiready when I wrote my Da_constitutlone Chrigti., But
with these bafe bones we must be content, for they are more

than Fr. Perego feels he understands.
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Chirst as..

Fifthly, 1t 1s urged kkxk : 'Perd solo quando x ha luoho

la riflessione formale del intelletto, 11 soggetto b ragglunto

come sogmetto @ sl puc parlare in senso vero ¢ proprlo di

coscienza psicologica, '
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Christ as.. 14

It 1s perhaps worth noting that, if one grasps the notion
of the subject and understands that the subject is consclous
because he is the one“that exerclses his own acte, there

vanishes the familigrldifficulty about
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Christ as.. 25

There remains the question of fact. Are only objlects
known? Or 1s the subject krnown whenever he knows end by ‘the

mere fact that he knowa?

1_Be . : " . quegtlon_Lpy e
belisTe that/tﬁg/;;/yef/io the 366;; _guestlon 1s, Yes.

tg///,/ o /,)
I fail see thet rﬁ;/EE;egﬁ//;s proved qis contention't t

\

answeprd are inadmissihle, confused,- and inadennagqate.
- etlon - 7 « L~
ly, wnlle I grant tnaE,/B questlon of the” subject|1s

ifilenlt, recenu, and primitive, I alsﬁ éiiiggs/fﬁgt,a

allaure to graapﬁfhe 18508 exaﬁtly fully- nte~fer-any
De—faTt~aboit~my 1

I have noted that the notion of.the'subject is

difficult, recent, and primitive. I.believe that this fact

accounts for the‘variety of oplnions that have been proposed

on the consclousnesa of Christ., I am inclined to say tﬁat,

~ vhen the smoke blows away, no one will bedaskdgedste doubt

© tihet the subject lg known by the mere fact that he knows.
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acts are known by thelr objects.
Thirdly, with the first step complated, ask a questlon.
Just what is this act by which one inspects 1n a phantasm’
the solutlon of a problsm? One grasps the answer by noting
the set of relations and differences between (1) trying to
understand, (2) forming images, (3) inspscting solutions in
lmages. This answer, if correct, will correspond qreetds
with the Aristotellian and Thomist account of understanding.
The advantage, however, of-workihg out the answer from one's
own intellectual experlence will be that the Arlstotellan
and Thomist account ceases to be a mere set of words with
unknown me=sning (or worse, with a meaning reached by Yeneraud
guess~-work} and becomes a set of words that expresses ﬁhat
one knows by one's own experiencs andaP:g's own undsrastanding
of one's experience. 'Juat aé St. Thomas sald that Aristotelian
cognitional theory was 'secundum modum cognitionis nobls
expertum, ! @;fso in turn one can say oneself that St. Thomas'
cognitional tineory 1s 'secundum modum cognitionis mihi expertum.
Fourth*ly, thelforegoing exercise is not an ortional
ad junet to th; study of St, Thomas. It 1s essentia;ﬁ}f oﬁé
wishes to have any real grasp of what St. Thomas was talking
about on a large varlety of lssues. For there 1s very little
in philosophy that i1s not in some way affected by our knowledge
of our own soulé. But St. Thomas wrote: '.. anima humana

Intelligit seipsam per suum intelligere, cuod est actus

proprius elus, perfecte demonstrans virtutem elus et naturam. '

H
And in this statement St. Thomggt?élt he was following
Aristotls, for he also wrote:"Species lgitur rel intellectae

in actu est speclés lpalus intellectus; et sic per eam seipsum




Christ as 27

of A one knows quld sit 4 and 1n analogous knowledge of A

one does not know quid sit A.

Thirdly, 1f the foregolng 1s understood, one immedlately
understands why 8t Thomas (L) states simply that we do not

L

ERow-ukd™~ et Deusq - t
know qulid sit Deus, (2) isentifles the beatlfic vision with

knowing ould sit Deus, knowing God by hls essence, (3) concludes
that we have a natural dezire to know God by hls esssence

from the fact that we ask quid sit Deus, 1{4) identifies

perfect beatitude with knowing God by hls essence, {5) asserts
that perfect beatitude 1ls nmatural to God alone, (6] asserts
that knowing God by hls essenice and perfect beatltude are
beyond the natural capaclity of any creature, (7} denies that
without supernatural aid there can be any movement of a

creatureh will towards perfect beatitude. On the otuer hand, §

for centuries peorle have been finding St. Thomah obscure,

unsatisfactory, misleading, and mistaken on these matters.

In my opinion the whole trouble ls that they have not leafnt

wlith sufficlent accuracy what is neant by intelllrere and

by the question, guid sit.

Fourthly, we come tb our cuestion. What is the
relation between Christ's human consciousness of himself and
the beatific vision he enjoyed? The relation lies Lin the

guestlon, guld sit. By coneciousness we know ourselves

0 D SR I S
e R el




Christ as .. NOTES 18

se sentire,' In ITI de Anima, lect 2 §591: 'Potentia ergo

illa, cua videmus nos videre, non est extraneait'a potentla
vipiva, sed dilifert ratione ab ipsa.' So ;lcorporal pain
1la ref£9rred to as 'experimentalls perceptio laesionig!

De Ver., q. 26, a. 9 c.

Brixekix

17) Op. ecit., p. 419 f.

18) Op. cit., p. 420.

19) Op._clt., p. 421,
20) I belleve there le an analogy of the type: as external

sense stands to direct Intellectual activities, so conscilousnesa
standa to reflexive intellectnal activlitlies. Howsver, the
analogy 18 not perfect. Because inonlry and understanding
operate directly from phantasms, the conscious subject and

hls acts:have to be provided with correlated phantasms.

Thi% correlation is expressed in Arlstotellan~Thomist

method by saying that self-knowledre weffrigs begins from
objects to proceed to acts., See Sum, theol., I, a. 84, a. T

ad 3m; In IIT de =nima, In Il de Anima, lect. 6, §304~308.

21) Op. cit., p. 421,

22) A potential subjlect L1s one that can become consclous

by hils sensitive and Intellettual, direct and reflexive,
appretensive and appetitive actlivities. Byt'the hypoetatic
union as such the Word does mot suifer but he is able to suffer,

he 1s not conscious by acts that arefnot\supposed&to be

joccurring, but he is able to bg conscious by such acts and wlll be
congelious by them R
A &8 soon as they occur.

23)  Op. cit., p. 422 f.

24)  Op. cit., p. 423 f.




(hrlst as.. NOTES 17

intellectual knovledge 1s nod only knowledze of objects sub

ratione guldgditatis, verli, et entis.

10} In I Sent., d. 3, ge 4, &, 5 ﬁol. L
11) Op. cit., p. 418 f.

12) St. Thomas treats reflexive cognltlonel activities
under the heading of seif-knoledge, L.e., Wnether the
intellective soul knows ltself, 1lts hablts, its acts of
intellect, its acts of will., While thiéjexplicit, Fr. Perego
is mlstaken In asserting that St. Thomas expllicitly teaches

such reflexlive activitles to be consclousness. The Thomlist

doctrine on consclousness is only implicit., It has to be

worked out by an lnterpreter, and the lnterrreter has to i
have some notlon of what he ig looking for. Thus, I should say
that 8t., Thomas was gpeaking of consciousness when he asserted
that, according to Augustine, 'anima per se cognoscit se ipsam i_:
ouasl praesentem, mon quasl ab alliis distinctam.' C. Gent., |
IIT, 46 §6. 1 belleve there are good reasons for uy opinion,

I also belleve that presence without distinction provides

& criterlon for dlstingulshing betwgen.qpqsciouaness and
reflexive actlvitles. But I do not belleve that even a
well-grounded opinion 1ls the explicit doctrine.of S8t. Tpomaa.l
13) Sum. theol., I, q. 84, a., 7 c.

14) C.«Gent., II, 76 8§17. | _
i5) Sum. theol., I, gq. 88, a. 1 c. e
16) While Fr. Perego is correct im affirming that St.

T?omas denies full refglexive activlty to sense (Op. cit.,

D, 420, note 11}, it is not be inferred that St. Thomas

denlies sensitlve awareness of mensation, De Ver., aq. 1, a.‘i 9

'Sensus... non solum cognoscit sensibile, sed etliam cognoscit




Christ as,. Notes xil

This 1s from the page to which Fr. Perego refers, and
I beg leave to indlcats the various ways in which 1t contradicts
the interpretation.

First, I asy:iden sublectum gibi innotescit tum per

consclientiam divinam tum per consclentiam humanam. Fr.

P :
Yerego says: se si consgidera Infattl 11 gogzetto come sstiratte

dalle nature in cul sussiste e dalle cosclenze con cul si

manifesta,

Secondly, I say unum "ego" simpliciter. Fr. Peregop

on the conmditlon Just quoted, says:

gays: ae sl considera Infattl 11 sogmetto come astratto




Christ as.. | Notes x1i

This 1s the page to which Fr, ferego refers, and it
geems to me to contradict rather clearly the interpretation
he offers.

I consider the gigg gub ject as géggg by both divine
and human consciousness, Fr. terego conglders the subject
ag gbstracted from both divine and human consciousnesg{

Undef the concrete consideration of the subject known
by both divine and human consciousness, I assert unum"ego”

slmpliciter. Fr. Perego admits un unico "1¢%, if and only if

the subject 1s consldersd as abstracted from both divine and

human consclousnessg.

I distingulsh ego ut dlvinum and ego ut humanum, and

I have already affirmed that the same subject is known by
dlvine and human

both%ponsciousnesa. Fr. Perego adds to an abstract ego

e concrete consideration of due "io": quello dlvino e quello

Unamo.

I draw attentlion to the parallel between my ego ut .

divinum and emo ut humanum and the famillar Christus ut Deus

and Christus ut homo. Fr. Perego falls to be consistent

and to add due Crlsti: gquello divino e quello umano. Why?

I say: "ego", seu sublectum psychologicum , non solum

ipsum_sublectun diclt sed etiam habitudinem importat ad

naturam atgue conscientiam culug subliectum est. My meanlng
by '
ls that a relatlve name there are meant not only an absolute

but also its relation, that 'subject' means not only what

1s the sublect, ipsum sublectum, but also its relation to

the nature and consciousness of which it 1s subject. Oxe

£batithy—tthaechs_to\ be nresuppo
~Achieve the InPeasiblovend loncéxa ‘dudklec




elegantly. I do not clalm that they anticlipate and exclude

Christ aB.. 17

with the sons. 8Slmllarly, a teacher _of one hundred .pupile

1a concretely, not one hundred teachera, but one teacher.
A master of one hundred servants 1slconcretely, not one
hundred masters, but one master., The pg;gg;;gyngggg or
the sub)ect 6r the ego of one hundred imqianent acts lsa
coneretely, not one hundred prin¢ipla guae, not one hundred
subjects, not one hundred ezo's, but one principium quod,
one subject, one ego. |

Thirdly, what Fr. Perego is attrituting to me is the
above fallaclous nonsense. I am alledged to hold that
in the abstract apart from the two natures, apart from
the dlvine and human consclousnemss, Christ is one princlpium
gggr, one subject, one ego, but that in the concrste with
hils two natures and his twofold consclousness Christ is two

rincipla quae, two aubjecfé, two ego's.

Moreover, this allegation ocecurs 1ln the exposition of
my views. It occurs prior to the inference explicitly .
mede by Fr. Ferego on page #13. It is presupposed by that
Inference, It 1s mede wlth a simple reference to pages 116
and 117 of my work. It can be read by anyone that cares to do
80 In the last paragraph on page 412 of Fr. Perego's article.
I favite anyone to read pages 116 and 117 of ny work and see
1f they can find there the fallaclous nonsense that 1s

attributed to me. I do not clalm that my pages are written J?

the fallacy attributed to me, I do not clalm that my eipresaion
1s a2 model of clarity. I do not make these clalms for oy

previous discussion of the queafion, utrun Chrilstus sit unum

ontologice xd et duo psychologice (pp. 113 f.). But I 4o

(T
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(hrist as.. 24

When, then, we reclte the Apostle’s (reed and belleve
that Jesus Christ, his only Son, oﬁr Lord, suifered under
Pontlus PLlate, what we believe, what we have beiieved from
¢childhood, is Just what I have stated. No Catholic thinks

that Jesus 1ls God unconsciously, the way a stong ls unconscibusly

& stone. No k Gatholic thinks that Jesus suffered unconsclously,
a8 & docetlst @y might ﬁrge. No Catholic thinEs that somebody
else was consclous of hlmself as God, and aomeboﬁy olse was - E '
conselous of himself as suffering under Pontius Pllate.
Every Cathollic believes that one and the same was both
gongcious of himself as God and'conacioua of hiimself as he
consciously suffered undsr Poritius Pllate. The unlty of
the twofold consclousness of Christ lies in the subject.
Tbwee Becausa I felt that this elemenﬁary truth of
faith, écknowladged by every Cathoiic that says hls prayers,
) mislefen
was being hopelessly obscured bxﬁb1emantaywbhlunderbie&ﬁ%ho
notion® of the subject and of consciousness,thaf I wrote my

el L that O W.Q/Lt
De_constltutione Chrigtl,ee dhat Ihcagkﬁathe more effectlvely

communicate to my students a theological:*'view that corresponded
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jo 29) The lmmediately preceding sentence reads: 'Cum igitur

visus perclpiat sensibile et actum elus, et videns sit simile
gsenalblll, et actus vlidentis sit Ldem sublscto cum actu
gensibilis, lilcet non ratione, relin*quitur quod eiusdem
virtuti&p agt, videre colorem et lmm:tationem quae est a
colore,‘et visum in actu et visionem elus' (loc. cit.; cof,
loct. 9 §724, where there ls an explicit parallel with
intellect's knowledgs of its act). I understand these
passages as § equivalent to the statement that the visibille

in actu or intelligiblle in actu corresponds to knowledge of

the object, while the visus in actu or intellectus in actu

¢orresponds to the consclousness of the acﬁking sub ject,

The equivalence of course I consider to lle between the
inchoatlve and the distinctly formulated, between the impllclt
and the expliclt. See note 21 above.

Mo doubt, I shall be asked whether I think such paéségéé
in the Aristotellan commentary contradict better-kﬁown statemsnts
to the effect that 'actus sensus proprii percipitur per ;nnn
sensun communem' (Sum. theol., I, q. 87, a. 3 ad 3m; cf. W’

In III de Anima, lect. & 2 §584; lect. 5 $599).

Firet, then, I have no difficulty in acknowledgzing that
inchoative thought .on con;ciéusnegs is.not worked ‘out clearly -*
in all its implications and, therefore, there is a megsﬁre
of obscurity ln the Thomist fext.

Secondly, howsver, I see no nsed to affirm a contradlction.
What St, Thomas denles to sense is reflexiecn, and hls reasons
fer. denying: it are Neoplatonist metaphysidal theorems that

connect reflexion with incorporeality and subsistence (see

In librum de Causls, lect. 7 $189 f.; lect. 15 $310 £.).
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exyresses the potentlal range of intellect as intellect; and
tils potentlal range 1s proved to be unrestricted in us, net
because we can succeed in underatandinghgore than the quidditas

in materia corporall exsistans,nbecause we want to understand

moxre than that. In fact, we want to understand everything about

‘everything, and so naturally and leritimately we ask quld sit Deus

and guid glt enn. '=

A fifth obscurity follows. When one says that the formal
object of lntellect 1s gns, & conceptualist takes it for granted
that the formal object of intellect is some coneept. In.one
sense this 1s true: 'formal object' is a concept; and the
definition of 'ens' 1is a matter'of more concepts. But the
votentlal range of human intellect is not unrestricted in the
Zense that 1t wants to know the concepts, 'formal object', ‘ens';

‘it 1s unrestricted in the sense that it wante to know absolutely

everytaing about everything; and it is thils second g,sense that
gxcluded,

18 slgnificant. If this second sense is nyeximzkedy then St,

Thomas argued meanlnglessly when he set up his hierarchy of

intellects,grg claeimed that an intellect fuily in act ﬁnstxhn

with respect to belng must be the infinite being, and concluded

that human intellect must be a passive potency.

Th-re 18 & slxth obscurity. One's notlon of analogous
rnowledge depends on one's notion of some other knowlzdge. 1f
ore has no exact grasp of what taat other knowledge ig, one does
not understand (1) what analogous knowledge 1s, (2) what is the
field of our ana%%ous tnowledge, (3) what is the &?ield of analogous
knowledge in any finite intellect, (4) what knowledge is absolutely
supernatural for every finite intellect, (i?) what & mystery ls,

and (6) what are the imperfect analogles attainaocle when reason

& t ! £
names ‘obscure’ what one
is illuminated W by falth. But one SO S
; ity, not byaquerulous
doss not understand; and one overcomes obscurily, A
posslp, but by learﬁing, by trying and coming to understand.

o temea ey VLG L mea.n;ng. )

§




Christ as.. 25

Which 18 the correct view of thse subjlect?

The questlon i1s rhilosophic and psychological. As
psychologleal, 1t can be setlLled by an appeal to the facts.
As philosophie, it can be settled by belng integrated within

a phllosorhle system., Both are large questions. My oplnion
18 qultdi decided.
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If I have succeeded in communicatlng the elementary
aspecta of the notlon of the subject, the meaning of the
followlng statements will e clear. By the very acts,
by which objects are known, there also 1s constituted an
avareness of the subject and hils act. Since a man is not
alwasys exercising cognitional acts, & man by the mere fact
that he 1s a man is only potentlally a subject. Further,
whenever a man knows, he is not merely a substance that

knows but also & subject that i1s known




De Intellectu et Methodo.

1. Methodus est mediorum in finem ordinatlo quam aptissima.

Unde concludes: put quo quls mellus finem cognoseilt,

60 aptiuzs et efficacius media in finem attingendum ordlnare potest.

2. Methodus sclentiflca eat mediorum in scientism invenlendam
ordinatio quam aptissina.

Agltur de scientla invenienda, non de Inventa apte docenda.

Agltur ergo de flne ignoto: qul enim sclentiam iam habet,
methodo non indiget; qul autem sclentlam non habvet, finem quen
guaerit ignorat.

3.  Quae lgnorantla aut specifica est aut generica.

Spscifica eat mmx In eo qui sclentlam particularem wvel
incipere vel augere 1ntendit.

Generica est lnguantum lpsa sclentlae ratlo ignoratur.

b, Agltur de prassentl non de lgnorantie specifica sed de
lgnorantia gensrica.

Generice lgnorantla potest concipl vel tamquam totalis
vel tamquam partiiallas; et partialls subdividitur pro lpso
profectu sclentise, pro temporum saeculorumgue decursu.

5 Totalls ilgnorantla generica non datur.

t
In lumine intellectus agentls omnis scientia virtualler
a8t nobls indita: ponimus quaestiones; ludicard possumus utrum
responss quaestionibus satisfaciant necns.

Quod tamen intellectus agentis lumen ne 1in populis
quldem quam maxlime barbaris deest.

6. Partialls quaedam lgnorantla generica manebit donee
omnig acientia homini possibilis acquiratur.

Scimus enim exacte quaenam sit scilentlae ratlo cum
claritate atque certltudine, non ex theorla quadam methodologlca,
sed ex fructibus: sicut ln caeterls etiam hie valet 11ludy
Ex fructibus eorum cognoscetis sos.

7. Minor potest esse hasc partlallis lgnorantla generica
hodle quam 1n saec XIX., in saec XIX quam in saec. XVI, in saec.
AVI guan in sasc, XIII vel apud antigulissimos graecos.

ged quod potest esse, non ideo est. Finis ergo huius
cursus eBt quaedam potentlas actuatio.

Cumgue primus greseus ad ignorantiam deponendam est ipsius

lgnorantiae notitla, ad hanc notltliam acquirendam inprimis
procedenus.

%




De multiplicatione ordinationum.

1. In generes, systema non est niel ideale quoddam logleum
In quod mens tendlt sponte et natura sed ad 1l1lud adlplscendum
non pervenlt anteguam novum guid invenlat; quo invento, non

ad systema prius intentur sed ad aliud iam tendltur,

2. In culus intelligentliam notate sequentla:

8 Propoaitio quaedam, p, dicltur systematis sl constat

ex terminls systenatls sive primitivis sive legltime derivatis.

b Ubl p est propositlo aystematls,hx exsistit Qp.

c Principlum medii exclusl exiglt X EpNp.

a Ubl exsistit mk ¢p et admittitur EpNp, oritur problema

declslionis.

-] Solvitur problema decisionis intra systema, si per

golam technicam derivationis dsterminarl potest p (aut Np).

£ De problemete decislonis mults determ”naverunt loglel

recentiores; -
I. Bochenskl, Bibllographische Elnfuhrung -
J. Tadriere, Les limitations internes des formalisnes, ’)

Louvain 1957.

Beevl dicl potest triviale esse systema in quo solvl
potest problema decisionisx pro omnl RX Qp.

& Scholastlel communiter reducunt princlpium medil
exclusl ad ideale quoddam loglcum.

Valet Eplp, modo non occurrat dlstinctio convenlens,
FHABXREXWEREXIYIREME neque exigltur ut dlstinctlo lam
contineatur in terminis primitivis,

Allle verbis, distinctionum inventlo efficit transitum
& ex uno systemata in aliud.

De Apertun dicitur systema ubl non sine gualificatione
admittitur prineiplum medil exclusi.

Evolvl dlcltur posltio ubl transitur amixx ex systemate A
In systema B ut habeatur sclutio culusdam insolutl problematls
decisionis.

Devolvi dleitur positio ubi transitur ex systemate B P
in systema A ut problema in B sclutum flat in A insolutum. 5

Bifurcari dleltur positio ubl ex systemate A in systemata
gt B et C ab aliis transitur ut diversimode habeatur solutio
problematis declsionls 1n A insoluti.

Flomescentia et decadentis positionls dicitur secundum
quod, progrediente tempore, positio evolvitur vel devolvitur.

Positlo est quod evolvitur, devolvitur, bifurcatur,
florescit, vel decadentiam subit.

© ) S
N -




Christ as.. . - 17

¥ what I state.
Fr. Perego apparently wishes my task to be extremely

difficult and compllicated. Besides the smoke of his solubilia

argumenta, there 1s the fire of a charge of unaound x doctrine.
If I do not llke the charge, not only must I refute?téirst,

I must establlsh what preclsely it is and prove tham I have
done so correctly. If what he_gttribute; to me 1s not what

I stateq then I muet prove I gidnct Btate 11, and explain how
it 1s that Fr. Perego thought that I did. If what he attributes
to me, 18 not what T statelbut.what he thinks I imply| then

I must establish what implication he thinks to be present,

and show that his thinking so 1s erronecus. When I have

done all this, he can complqin that m& ;nawer 15 extremely
complicated and obscure, that he fiﬁda it as incoﬁprehensibla
a8 he finds my views on conaciousneaa;.iﬁ gggin to urge that-

I have exaggerated this and miaunderatopd tﬂét

compliégted and obascure; he can insinsute that he finde 1t

as incomprehenslblé ag my views on the natuya of consclousness;
complicated withOut.explaining thatlthe coﬁblication arisea

from his strange procedure.
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what I state. | |

| Apparently, then, Fr. Ferego expects me (1) to determine
just what the charege against me is, (2) to prove that that
charge is made, (3) to determine whether the basis of the .
charge is what I state or what he thinks I state, (4) to prove
that that determination 1s correct;f(5) to determine whether

the charge 1s lmplled by what I state

LI

Q@
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(11) Fr. Perego attributes to me the view that the only
unity in Christ is an abastraction. He ie insistent

that the only psychologlcal unity is an abstraction. He

at least suggests that the only ontological unlty 1s an

, & - .

abstraction.
R. Three questions aflses. Do I state that the only
unity in Christ 18 an abstraction, that the in the abstract
Chriet is one, but in the concrete he ie two? Next, do I
provide a major premiss from which Fr. Perego might come to
this conclusion? Thirdly, do I also provide a minor premiss
to Justify Fr. Ferego's conelusion? I shall distingulsh

my answers by the lettéra, A, B, C.

xA. Do I state that the only unity 1n Christ 1s an
ebatraction? I 4o not. Do I state that Christ . is one in
the abstract and two in the concrete? 1 do not.

B. Do I provide a major premiés for such an inference?
Fr, Yerego believes that I do. He finds it in my treatment
of the questlon, X Quid in Christo homlne significetuf ut
principlum quod operstur. &nexgf My angwer 1s that the

pPrincipium guod 1s to be concelved as tiue dlvine person,

not apart from the natures, but with the naztures. He notlices
that my first argu%bﬂg is that, to consider the person

apart from the natures, is to consider an ahsiraction; .
abatractions nelther exlst nor operate; therefore the Qrinciéium
i guod 1s not to be concelved as the peréon apart from the
natures. From thlis he concludes i:i:ﬁxxnﬂxnjﬁ’that, sinoe

the Word never operates apart from lts matures, it 1s a pure

Qggtrdh;&dﬁhédkihénkaoﬁuihn_ﬂerdfwi%dg;eﬁéreatﬁﬂtoahbb
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supplementary notes, De constitutblione Christl, were concerned

t the asubject 1s consclous because he ls the one that exercises

Ternus but the latter was.commonly assumed (without awareness

Chriat es.. 25

the Incarnatlon is a recent development. Developrments take

time to mature, and they should be allowed tlme to mature.

According to a well-known principle theologians are not to

demand of maghk one another more than the “hurch demends of all. 3

Such, to my mind, was and 1s the situation. My

with the resultant speculative lgsues. There I distinguished

two types of thseory of consclousness: c¢onsclentia-experisntlia

and consclentlia-percentio. On the former type of tuneory

his own aen%tive and intellectual, dirsct and reflexive,
apprehensive and apretlitixve acte. On the latter type of
theory there 1s not any subject at all but zX only a
subgtance that knows; that subdtance is sald to be conaclous
ingsmuch as he becomes the object of‘somewof his-ﬁcts.

I notlced that the former %ype of theory was held by Fr,

of the exlstence of the former) by most thecloglans that

haed written on the issus. I did not attempt to settle

the issue on phllosophlc or psychologlcal grounds. I =

get forth the X theological implications, first, of assuming
consclousness to be experiential (pp.

explelined the meaning of saying that consclousness ls
experience and deduced its theologleal lmplicatlons (pp. 83-128);
I also revealed the influence of the view that consclsusness

is a pérception on a series of authors (pp. 128-145):; I

had no doubt that merely exhiblting the two sets of consequences
woulgezgiethe lssue (p. 83); I still have no doubt. The only
way in which the parallelism of the ontological and the
psychological statements can be maintalned 1z t0 admlt

the existence of the subject.




De genersll gusestlonum consgideratione in medle aevo.

1. M, J. Congar DIC 29 distinguit tria stadla theologiae
medlaevalls.

a; sub regimine grammatlcse: ab Aleculn, col. 360 gs.
b sub regimine dialecticae: ab Abaelardo, col, 364 as.
e) sub regimine metaphysicae: col 374 ss.

ultlmum incipit cum Gulielmo Altisslodorensi, Phillppo
Cancellario; perficltur cum Alberto Magno et maxime Aquinate.




De _guaestionlbus quibusdan particularibus a PP conslderatis.

1. Quam primum ponmitur vel unlca quzestio, loglce lam
implicatur totum 11lud quod de notlone guaeationls exposuimus.
Attamen, nlsl tempore longlore, hoc totum non peragticitur:
apud PP gensratim, pomantur quaestiones particulares, qulbus
golutls orluntur ulteriores et particularee
Neque ante medlur asevum, neque in ipso medlo asvo
g8lne labore et maximo et diuvturno, ad totalitatem quamdam
quaestionum considerandam perventum est (sunt sane initila
quaedam, uti Ioan Dam, de fide orthodoxa).

2. Quaestlo recurrens: an sunt duo del.
Iust., Dial 58
Tert., adv. Prax,
Hlpp., contra haer. Noetl
- Orig.,, In Ioan., II 2

Nevahsmse  “Hion, Rom., DB hE-51
Arlus
Euseb. Caes.

Athan., de decr Nic syn, necessarium erat relinquere verba B8S8ecr

concillabula ariana vel minus orthodoxs . '5T“Ff;i
H\!J-n‘l vt by Gophndd said st we"c_l-l-a,w—d-d - Beweondi, w‘a‘fﬁ‘.,d.u - ..._JJL‘L.('{; q:{,d,p./--..- tw___"’ﬂ“ -
Oe Quaestiones subintrantes: an Splritus sanctus sit Deus?

An verbum Del etlam sit homo? An habeat duas naturas, dues
voluntates, duass opsratlones, duas sclentlas, llbertatem humanam?
An Spiritus etiam de Filio procedit?

4. Pelaglanlsmue: tota series quaestionum; ornla quae
respiciunt ordinem supernsturalem, methodum theologlcanm,
libvertatem, divinam providentlam, prasdestlinatlionem, reprobatlonem

Nisl in medle aevo non sunt inventae dlatinctlones i
eystematice evolutae inter habltum et actum, naturale et supernaturalg |
Gratleoperans ‘heol Stud 1941, 1942 ;




i
De Notlone Quaestionis. %
i

1. Exslistlt guzestio ubl adesse videntur ratlones cogentes
tam ad affirmandam cuam ad negandam unam eandemque propositionem.

M
Ita Gilbertus Zorreta, cf allos Conger DTC 2§ J71.

Etlzm dici potesl exsigiere cuzestio, m ubl ex una
rarte habetur fldes certicsima, et tazen ex alis parte habentur
rationes insolutze ex ipsis fidel fonilbus hauatae.

2. Quaegtls ite irt=zlilecta re vera est quaestlonum quaedan
serieg, neous mseolvitur nisl per seriem cuamdam responsicnum,

J})f Non enlm sufflicit élcere, Eat, eest, Non, non; sed nigl

S & raetiopes solvuntur, conclllantur, ¢uz=zstio manet; fides quasrit
v‘i,ﬂ/vha-. t intellectum, etlam quendo credit, ¥y 5 37
‘ot

r" L2 Hiztorice in ecclesle semper fuerunt cul respondere

A guaestionibus noluerunt;

A tollitur hae¢ dubiiztio per conecili:m Vaticanum, DB 1796,
inguentum rationatuilis est vel pla,

Se Quod velet de primz quaestione, non ninus valere sclet
de quaestlicnun serie;
gul incipit quasestionitus resrondere, vel sibl vel 3
pogteris quaestionum multitudinem parai; i
guare, verbum Dei scriptum et traditum "tot tantoauus

continet thesguros verltatis, ut numguam reapse ezhsuristur®
A8B XLII(1950}, 568

4, Resrconsa inter se ordinata distingountz inter terminos
primitivos et derivztos, intsr propositiones primitivas et derivatias

Technican guarmdam adhibet aﬂrivatianis. definitio ut poleers
terminl ex primitivis derivantur; deductlo ut pporositiones wikww
gx primitivis derivantur,

Systema = primitivi <ermini, prigitivide prop., technlica derivt

5. Responsa inter se cohaerent custenus, » ubl exisgtlt p7,
non pari ratione sfiirmeri possunt et p et E.

£ Responsorun totzlitas avt est clausa aut aperta.

Clausa est, sl pro guzlibet p?, zul coneluditur p, aut
concludltur P . Scilicet, zinme ultericri digtirctione, sexmper
applicari potest principium nmedil exclusli,

Aperta est si non excluduntur dlstinctiones ulterlores
forts necessarize. &0 in casu ipse responsorum totelltes
revizionl culdam subesese potest.

Te Fesponeorum totalitas hebet penesum reelem, ® ubl =mm
nede fundato distinguuniur entle reslie et entiz rztionis,
distinctiones reales et distinctiones rationis.

Semantica, metaphysica.

Secus, nihil refiért uirun afiirmetur p vel p.




Selentis: concluditur. Quaestio: introducitur,

1. Flnie erat quaedam ignorantias notltla. Consideravimus
sex quae communiter asseruntur vel potlus assumuntur. Omnia

veritatem guamdam hebent, et omnla qualificatl-nem, reservatlonem
quandam[postulare videntur| complementum guoddam].

2. Attamen hactenus non consideravimua nisi lgnorantlanm
genericam: ut rroblema nostrum plenius cognoscamus, etlam }
ignorentlem specificam conslderare debemus. Quare, agemus _ L

8 de notlone quaestlionls

b de quaestionibus quae ex doctrina NT oriuntur. 2
[} de quaestionibus quiBusdam particularibus a FP consideratis E
d de genersll quaestlonum considerationse 1n medlo aevo %
e de problematibus quase ex medio asvo supersunt et etlam

hodle radlcalem solutionem seujmethodoxécam vix acceperunt

4
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Firgt, what is our consclousness of ocur identity?

Most of us have felt pain and decided to see a medical doctor.
We are consclons of the pain, because we are the ones that
exerclse the act that ls palnful. We are conselous of our
declision, becauss we are théﬁn ones that exercise the act of
declding. But how do we know, not by inference, not by any-
reflective pfocesa, but immediaﬁélf that 1t i1s one and the
same fellow that exerclses both acts. After all, the acts

are very dliferent; fesling a paln 1s a sensitive and corporal

act; making a declelon is an Intellectual and spiritual act;
nor l1s the subjlect consclous of himself apart from hls acts.
Surely, %i-is-a-very-differens-shing t.o he the subjecl of
the misery of a pain 1s something altogether different from
being the sub ject of an intelligent and reasonable dicision.
Do not the facts force us to acknowledge two subjlectas: the
subject in pain, and the subject décixiding?' After all, |
there never is any experience of a subject apart from some
act; and so we arrive, not at the mere fallacy of rélative
names, but at ithe concrete problem of the phenomena of

conacliousness . IREXIXEXXRENENERKXEXE

1




Criterion ordinationis nofae.

1. Concepimus ordinatlionem loglicam scdm sequentia:

8 in omni actuali proposlitionum totalitate

b supcosita technice derivationis (definitlo, derivatio)

c distingul poesunt terminos derlvatos et non derivatos

d distingul possuntlpr0p051tiones derlvatas et non derivatas
[:] colllipgl possunt non derivata et nominarl possunt primitiva
by unde coneipl potest systema gseu totalitas virtualis

propositionum quae determinatur per primitiva medlante technica
derlivatlonis eague sola.

2. - Bed ulterius procedl potest ut conciplamus non solum
systema sed etlam allam totalltatem guae quaestionibus conatat.

3 - Dicatur p propositlo systematls si constat terminis
systemntis sive primitivis sive derivatds.

b Circa omne tale p quaeri potest utrum sit verum an falsum;
quare, ubl est p, etiam est Qp.

¢ Unde conclpdl votest alla totalitas, SQp, quae omnibua
quaestionibus in systemate possibillibus constat.

d Et comparari potest haec totallites, SQp, cunm totalitate
systematis, 8Rp, quae hls quaestionibus ® respondet.

S. Unde definltur systema clausum, ubl omnis quaestio
possibills resolvitur sive enuntiando propositionem primitivam
give applicando technlicam derlvationds eamaue solam. 8SQp = SRp.

Et etlam definlitur systema apertum, ubl plures sunt
quaestiones possibiles quam responsa. 3Qp» SRp.

g{f,/”ﬁi/écholasticoa respleis, difficii determlnatur !
transitug/éi/glia in g3 am ordinatiefiem.

,

. Non enif exg;icite ponunt ordinationem logledm, sicut quoddmmo
/fécerunt “uclides/et Spihoza, entmerando primi

pgimitivas prO{OBit}enes, acour~te determinando technicam derivat ioni
~terminorun et prgpbsitionum, et quaestionaﬁfaolvendo per ‘golam
technlcam derivationiq)//Systema logicur“est alicuid/{hnlicitum,,,///
—potentiale., Unde I Bdchenski opinatus est comni;sibnem specialtstarﬁ
intre duo vel tria saecula posge Summamtneolo¢}ae formalizare,

Admitxﬁnt princeipium medii exclusi. (Epr), hac témen lege

yt semper gdmittitur distipétic conveniens. Utrum wero distin cf/B

praecontineatur in terminis primitivis, an nunec primo intneuducatur
viz dlci potest, cum.enumeratio completa terminSrun primitmivorum
norl pracsto est. Bt patet, per tales distinctlaopes fierl posse
transitum realem ex una ordinztio-ne in alliam.

pomm
Y j Do T
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riterion ordinatlionis novae. _ , ‘
1. Conceplnus ordinatlonem secundum sequentla:

8 supposita technics derivationis (definitlo, deductio)

b 1n omnl totalltate propositionum actuall diétingui

possunt {1) terminl primitivl et derivaetl (2) propositiones
primitivae et derivatae [primltivum = non derivatum]

g unde concipl potest virtualis propositionum totalitas
quae dsterminatur per primitiva (term et prop) mediante technica
derivationis eague s0la. Quae totalitas nominatur systema, Sp.

2. Quibus positls, alla totallitas wvirtualls concipl potest,
nempe, quaestionumn, 3Qp.

8 sit enlim p propesitio systematis sl constat terminis
systematls slve primitivis sive, derivatls.

b - 8lrca omne tale p gquaerl potest utrum silt verum vel

félaum; non enim datw tertium, supposito EpNp seu principilo
nedll exclusi. medium

Se Unde ulterior huaestio ponnl potest, nempe, utrum
systema sit clausum an apertum.

Clausum est systema, ubl SQp = Sp
Apertum est systema, ubl SQp W Sp

Alils verbis, systema est apertun vel clausum secundum

quod Intra systeme ponl possunt gquaestiones quae 1intra systems vel
golvl non possuntx vel solvi possunt.

s
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