Lot us begin from the latter pert of the objection.
If these acts included an actnation in the intentional order
with respect to the Word, they would reach God sicutl est,
and so they wonld be supernatural acts.
I distingulsh. The acts would reach God as object,
I deny. By the acts a divine person as man would be consclious

of himself, I grant.




I grant that my account of the human consciousness
of Christ is an lnpossibllilty on the supposition that only
objects are known. I deny that supposition. Human
psychological operatlions are actuations, not exclusively
of objects, but also of the subject. Rermrxibiliaxinxazim
The senslible 1n act 1s the sense in act; the intsliigibile
in act is the intellect in act; and iisia not sense or
Intellect that knows but the man by his senses and by hls
intellesct, 8o also it is not sense or intellect that experiences

ltgelf knowing but the man by hils acts of sensing and under-
standing.
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Now,

AHemzay 3t, Thomas maintained that the mind knows 1tself,

not by lte own essence as do God and the angels, mot by
oxY
any similitude or specles abstracted from 1taelfﬂfrom

gensible preaentationsf’but by 1ts act. How can the act

reveal the mind to 1tself, when the specleg determining the

act 1s not & similitude of the mind? Because the mlnd

1s revealed to 1ltself, not by knowlng itself as objJect,

¥y but by knowing any object whetever. No matter what one
understanda, one hag evidence for af.irming the existence

of one's own intelligence and ene has data for an investigatlon

of the nature of intelligence,

(2) Has, second reason for maintaining that my view of con—
sclousness ls Lpcemspglwpeddds lnadmlssible, 1s that 1t

cannot be intellectuval. The objects of intellect sre Hse

nfskd quidditas, verum, and ens. But I empheticelly deny

that consciousness is knowledre sub ratlone cuidditatls,

sub_pratione veril, or sub ratione entis. Therefore, on

my view, consciousnesa cannot be intellectual.8

I should say that the conclusion would follow, if

sub ratione oblectl.
and only if Intellect knew nothing but 1lis obJects, Bul, enw mae,

this condition ls not i‘u:‘Lf‘illed.9 By intellect we mnot

only know the nature and existence of thlngs and the truth
of our knowledge; we also experience ourselves as intelllgent
in act and rational in act. As 8t. Thomas might put 1it,

nom.gnfAA4l

tla nel suolibetmodoy sed oporiet ut_sdt-1bl.
ﬁabi&nu,ebzeptirreiwegigihu;.inienbig_cggncacentis41:
Ok the-other-hend, !iniomml 1nt.em;g:,biu,videmurv';LuEE-xt

1
&nLellectu&ﬁ&gﬂnxisg\nan/ﬁ&men-inAnazione"abiectix;spd'in-fgiione
teddl dognos




De explicito et Implicito.

1 Explicitum est quod (2) clars dlstincteque concipitur, (2)
aut affirmatur aut negatur, et (3) proprils nominibus verbisque
directe enuntiatur,

Quare expllcltun est et expllclte cognitum et explicilte
dictum,

Inpliclitum lta expliclto opponitur ut tamen suo modo
vere adslt tam 1n notlitla quan In exptesslone.

Distinguuntur modi quattuor fundamentales quo implicitum
invenliur: nempe, litterarlo, loglce, psychologlco, et gnogseologlco;
dex quibug post alil modl compomantur, nempe, hilstoricus, , _
rellgiosus, theologlcus. *

2 Litterarle lmplicitum dicimuas quod ratlione exprossionls ;!

est implicitum. 5
Egt ergo quod non propriis sed translatls nominibug verblsve '

dleitur, quod non in recto sed ln obliguo ponitur, ad quod fit

&llusio, quod innuitur, quod paucis tamquam notum recolitur,

quod suggeritur, quod intenditur et intelligitur quin tamen

dicatur.

' 3 Iogice implicitum dlcimus quod cognoscitur in allo
g explicite cognito.
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(9) Finally, Fr, Perego conslders my view assa#i originale,

ingepnosa, nuova, personale.

If these remarks are intended as a compliment to me,
they are not a compliment to contemporary theology. All I &id
was to attempt to state in Scholastic terms and to apply to
the question of Christ as subject what, In competent phllosophle
clreles, would be considered neither original, ingenlous,

nbvel, cr personal. Thus, in the current number of the

Revue philosophlicue de Louvain, Georges Van Rlet, the well-knawn

author of L'épistémologie thomlste, can base an argument on

tnat
any suspicion that there exist potentlal readers W, would be

31 .8
a notion of consciousness that conrﬁfsponds to my own withoutlulhi;“““} . 4
mystified by hls statements. I should not say thaet theologlans
ought to accept as true such a view of consclousness; but 1t
does seem to me lamentable that,iimy wltnout even understanding

1t, some theakogdapa should atteampt to settle the exact nature

of the consclousness of Christ.

. . !
R—— : e e rﬁz;‘_'%'glf;\;ﬁ!.‘:ﬂ;l%nm-rmvar-wr .

. ..
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Do _sexplicito-impliecito.

Explicitum est quod (1) clare distincteque concipitur,
(2) aut affirmatur aut negatur, et (3) nominibus verbisque
enuntiatur proprils.

Explicite ergo cognoscitur quod sub ratione entis,
intelliglhills, et veril attingltur.

Explicltum addit super explliclte cognitum, nenmpe,
expressionem adaeguztam, procrisam,

Explicite cognitum est quod (1) intellectu (2) ex parte
oblectl cognoscitur: oblectum enim Intellectus est ens, verum,
intellligiblile.

(L ¢ o
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{1) It might be thought impossible to concelve knowledge
that 1s not knowledge of an object. BSuch at least
seems to be Fr, Perego's first reason for regarding my view
of consclousness as inadmissible.5
I should say that every act of knowing includes
knowledge of an object. I should deny that In any act of

humen knowing nothing ls known except the object.

The general principle is, not unumouodgue cognoscitur

segcundum guod est oblegtum, but unumauodgue cognoscitur

secundum guod est actu. The gme general princlple is, not

that the cognitional act le exclusively the act of the
objlect, but that 1t is the act st once of the object and of
the subject. 'Sensiblle in actu est sensus in actu; intelll-
gibile in actu est intellectus in actu.' Hence, whenever
there is knowledge of the sensible or Intellligibile object,
there also 1s knowledge of the sensitive and intellligent
subject.4 Thila, 1f anyone understands this argument, not
only does he grasp an intelligible object, but also he has
evidence for affirming the existence of an intelligent
gubject. That evidence ie consciousness; and as consciousness
it 1s knowledge, not of the argugmnt that is understood, but
of the subj)ect that understands.5
To put this elementary point differently, actus spegi-

ficantur per oblecta. The object of the act, then, ls the

reality whose form lp similar to the specles received in the potency.
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for knowledge of objects 'non sufficit praesentis rei quollbet

modo; sed oportet ut Yok sit ibl In ratlone oblectld, et
10

exigitur intentio cognoscentis.' For conscilousness, an appropriate

pregence suffices.
(3) A third reason for regarding my view of consclousness
a8 inadmissable XgxEmxinaxpffepkxshzf claims to be based
on the explicit teachlng of 3t. Thomes, namely, that human
consclousness,psychologlcal and moral, consists exclusively
in 1ntek}ectua1 acte and, further, that thess intellectual
acts are reflexive and distinct from direct acts}1

I grant (1) that S8t. Thomas afiirms the existence
of reflexive cognitlonal activitles, (2) that these activitles
are intellectual, (3) that they regard psychological and moral

guestions, (4) that when they regard moral questions, they are

named, conscilentia, (5) that when they regard psychological

guestions, they are dlstinct from direct acts, (6) that when

they regard moral qguestions, they may be distinct from direct

moral actlivities. At the same time, I deny that tnese doctrines

1
of 5t. Thomas contradict my position. ¢

AbE\otRerhand i egranhiiiat-S
tly’gpnffﬁdict ny position, if he expllcitly taught

hat the”éccurrepce of psyenological or moral sacts (difec

Tayxenk was not exﬁ/rienced and could be,kﬁown only in some

8 bsequent,_reflexive act of intellect. At the same time

L/deny that o

e

~" On the other hand; I grant that St. Thomas would

o psychedbs dead or MoTal heiATTdes(direc r

0 )

/reflexiva,“épprehensive or appetitive, sensitive or intellectuad)—

ontradict my positlion, If he explicitly taught that the“ﬁéc:rrenca
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But a psychological subject differs from an ontologlcal
subject by belng known in consciousness; moreover, this
"being known' is intrinsic to the very notion of paychologipal
subject.

Therefore, 1t 1ls lmpossible for Chriet to be identically
one and the same psychologlecal subject In both hls divine
conscliousnasgs and hls human conscioueness.

R. I grant the valldity of the objection ix if consciousness

1s knowledge of an object; but 1t is not I but Fr. Perego that
holds consclousness to be knovledge of an objlect.

On the other hand, Af consclousness 1s knowledge of the
subject, Lf in consclousness the subject 1s known as subject
by the fact that 1t is he that exerclses his own acts, then
no matter how different the acts are, it remains that it 1s

one and the same subject that exerclses themn.

dnkologiaal 7d-Terkly Duychdierheai—

Further, 1t 1ls a fact that by immedlate consclousness
we know that we are ldentlcal subj)ects of our many acts.
It is not one gmo that sees and another that understands and
& third that Judges and a fourth that wills and a fifth that
guffers and a slxth that enjoys. Nor ils any process of
inference involved in our knowledge ogiidentlty. Explanation
of the fact may be difficult; explanations of the fact may
diffexr; but the fact remains.

Hence, whlle we cannot pesltively understand the
psychologlcal side of the mystery of the Incarnation, still

we have an imperfect huzan enalogy for affirming that not only

1s there one subject exercising divine and human acts but also
that he exerclses them as a consclous identity.

"




I grant that the human operations envisaged do not
regard the Word as object, and simllarly I grant that any
operation that reaches ¥ the Word gua Word as object is 8

gtrictly supernatural act.

However, while I grant that actus speclficantur per

oblectum, I deny that actus specificantur per sublectum.

Similarly,




There remalns the reason Fr. Perego offers for his
terminological proposal, and thls seems to ¥ me to ralee &
question of fundamental importance. He states, 'Pero solo
quando ha luogoe la rifiessione formale dell'intellextto,

420 il soggetto & mxgiumke raggiunto come soggetto...' This
| remark, lt seems to wme, not only afilirms what ls qulte true,
but also suggests & complete fallubhe to grasp the one

easential point I ax endeavored to make about the consclousneas

of Christ.

The remark is gulte true in the sense that when

'subject as subject' 1s taken to mean the reduplicatio

familiar to Scholastics, then only in reflexive intellectual !
activities is the 'subject as subject' known.

However, one may speak of the 'subjlect as subjec}',

not in the sense of the Scholastic reduplicatio, buth}n

opposition to the 'subject as object.' Thus, I may attend
10 myself, understand myself, concelve myself, affirm-q&zg’,
nyself, speak aboul myself. Thedﬁhe pubject ag object is
what 1ls attended to, understood, concelved, affirmed,

gspoken about. But the subject as subject 1s the one who

0 attends, understands, concelves, affirms, speaks. From thls
viewpoint, the subject as subject is preclsely what never 1s
an ob ject, elther in.direct or in reflexive activities.

From this viewpoint, the subject as subject never is known

0 human
by human knowledge in the full sense of;knowledge, for that

. is knowledge of an object sub ratione cguidditatis,veri, et entis.

From this viewpolnt, the subject as subject ls constituted

by his consclousness and 1s known only by his consclousness.

% P - ;i
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