
St Augustine’s « notıtıa SUul »

elated 1ISTOTLIEe
and the early neo-Platonists

'Thıs 1s essentlally study of the fortunes of ONe of the
MOst powerful 1deas produced by phılosophical reflection the V0‚'7]0'1‚9
VO'7;O'€COS‘ of Artıstotle’s Metaphysucs AL

To the fortuort argument of the dıalogue, T’he Sonphıst, that
because they weTe the mMost noble and mMOsSst real of a ]] thıngs the
ı1deas themselves MUusSt lıve and thınk, ato had pursued ın the (Ohar-
mıdes related and complementary ıdea that there should be
knowledge whıich NeW ıtself (ETLOTNWNS ETLOTNUN); and whıich would
therefore be the hıghest. He propose ıt only IK0) reject ıt the
grounds that DYy definıtion it would be distinet from other kınds of
knowledge, and ıts celaım LO OVersee them would be nullıfiıed by 1ts
Incompetence 1n theır spheres. However, Arıstotle’s refurnıshing of thıs
conception 1ın Metaphysıucs AXIL, became ONe of the MOST respected
metaphysıcal conceptions thought thınkıng thınkıng. Regardless
of ıts being ıdentifie: ıth the dıyıne D ıt Was speculatıve attempt
LO deseribe thought al 1ts hıghest, thought 1n ıtself. The description
of intellectual knowledge ın De Anıma 111 Was speculatıve proposal
for how thınkıng 1n itself, also still iıdentıifıed ıth the dıvıne, 18 CX

e1sed 1n Nan.

Thıs study wiıll substantıiate unusua|l V1eW that thıs 18 1ın fact
the background of Saınt Augustine’s conceptıon of self-knowledge.

ROM ÄRISTOTLE SAINT ÄUGUSTINE

Ariıstoteles Redivivus

The fate of the manuscr1pts of the Arıstotellan COTPUS 18 Cau-

t10Nary OTY for al yOoNE who PTeSUPPOSES that there 18 inevıtable
development In phılosophic reflection 1t; proceeds LO speak by
contagıon from mınd LO mınd. few remaıned In ciırculatıon the
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published exoter1ıc Arıstotle but ıth the possıble exception of the
Protreptuicus these WeIec dialogues whıch WeTe Plato-Lhke 1ın style and
content; they a ]] taught the necessity of phılosophıc contemplatıon
ın the Platonıie Perhaps notes en privately 3D the lectures
of the later INOTIE speclalısed non-Platonist teachıng WEeICc a 180 1ın
ceireulatıon. At an Yy rate there Was sufficj1ent informatıon LO compıle
lısts of these Wworks, but from SeCONdaTry SOUTCES, not the manuscr1pts
themselves. T’he manuscr1pts of these students’ NnO0TESs well A authen-
tıc eXTS, whıch had een incorporated ınto the lıbrary of hıs SUCCESSOT

Theophrastus, WeIite hıdden In CaVvVe al Skepsıs untiıl the begınnıng of
the fırst CeENtUCY 1) 'L wo mot1ıves SECEIN LO be behind thıs eEXLTa-

ordınary deed Fırstly there W as genume fear that the kıngs of
Pergamon miıght JE1ZE them for theır lıbrary. Secondly lJater PerI1-
patetics LO ave 1gnored eVEeN attacked Arıstotle, and ıt Was

felt that « the dıffieult treatıses of the Stagıirıte dıd not correspond
ıth the Ne  — preoccupations ).2) They WeTe then bought and rather
inexpertly repalıred bYy Apellıcon wealthy bıbliophile, LO be sent
after hıs death LO Rome by Sulla part of the o0ty of hıs Greek
campaıgn In 3) T’here they WeTe Secen DYy the scholar Tyrranıon
(who Was interested 1n provıng that Latın Was derıyed from Greek
dıalect), and hıs friend (lcero able 1n the last VCal LWO of hıs
lıfe to devote hımself to phılosophy, but who LO ave derıyed
lıttle profit from hıs readıng. Subsequently they WerTe edıted an
publıshed by Andronıcus of Rhodes Besıdes Arıstotellian ıdeas whıch
Came LO hım 1n Sto1iec OUTCES Cicero had already encountered the
exoterıc Arıstotle, an 1ın hıs Hortensuius had drawn the ıdeas olW
God, ‚N! the place of philosophıc contemplatıon which he had found
1n the Protrepticus ; 4) thıs Was Iater LO infuence Augustine much.®)

Despite the Case made out by RAYEFF that they could only have been
conserved ın lıbrary (Arıstotle and h4s C  Ol, London 1974, 75), the original SLOTY,
whose SOUTCES were Strabo (LT’'ewypadia 13,1,54) an Plutarch (ZuAMas 2)) retalns ı1ts

prima facıe plausıbiılıty Strabo wWwWäas near-contemporary, an pupil of Tyrranıon,
2) MORAUX, ‘Les istes anclennes des Ouvrages d’Aristote’, Oouvaın 195L1,

Article ‘Apellikon‘ 1n Paulys Real-Encyclopädıe der Olassıschen Altertums-
uwıssenschaft, ed WISSOWA Paulys- Wissowa RE) Stuttgart 1894, col 2694 Sulla,
defeated Mithridates wh had insinuated himself the Athenlans through in]udi-
ClOUS Perıpatetic philosopher, the former slave Arıstion (Cambrıdge Ancıent Hiıstory,
Ist edition 1 244)

4) See Testimonia, 1ın edition of iragments by Rosz (Leipzig 1886), translated
by ROoss (Oxford

DÜRING, 'Von Aristoteles bıs Leibniz’, ın Arıstoteles un der NEUCTEN Forschung,
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When he fırst read the Hortensuius Augustine WasS ahble IK0) get, ONe sıde
the sceptical pParts of thıs dıalogue A a lso when he returned LO ıt;
NF the tıme of hıs conversıon an agaln when he turned LO ıt later 1n
lıtfe Probably he dıd not realıse that the depth and sımplıicıty of the
conceptıion of the lıfe of the search for wısdom whıich moved hım
deeply derıyed from Artıstotle. Communıicatıion of insıght 1Ss far INOTeEe

ımportant than famılıarıty ıth the words of text of establıshed
author.

(hcero’s iıdentificatıon of Perıpatetics ıth Academıiecs 6) (whıich
bears a, ]] the marks of hasty readıng an incomplete understandıng)
May be the basıs of Augustine’s statements In De ((rvtate Denr 111 7)
that Arıstotle Was dıscıple of Plato, an that the moOost notable
phılosophers of recent tıimes ave rejected the tıtle of Perıipatetics

Academıcs and ave Jected IM0) be called Platonıiste’. Yet ıth
(l1cero’s interest begıns not only the iıntroduetion of Arıstotle into the
Roman Wworld, but the re-Introduetion of Arıstotle back iınto the Greek
world, from which it; Came

The per10d of tıme of ıts disappearance from sıght, anı the
development of phılosophıcal reflection durıng thıs per10d into scepti1-
e1sm systematısatıon must ave presented the readıng pu ıth

immense task of famıllarısatıon aN! assımılatıon. T’he rıch subtlety
of analysıs of the wıde rangıng subject matter of Arıstotle WasS far
from the mentalıty of the lJater Perıipatetics. And hat happened then
Was hat often happens In mMovements of thought In al y
perhaps not the immedıate followers, but the generatıon alfter them,
who ALlCc not ın personal ontact ıth the founder, Sece 1n hıs thought

inherıtance, achıevement, of COUISC, but a 180 object LO reduce
LO ıts sımplest forms 2aN! from hıch LO TEINOVEe nomalıes an dısere-
pancıes. And the limmense task of cComMentary N! analysıs began
W hılst the rıchness of Artıstotehan analysıs Was unavaılable (through
incomprehensı1on, lack of interest and the hıdıng of the manuscrı1pts),
an the followers of Plato, concentratıng theır attention the negatıve
aSPECTS of Soeratıc dialectic, drıfted into scepticısm, the Sto1lc phılo-
sophıcal school developed INOTE systematıc a‚N! less stylıstıically
ed. MORAUX, Darmstadt 1968, 254-5; formerly published 1n Antıke und bend-
I Hamburg 1954 HKor (icero’s hıttle profit TOM hıs hasty reading of Arıstotle

M 20 255
ö) Academica, Prius V, an ost. 1
/) See Chapter
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adorned, and INOTeEe practically orıentated than the other schools. T’he
Roman ULSC LO cCodıfy had rechannelled Stolcısm urther 1n the direc-
t1ıon, and Roman Stolc1sm provıded style accordıng LO whıch a ]]
phılosophıes WeTe LO be subjected. Romanıtas put specıal insıstence

that reduecetion LO sımple princıples whıch 18 the mark of effic1ent
teacher, N! of which the doxographıes whıich Hestugıere has noted 1n
(Cicero hımself WEeEeTeC the most polıshed examples, though they WeTe

not always VeELY elucıdatıng.8)
Developments of Arıstotle’s phılosophy through later COININEN-

LAatOors mean the selectıon of sıgnıfıcant parts, theır reduetion LO
sımple princıples and the abolıtion of Suppose anomahıes. T’he passıng
of SOMe of ıts conceptlons ınto Stolceı1sm ınvolved theır sımplhıfıcatıon
aN preparatıon for systematısatıon. In Roman hands the eed LO
re-ınterpret Artıstotle colmncıded ıth the aD DEAIANCE of intention LO
get, about ast task of hermeneutical transposıtıion of Greek philo-
sophıcal wrıters, ıth the a1Mm of ultımate ındependence an further
development In Cicero, 2aN! of phılological independence from Greece
In Varro. 9)

It mMust not be overlooked that a,|| hıs lıfe (1cero had een famıhllar
not only ıth Stolc an Epıicurean wrıters but ıth Plato and hıs
known translatıons of the dıialogues SPan hıs whole lıfe 10) Hıs brıef
acquaıntance ıth the esoter1ıc Arıstotle needs LO be understood ıth
that background. He Was convınced of the potentıal superlor1ty of
Roman speculatıon even 1ın Phılosophy not that phılosophy could
not be learnt from Greek wrıters an teachers, but that 1t has always
een convıctıon that OUT cCountrymen ave shown INOTIE wısdom
everywhere than the Greeks, eıther 1ın makıng discoverj]es fOT them-
selves, else 1n 1IMprovıng uPON hat they ave rece1ıved from
Greece ».11) It would then be possıble LO g1ve the Romans phılo-

8) Ssee FESTUGIERE, “lgn Revelation d’Hermes Trismegiste’, Etudes
Bıblıques, Parıs 1944, 1L, 351

Wor Varro, SC6 ÜOLLART, ‘Analogie et Anomalıe’, Fondatıon Hardt, NLTE-
HeNnsS S5UT L’Antıquite, (September 1962), Varron. (+eneva 1963, 130

10) DE GRAFF, ‘Plato ın Cicero’, (assıcal Phırlology, KAENV-, 1940, 143
BOYANCE (*Le Platonisme Rome’, 1ın Etudes S5T U’humanısme CLETrOMEN, Brussels

1970, 233) remarTks the absence of the Parmeniıides TOM the hist anı Iso LO ere
not being much of Plato’s teaching the theory of ideas.

11) Tausculanarum I? I, collection of cieta, TOM Cicero asserting Roman
superlor1ty VLr Greek institutions an learning 18 LONDINI, °Problemi Lingulsticı
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sophıcal lıterature whıich would take of the place the Greek philosophy
For thıs 1eE4SON ENCOUTAaSC all, who ave the capacıty, LO wTeST,

from the NO faılıng STAaSpP of Greece the TEeENOWIIN WO  - from thıs fıeld of
study an transfer ıt LO thıs c1ıty ONCe ese studıes ATr transferred
LO ourselves, shaJ ll ave eed even of Greek lıbrarıes, LO whıich
there 1s ndless number of books due LO the erowd of wrıters ; for
the Samne thıngs Al sa1ld by Mal y SINCE the day they erammed the
world ıth books » 12)

{ WasSs not translatıon alone whıch Was intended by the Romans
but rather re-embodıment of the ıdeas of Greek philosophy which would
take place through Roman scholars reducıng systematıcally the Greek
varlety, subtlety an InconsıstenCcy IN0) dependable CONCEPTS 1n
language whıch had taken the ec4asSsuTe of ıts OW.: potentialıties. In
the CONSCIOUS intentıon of re-embodyıng the thought lay the Om-

SCIOUS presumption that the thought could be re-embodıed, and then
developed. The hermeneutical s1gnıf1cance of thıs intended Se1IZUTE
Was not completely CONSCIOUS ONe because the Romans had not
measured the values of theır culture by external standard. More
sensıtıve modern er1tic1ısm makes it; clear that thıs enterprıse Was not
ONe merely of vulgarısatıon a‚N! sımplıfıcatıon, and the conclusıons of

Poncelet SUgZEST how the sımphıficatıons 1imposed the rıch
philosophiıcal maßterı1aJl 1ın ıts translatıon into atın ıth the lıngustic
TESOUTCES (moyens) hıch WerTe equıvalent to human CONSCIOUS-
ess ın ıts Infancy » caused ıt; IM® exaggerate ıts OW. defects » 13) ıt
holsted ıtself IK0) the demands of phılosophy. The result W as that
the Latın language became, unlıke Greek, nOot only the form of 1deas,
but form wıthın whıich Was the possıbılıty of rıch intellectual
experlence. T’he or1ginalıty of the Latın mould hıes 1n the fact that
1t; o0€es not gy1ve the reader the ontent of the 1deas, but provıdes hım
ıth outlıne of the developments whıich wıll help hım LO reconstruct
1t (des mouvements utıles la reconstruct.on de l’1ıdee) The reader
of Latın LexXxt 18 the passıve lınk 1n chaın ; he 1s forced into
cooperatıng creatıvely wıth the author. 'The dıistinetions (dıserımına-
10NS) of Greek, the other hand CONVEY wıthın themselves the

1ın Cicerone’, In Marco Taullıo U1C0eronNne, nel Bimillenarıo della orte, Florence 1961,
2924.-5

12) Tasculanarum 1L, I 9 B-
13) ‘Ciceron, traducteur de Platon’, Paris 1957, 369. aTrTts I1 an 111 of his

conclusion ArC relevant here.
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meanıng ; ıt 1s wonderful language for the passıng of SCIENCE,
but o0€es not necessarıly ecommunıcate the spirıt (l’esprit).14)

After fıve centurıes thıs PTOCESS reached the term which (Cicero
an Varro had intended, but by 1ın the WaYy 1n whıich they
had foreseen. The Latın speech an hlıterature gradually prevaıled
agalınst the predominant Greek Augustine’s lack of (Areek 1s taken
sıgnıfıcant of the decline of Greek etters 1n the est.15) Not due LO
absolute decline 1n culture before the barbarıan InNnvasıons at least, ıts
place Was taken Dy Latın translatıons from Greek, the classıcal Roman
lıterature an increasıngly by Latın chrıstian wrıters. Despite the
et-back of the INnVvasıons amıdst which he dıed the achıevement of
Augustine of havıng establıshed vocabularly an system of ıdeas
Was the real beginnıng of Latın theologıcal-phiılosophical culture.
He, hıs car contempoTrary Saılnt Leo, the later Saılnt Gregory (who
depended much hım), LO lesser extent hıs OW. COoNtemMpOoTarYy
Saınt Jerome the four Latın Fathers and host of lesser wrıters
DaVC the dıstıinet character of Romanıtas the importance hıch
(lcero an Varro had trıed LO create for ıt; 16) quality of mınd
expressed through anguage, prepared for by cCommentators
(}reek phılosophy and polıshed by the rhetor-Jurist mentalıty an
style of educatıon.!”7) Yet thıs lapıdary quality, thıs profound terseness
aptly sunted the funetion of passıng the theologıcal cConceptions of
Chrıistian behef N! thought to the west hıch by then equated

Romanıtas wıth Catholica

Aristotle known LO the age of ÄAugustine
T’he esoter1ıc Arıstotle passed LO the ASC of Augustine

rather the Arıstotle passed ıth recogn1ısable ıdentity, not involved

14) Ib 372
14) COURCELLE, ‘Les Lettres Occident’, Parıs 1948, especlally

195 Also, MARROU, ‘Saint Augustin et la fin de la Culture Antique’, 4th ediıtion,
Paris 1958, 38-.46

16) 'The difference CHa.  - be Scen ıf 0)41% sets sıde by side the delicate an profoun:
insights In the indıv1dually composed treatments of the virtues 1n the Nıcomachean
HKthics (1IL, 7’ EL, V‚ 11) ıth the confident CUrSOT' Y treatment of the “cardinal virtues’

given by the Latın Yathers ın the fıfth century. See brief SUMMAar y by LOTTIN,
"Aristote et la connexı1on des Vertus’ In ULOUT d’ Arıstote Receutl d’etudes de ohlo-
sophıe ancienNNe el medrievale offert Mgr Mansıon, OUuvaıln 1955,

17) MARROU, C chapter
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1n ecleetiec combinatıons, would ave een princıpally the author of
the logical treatıses. Dcarcely al mentıon 18 found of the other
treatıses other ar of hıs teachıng. 18) hılst Plato remaıned 1n
[a vOouUr, Artıstotle Was held 1ın dısfavour 1ın east N! west for teachıngs
whiıich seemed IMP10US (partıcularly hıs execlusıon of provıdence from
the sublunary world, for hıs disbehef ın personal ımmortalhty, and
for proposing conception of ethıcs whıich Was LOO worldly) 19)‚ a lso
for eıng the author of eXcess1vely verbose dıaleetie, useless from the
pomt of 1eW of the Christian relıg10n ,T least SUSPECT by LTECAaSON of
hıs UusSe by Arıans.?20) He would ave een known through cCommentators,
frıendly and otherwiıse, who (ın the west translated hım ‚N! inter-
preted hım ın erms of coherent hermeneut1ical tradıtion. Tale

reference LO Arıstotle ın Augustine wıtnesses LO E: whoever
thought that the obscure an recondıte works of Arıstotle should be

18) (JHELLINCK, ‘Patristique et oyen Age’, I, Brussels-Paris 1948,
278-9 HKHor brief indıcatıon of the intens1ity of Aristotelian tudies In the Christian

Kast, A DvORNIK, “"The Patriarch Photius In the Light of Recent KResearch’, 1n
Beraichte ZU/ > Internationalen Byzantımschen Kongress 4, Z Munich 1958
It. 18 possible that ugustine knew Porphyry’s commentarıes Aristotle which, besides
the logıcal works, AT known to include commentarıes the Physics, M etaphysıcs
Xal an the Nıicomachean Ethucs, anı the ON  D perhaps LWwoO works relatıng Ariıstotle
to ato ITepi SLAOTAOEWS ITIhaTtwvos KaLl "ApıotToTeAovs (Biıdez öl Beutler 21) anı ITepi
TOU WLOV E’LVÜ.L TV TIla Ttwvos KLl "ApıotToTEeAovs ALpDEOLV (Bidez 3 E Beutler 20) 1ist ın

BIDEZ, ‘Vie de Porphyre’, Ghent 1913, 1, 1'! 31 an Iso artıcle wıth 1ist
ın BEUTLER’S article 'Porphyri0s  w  9 1ın Paulys- W 1ssowa X AÄILL, col 2892 {T. an
hıs judgement "The IIrsS neo-Platonist tOo sShow deeper interest 1n Arıstotle (excepting
the Organon) 1876  E. Booth  in eclectic combinations, would have been principally the author of  the logical treatises. « Scarcely any mention is found of the other  treatises or other parts of his teaching. » 1) Whilst Plato remained in  favour, Aristotle was held in disfavour in east and west for teachings  which seemed impious (particularly his exclusion of providence from  the sublunary world, for his disbelief in personal immortality, and  for proposing a conception of ethices which was too worldly) !?), as also  for being the author of excessively verbose dialectic, useless from the  point of view of the Christian religion or at least suspect by reason of  his use by Arians.?) He would have been known through commentators,  friendly and otherwise, who (in the west) translated him and inter-  preted him in terms of a coherent hermeneutical tradition. A rare  reference to Aristotle in Augustine witnesses to this  « whoever  thought... that the obscure and recondite works of Aristotle should be  18) J. DE GHELLINCK, “‘Patristique et Moyen Age’, III, Brussels-Paris 1948,  pp- 278-9. For a brief indication of the intensity of Aristotelian studies in the Christian  East, v. F. DvorRnıg, ‘The Patriarch Photius in the Light of Recent Research’, in :  Berichte zum XI. Internationalen Byzantinischen Kongress IIL, 2, p. 8. Munich 1958.  It is possible that Augustine knew Porphyry’s commentaries on Aristotle which, besides  the logical works, are known to include commentaries on the Physics, Metaphysics  XII and the Nicomachean Ethics, and the one or perhaps two works relating Aristotle  to Plato ITepi Sıaordoews IMdrtwvos kal ’Apıororelous (Bidez 31, Beutler 21) and IIepi  700 ilav Eıvaı TV IMdrwvos Kal ’Apıororeiovs alpeow &’ (Bidez 32, Beutler 20) v. list in  J. BıpgEz, ‘Vie de Porphyre’, Ghent 1913, nos. 1-9, 31 and 32. V. also article with list  in R. BEUTLER’s article “Porphyrios’, in : Paulys-Wissowa RE XXIL, I col. 282 ff. and  his judgement : “The first neo-Platonist to show a deeper interest in Aristotle (excepting  the Organon) is P. ... Since P. there has been true exegesis of Aristotle’s writings (and  not only the previous pure criticism) setting Aristotle side by side with Plato in the  philosophical schools ofthe west, and not regarding him as subordinate.’ Yet Augu-  stine’s idea of Aristotle as a disciple of Plato at the time of writing the De Civitate  Dei (v. VIIL, 12) showed that he was then either unaware of or unconvinced by this  Porphyrian exegesis. Cf. COURCELLE, ‘Les Lettres...’, p. 166. HADoT has proposed  that Augustine may have seen the commentary on the Kihics (‘L’image de la Trinit6  dans l’ Äme chez Victorinus et chez Augustin’, Studia Patristica VI, Berlin 1962, p. 440).  19) Cf. A. J. FESTUGIERE, ‘L’Ideal Religieux des Grecs et l’Evangile’, Paris 1932,  Excursus C : ‘Aristote dans la litt&rature grecque chr6tienne jusqu’a Th6odoret’,  especially pp. 259 and 262 : this was the Aristotle as widely known through doxo-  graphers by early Christian writers.  20) E. VANDENBUSSCHE, ‘La Part de la Dialectique dans la Th6ologie d’Eu-  nomius ‘% e Technologue’ ’, Revue d’Histoire Ecclesiastique, 40, 1944-4, pp. 47f£f, and  DE GHELLINCE, 0p. cit. Also eod. auct. ‘“Quelques appre6ciations de la dialectique et  d’Aristote durant les conflits trinitaires du IVe siecle’, Revue d’Histoire Ecclesiastique 26,  19380,.p. 4 ff.Sınce ere has een true exegesls of Aristotle’s writings (and
not only the prev1ous PUIC crit1c1sm) setting Arıstotle side DYy sıde ıth Plato 1ın the
philosophical schools of the west, anı not regardıng hım subordinate.’ Yet Augu-
stine’s idea. of Aristotle iscıple of Plato nr the tiıme of wrıting the De U ıLLaAle
Dex (v. [LL, 12) showed that he Was then either unawäare of unconvinced by this
Porphyrı1an exegesls. (. COURCELLE, ‘Les Lettres 166 HADOT has propose
that Augustine Ia y have ScemNl the commentary the EKthıcs "L’ımage de 1a Trinite
dans 1’ Ame chez Vıcetorinus et hez Augustin’, Studia Patristica VL, Berlin 1962, 440)

19) (3f. FESTUGIERE, L’Ideal Keligjieux des Grecs et l’Evangile’, Parıs 1932,
Execursus ° Aristote dans la I1  TAature STECYUEC chretienne Jusqu’ä Theodoret’,
especlally ”59 anı 262 this Was the Aristotle widely known through doxo-
graphers by early Chrıistian wrıters.

20) V ANDENBUSSCHE, Part de Ja, Dialectique dans la Theologıe dA’ E
NOMI1US ‘le Technologue’ Revue d’ Hıstorre Ecclessastıque, 40, ä 47 {L, an

(GHELLINCK, C4l. Iso e0! uUuCT. ‘Quelques appreclations de la dıialectique et
d’Arıstote durant les conflits trinıtalres du I1VvVe siecle’, Revue d’ Historvre HKeclesiastıque 2 9
1930,



St Augustmmne’s notıtıa SUun Z

explaiıned Dy ONe who Was hıs enemy %» 41) Though Augustine Was

prepared LO be eritical of ıntemperate valuatıon of dıalectic,
former rhetor he Was VOry prepared LO aCcCcept 1t even method ın
exeges1S.22)

Are 1ın posıtion LO Sa y how much of Arıstotle would ave
een known LO Augustine ® The best-known of the modern historical
works ATe short, eVEeN 2CONIC about i Marrou 23) thınks only of the
CUategorıues, known through the translatıon and Commentary of
Vıcetorinus N! possıbly the (SpUr10US) De Mundo, and Courecelle has
substantıally the Same vV1eW.24) One COoOu SUDPDOSE that he had iInfor-
matıon SNF ON TEMOVe through doxographies of Cicero 25) N others
ıncludıng Varro’s TInber de Philosophua, 1O unfortunately lost.26)
Whıle Hadot 18 prepared LO consıder that he MaYy ave SeEEeN version
of Porphyry’s commentary the N ıcomachean Ethucs,?7) the DOS-
sıbılıty that he NeW Porphyry’s commentary Metanphysıucs oes
not SEEeN tO ave een proposed.

The quality of the research of Marrou and Courecelle 18 not dıffieult
LO characterıse. In ıts intentıon LO 3 VO1d extravagant an fantastıc
interpretatıions ıt, insısts establıshing unquestionable connections
dırect quotations, references LO the author by ame ATe the desıderata

21) De Utilıtate UÜredendz 6! 'Yathers of the Church‘’ translation by EAGHER.
COURCELLE does scant justice LO thıs LexXt (<< Les Lettres } 156) judges hıs

theorlies LO be obsecure’. But "reconditos et obscuros’ need not be pejoratıve judgement.
The text CX PTESSCS the distance he felt between the Arıstotle he knew an himself,
an Iso his personal knowledge of friendly an hostile commentators.

22) (GHELLINCK, ‘Quelques appreclatıions.. 30.40
23) 09 CL,,
24) 0 C 156.
25) COMBES thought that Augustine had gained al of hıs other knowledge

of Aristotle through (lcero (*St. Augustin et la Culture Classıque’, Parıs 1927, 14)
For (l1cero’s doxographies FESTUGIERE, Revelation d’Hermes Irismegiste' IL
Paris 1944, 351

26) The beginning of De ()ivitate Dex 111 makes ONM  @’) SUPPOSC that he drew
thıs SUDer10T kınd otf text book fOor informatıon the Greek philosophers. LANGEN-
BERG, M Terenti1 Varronis Liber de Philosophia’, Cologne dissertatiıon 1959 Varro’s
calculatıon that there WeIC LWO hundred an eighty-eight VIEWS the highest g00d,
which he then educed LO twelve schools an ultimately LO three sects 18 outstandıng
example of Romanitas U work 1n the fıeld of phılosophy but bereft of that inner
effort which PONCELET could nOot claım characterised B  AA reception into arın

27) (: UD  '9 7 9 o DA an infra, ch.
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of thıs style The labour of thıs kınd of scholarshıp 18 commendable,
but 18 subject LO certaın defects

a) The reconstruection of relatıonshıp between LWO people by
of meticulous study an the acceptance only of undoubted

referentıjal Iınks 18 removed from the phılosophıcal creatıve PTFOCESS
ın hıch the later wrıter, even 1ın hıs CONSCIOUS an SEM1-CONSCIOUS
dependence another, probably only y1VES AaTEe mınımum of
references. Scholarly akıll mMay ıtself arm the sympathy for ıts OW:

subject matter
b) The ater thinker has almost certaınly INOTeEe insıght iınto the

earher thınker than the lımıted of the hıstorical scholar Ca  -

detect. Here g00d scholarshıp Ma y set speculatıve thought T
diıscount In the of objectivıty. But equally NECESSALCY LO obJjec-
tıvıty 1s for continulty 1n the interl1o0r dıscıplıne of the subject
matter, when that ıtself 18 1ın al Y intellectual, and ıth that

MUStT A WaTrTeNnesSS of an Yy transmutatıons. In the subject
matter of thıs thesıs ave SOmInNne Artıstotehan 1deas cCOomıng LO
Augustine Iınked ıth (lcero’s an others part of neo-Platonısm.
In both WaYys Arıstotehan Conceptions CcCame LO hım not merely
elements of doxography but helpful analyses LO VeELY perceptıve
mınd of hat thınkıng 1s ın ıtself and how self-thınkıng 1s related LO ıt

C) In understandable wısh LO make ıtself IMNOTe interesting than
ıts self-ımposed Canons would permit wıthın the subject matter,
hıteral scholarshıp May TesoTrTT IN0) oversimplıfıcatıons of conclusıons,
an seek LO iınalıse ıtself In exaggerated contrasts. T’hus phılosophy
1s reduced not I9 ıts essent1al insıght understood DYy sympathetic
insıght, but LO interplay of CONtrasts, LO be made comprehensıble
to sımpler mentalhtıes T the CAUENSEC of veracıty.

d) An ınvestigatıion such thıs LO establısh lınk between
Artıstotle an Augustine, whıch 18 diısmıssed by establhlıshed hıstorıcal
scholars 1ın fıve S1X Nnes aN! footnote ought LO be
ONe EVEN ıts OW presumptıve aX10MS. Once the inıtıal resemblances
ave een made clear and plausıble lınkage between them PIO-
pose 28) the possıble mediatıng authors between the LWO turn out

28) hıs has been done 1n brief but highly satısfactory WaYy In the atter of the
ontology of Arıstotle an Augustine by SCHNEIDER.

a) "Das Wandelbare ein. Die Hauptthemen der Ontologie Augustins’, Phiılo-
sophiıschen Abhandlungen VIIL, Frankfurt Maın 1938, which picks out
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LO be that the conventıonal scholarly task of interrelatıng
the EeXTS has made only begınnıng an ıt WOou probably be
completed 1n the WaYy 1ın whıch the current work 18 oriıentated There 1s

certaımty that the seemıng d1SCcOovery of SOUTCeEe of ıdea wıll no%t
ater be pre-empted Dy ıts discovery 1ın earher 0)4[  D

In point of fact there ave een other scholars reflecting the
relatıonshıp between Arıstotle and Augustine. Theır works do not
aD DAa ın the bıblıographıes of the modern HKrench hıstorıcal scholars,
not only because they ATe maınly (+erman and from Prev1ous SENE-
ratıon but a,1s0 because they AIe INOTeEe speculatıve phılosophers than
hıstorlans of phılosophy. The proposals they put OTrward Ma y be
unhıstorical 1n the that they ALl made mostly regardless of the
hıstorıical dıstance, but the absence of hıstorıcal pomt of fixatıon
18 necessity for Wäareness of the continulty dıscontinulty 1n
the speculatıve themes hıch AaTe the MOST ıimportant of phılosophiıcal
sub)ects

Among these scholars there ATre those who insıst the wıde
dıyvergence between Arıstotle and Augustine, and those who insıst

sımı1larıty broken continulty, between them Amongst these the
former ave een the better NOWN an INOTEe wıdely accepted; the
hıstorıcal and relıg10us dıfference between them oTeA N!
the negatıve conclusıons of the hıstorıcal hıterary approach tO
SUpPOIt them But the other VIeW, whıch has een wıdely
dıiscussed, 18 worthy of SEerlOous examınatıon. Whıle ıt; concedes the
lack of certiflable references 1ın the EXTtS 1t; o0eSs Ta W attention LO
the neo-Platonıist themes 1n Augustine’s thought, and 1s CONSCIOUS of
the Arıstotehan element In neo-Platonıism. The former SLEeMS from
the conceptıon of Arıstotle, the empırICISt D LO whom Augustine Wa

supposed LO be, the advocate of « Innerness 9 the opposıte. The
latter has INOTE sympathy for conception of Augustine, the ecleectic
than the other, whıch wıshes LO o0k hım Aas kınd of innovator

Augustine, the fırst modern Na  - ».29) Certamly, the latter V1ICW
has INOTe LO commend ıt 1n that the thinkers whom he mentlons wıth

Aristotelian themes (ef. 1 9 I1. 16) ‘the Aristotelian element 1s the most weighty 1n
Augustine’s ontology’).

D) ‘Seele und elin. Ontologie beu Augustin und Aristoteles’, Forschungen ZUL

Kirchen- un! Geistesgeschichte L uttgar 1957
29) HARNACK derived thıs eXpresslon, which he used frequently, TOM ELL..

See "Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte’, 4th edıitıon, Tübingen 1910, 106, note.
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partıcular respect WeTe a ]] themselves eclectics ntıochus of Ascalon,
C1icero, Varro, Plotinus, Porphyry Those for Arıstotehan lınk tend
LO look al certaın detaıls ın COMMON ; those agaınst 1t look NF SUD-
posed dıfference 1ın outlook exemphfied 1n ecertaın eXts But 1t, 18
not iımpossıble that Augustine could take ıdea whıch OCCGCUTIS 1n
Artıstotle and g1ve ıt; riıchness of ontent whıch WasS not 1n the orıgınal,

could call into question development of orıgınally Arıstotehan
ıdea. whıch had taken place after hım ® And 18 not such cautıon most
NECESSALY 1n the speculatıve quest1ions about subjeetivıty where theır

ın Arıstotle has een forgotten the assumption that he
1S above a l] empırTICISt ® In other words, hıterary scholarshıp cCannot
be allowed IK0) cCanonı]ısSe ıts OW. standards the only ONE€S, partıcularly
when that ormlıke quality of Latın WwoTrTds 18 remembered, and how,
In CONSCYUCNCE sımple eXpressl1on mMay be f1ılled 0Out DYy sensıtıve
wrıter ıth allusıveness, and passed LO sensıtıve reader.3°)
completer objeetivıty 18 galned when the textual hınks Ar SecEeI 1n
erms of the hermeneutical changes LO Arıstotehan themes that
undoubtedly OCcurred.

Augustine the antıtype LO Arıstotle bbliogranphıcal TEVLEW

Probably the 1eW of Augustine the antıtype LO Arıstotle has
long back history, whıch must include the conthet 1n the scholastıe

per10d between Thomist-Arıstotehan ealıstes an Augustinıan -
mınısts, but ıt 18 convenılent LO look NF modern work beginnıng ıth
that of Sıebeck In hıs Geschichte der Psychologıe, he TEW Out SOINe

conclusıons from Augustine’s De T’'rınıtate Ü
Aqs the mınd ıtself, therefore, gathers the knowledge of COT-

poreal thıngs through the bodiıly SCNSCS, 1t galns the knowledge
of incorporeal thıngs through itself.

He interprets thıs meanıng that

30) As appreclated DYy PONCELET, O' CH., 379 "The understandıng of Latın
demands a the SA tıme obedience to the letter an forgetfulness of the etter, I11COIN-

ditional submıiıssion tOo the detail anı going beyond the detail’.
31) I’ I: Gotha 1880, 383 'The LEeXT OCCUTS frequently iın thıs ıV "Mens

CIrg 1psa sicut COTPOTECAFrUM notitlas per SCIHISUS COr pOrI1sS colligıt, S1C Incorporearum
PeCI semet1psum.’. better LEeXT would have been another Iso frequently quoted \ item
notitla UUa INeENS novıt S] sSSec desinat, simul et Jla desinat’ (2b. 4!
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the soul has direet knowledge of ıtself because In the CON-
dıtıon of self-knowledge ıt 1s the neaTest object of knowledge LO
ıtself. Ihrough thıs 1t, 18 9180 possıble LO NOW hat becomes
object LO it through ıts OW. actıvıty.

He thinks ıt Was mark of Ssuper10r insıght Augustine’s pDart LO
ave understood that self-knowledge before the knowledge of
objects. Basıng hımself the Passage from Nıcomachean Ethıucs I

self-consc10usness, whıch ll he examıned 1ın chapter LWO 32) he
finds Arıstotle not profound 1n far he makes the actıvıty of
self-thınkıng depend object thınkıng, remaınıng concealed under
the actıvıty of the actıyve an passıve intellect », and LTreAats

objects 1ın the Samne WaY intellıg1ble ones.33) He made ere the
mıstake of assumıng that a ]] the other ACCOUNTS of subjectivıty ıIn
Arıstotle wWwerTe 1ın 3CCOTd ıth thıs ONE, 2aN' he 1S consplcuously uUuNawWare

that Arıstotle’s transcendent StETrUCctUTES of subjectivıty objeet-
thınkıng iınto self-thınkıng. He dıd not realıse that the prior1ity of
self-thinkıng 1n Augustine 1s the CONSCYUECNCE of accepting, 1n addıtıon
LO the StEructure of the Nıcomachean Eithucs, characterıstics for Mens

whıch derıve from ese transcendent structures.34)
In later rticle 35) Sıebeck developed full-scale opposıtion

between Augustine Aa example of spiırıtual reactıon an Arıstotle
Aa example of naturalısm Always makıng the Casec that Augustine
turned hıs attention 1nwards, thus makıng true psychology PDOS-
sıble,36) he makes the followıng COomparıson

The ıInner world of O11 IN8 be recognısed and valued (by
Arıstotle) only ın far i 18 actiyated through intercourse ıth
the OUTeTr world N! the extent LO whıch it aD PCAaIs determıiıned
ıth relatıonshıp LO thıs involvement. The complete an exelu-
I1 Ve problem ıth Arıstotle 1S the secilenti1atfıe and organısatıon
of the external world of nature and soc1al ıfe Augustine has the
dıametrically opposed frame of mınd and orlentatıion. Hor hım
the OUTer world only has meanıng N! value LO the extent that
ıt AD DCAaLs IKO) reflect the Inner world 'The problem ıth hım 1S

32) See ınfra, 126-7 1170 1l
33) 0 C 334-5
34) ınfra, 189
35) ‘ Die Anfänge der NEUETEN Psychologie ıIn der Scholastik’, Zeitschrıft für Phalo

sonhıe und nhrlosophısche Krıtık, 93, 188585, 161 f£f.
36) the living inner object of experlence opposed LO the Peripatetics’ SsSystema-

tıc ossıfication of psychology”, 20., 176
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not nature, the state, secular ethıcs, but 0oSsSe of the most inner
needs of the mınd 2a1 eart, of charıty an faıth, and of hope
an consc]ıence take predomınance OVer a ll Not the relatıonshıp
between inner an OUTeTr but that of inner to innermost...

In far thıs Judgement depends the structure of Nıcomachean
Ethıucs L ıt; faıls LO take account of the other sStructures ıth theır
conception of DULG thınkıng whose innerness, passed by N1e0O-

Platonıist wrıters W as LO be of such s1gnıf1cance LO Augustine hımself.
It a,1sS0 1S uUunNnawäare of Arıistotle’s exoter1ıc themes of phılosophıc CONMN-

templatıon, passed LO Augustine through (1cero. And 1n far
ıt INa y allude LO the structure of De Anıma ILL, (that mınd 1S able
LO thınk ıtself when it, has thought other intellıgıble objects) it
would be fundamental mısunderstandıng, because the thınkıng
objects whıich AlC then the 0CCasıon of ıts OW. self-knowledge ALle not
external and part of the sens1ıble world, but intellıgıble an ereated by
ıtself of StAatUs for hıch inner 1s usual metaphor.

'T ‘’hıs artıcle W as lengthıly quoted an gıven the hıghest approva
by Harnack, thus eENSUNING that ıts coneclusıons achıeved the wıdest
poss1ıble ciırculatıon. He wrTrote of the PLFOCCSS which leads 0O of the
nalıve objective LO the subjectıve objective.. makıng the inner lıfe
the startıng pomınt of thınkıng about the world the opposıte pleture
LO Artıstotle’s 9 an that Augustine dıd aWAaY wıth a ll that take LO

belong LO the ancıent classıcal spiırıt, the classıcal hlıfe and Way of
lookıng 9a1 the world » 38) It 1s true that Augustine the Chrıistian WasS

opposed LO the WaYy of lıfe of the world, but thıinker he
undertoo the task of deliberately assımılatıng al he could of the most
tradıtion-cCconNSCIOuUS sect of classıcal phılosophy neo-Platonıism. And
ıf there 18 SOINe truth 1n the statement that Artıstotle an Augustine
Ar both rıvals who contend ıth each other 1n the learnıng an
mentalıty of the followıng centurıes 39)’ it W as because theır followers
dıd not perce1ve hat they had In COININOIL

'T’he supposed opposıtıon between Augustine and Arıstotle,
eXxpressed ıth the clarıty of Sıebeck and the Au of Harnack,
and theır Joınt conclusıon, wıll presently be SCcEeIN LO be hıstorıcally
unwarranted. Sıebeck Was scholar, deeply read 1n Augustine N the

87) 188-9
38) 0 CH., 104-106.
39) 106.
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scholasties. But lıke Man y others he had faıled tOo the wıde
of Arıstotle’s interests; he DAaVC them the conventjonal characterısatıon
of empircal ; he had neıther een of the dıversıty of Arıstotellan
subjectivıty SETUCGUTES NOT attentıve LO the ımportance of hıs 195
latıon the problems of mınd. Thus has the pıcture of the formerly
esoterI1c, 110 exoterı1c, Arıstotle of modern tımes become the exact
opposıte of the exoterıec Arıstotle of classıcal tımes, ıth hıs sgearch
for wısdom and beatıtude ! Harnack felt that Sıebeck’s {indıngs could
be rusted because they ecomncıded ıth hıs OW. relıg10us PIE-CONCECP-
tıons. The heightening of Comparıson could he deser1bed by the
un Warly speculatıve 40) but v 1S almost entirely rhetorıic.

'The repercusslons of the Sıebeck artıcle still Le Blond
quotes the sectı1on above 1n SUPPOITt of frankly statement
about Augustine for Physıcs he shows certaın dısdain » ; an he
comments thıs point Sıebeck VeEIrIYyY Justly OD DOSECS Artıstotle LO
Augustine » 41) (though Sıebeck 18 not econcerned ere ıth natural
sc1eNCES). Agaın referring LO Sıebeck’s artıcle Gultton short
%. the problem of why Arıstotle ses the vocabularly of cosmology LO
deser1be the soul, and, obhıvıous of the actıvıty of VOUS (which 18 Dy
Artıstotle’s OW: definıtion separate » from thıs world), he QSSEeTTtS that
1t shows that for hım the soul Was only part of nature

Psychology, In the WaYy that Artıstotle establıshed the model
for centurıes, 18 ımpersonal psychology hıch stucıhes the saou|

thıng Above everythıng else ıt hıkes In dıstıngulsh between
ar an funetions. Just lıke logıc, it 1s based ıts iıdea of
hıerarchy an the interlockıng of SENCIA, In such condıtıon how
Ca  - ıt, ave an Y inchnatıon LO deser1be the intımate lıfe of aguls ®
T’he soul 18 part of nature INa  w 1s part of the cıty ; it 1S made
LO reflect the external realıty Just hıke MITTOT. And that 1s why
the psychology of Artıstotle 1S CF ıts best 1n the analyses of the
LWwoO opposed sStates 1n whıch the soul coincıdes ıth nature 2,N'
1s absorbed 1n ıt sensatıons an intellection. The whole AlCca
between where the intellıgence 18 developed, where the wiıll 18
produced an where AIC really ourselves only has meanıng
In relatıon LO ese oments of purıty. Thus understood psycho-
logy 18 appendıix LO cCOSmMoOlogy. » 42
40) In the of 'conjectural’, not 1ın the of bearıng the theoretical

knowledge of mind used 1n thiıs A
41) "Les Conversions de Saint: Augustine’, Parıs 1950, an I1l,

42) "Le Temps et l’Eternite chez Plotin et Saıint Augustin’, 3rd edıtiıon, Parıs 1959,
dr



Booth

KException could be taken IM0) ıdea In thıs XtLract As domg in]ustice
LO Arıstotle’s real thoughts. What 1S extraordinary 1s that the books
quoted from both authors Ale stucıes the relatıonshıp between
Augustine an neo-Platonısm. I’hey ought LO ave Seen that the
innerness of Artıstotle’s conception of thınkıng an self-knowledge,
albeıt hermeneut1ically transformed, became part of the neo-Platonıist
system hıch Augustine accepted 1n modıfıed Way

It 1s not dıfficult LO demonstrate that Artıstotle had made far
ogreater analysıs of Innerness than Siebeck’s categor1satlons would
OW for There 18 veELY probıng ıinner reflection evıdent 1n hıs arrıyal
Car the posıti1ons taken about self-knowing wıthout interme-
d1ary 43) whıch Can be deser1bed the heart of hıs teachıng epıstemo-
Jogy, An a lso 1ın hıs subtle and sensıtıve a Warenses that self-conscl1ousness
accompanıes CONSCIOUS CT 1ın general, N! even sensatıon
ın INa  S and anımals 44 But, IN0 spread one’s attentiıon wıder 1ın Arıs-
totle’s wrıtıngs examples Cal be found LO ShOWw hıs analytıcal
cCompetence OVeTr inner PTOCESSES of mınd Thus ere 18 the subjec-
tıvely felt dıfference between true pOoSsSeESSION of knowledge an
superfic1al of 1t 45) ıth deser1ption of how knowledge TOOTtS
ıtself 1n soul make Ma  w expert 46) Krom the Nıcomachean
Ethıucs there 18 the analysıs of S42 LEe of character » the nature of
the human 2,.C1 48) the varıety of viırtues 49) the qualities of dıfferent
intellectual dısposıt1ons 50) the subjective asSssessment of pleasures and
paıns 51) hıs VeLr delıberate deec1ıs1ıon not In8 break the unıty of
desıre ACTOSS the dıfferent facultıes 52), an ıIn general hıs appreclatıon
of human character being formed by the successful unsuccessful
assoclatıon of cognıtıon an desıre, together ıth the TE4AaSONS for thıs
‚UCCcESS ack of SUCGCESS T’here 1s also the innerness ın the analysıs of
MEMIMOÖLY, N! especlally the PTOCESS of rem1n1ıscencCe, 1ın the De emorıa
el Reminıiscentia. erTe 1s certaınly sufficıent 1ın quantıty 1n Artıstotle

43) De Anıma 111} an Metaphysucs XI}
44) De SOMNO...
45) Poster2ıor Analytıcs I?
46) M Gin De Anıma I E}
47) EELS habıt, especlally V 9
48) Ib HRE
49) Moral virtues an V’ intellectual virtues V1
50) Ib V 9
51) TIb VIIL,
52) De AÄnıma ,
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LO make pomt by pomt examınatıon of the top1Ccs of innerness
ralsed bYy Augustine Iın fact the possıbılıty exısts for ComPparıson
and interrelationshıp between the LWwoOo both ıth OT wıthout the
hermeneutiıc twıst whıch had changed the ook of Arıstotle SINCE hıs
esoterıca hand eft the CaVvVe NF Skepsıs. In the OCase of the latter
should find contrast between the sımplıfıcatıon and desıre fOr COIMNM-

prehension the Romanıtas of Augustine far removed from the
varıety whıch Came about from Arıstotle’s re]ectıion of the posıtion of
Plato, In which a ]] problems WEeTE supposedly soluble by the applıcatıon
of the distinetion between the real world of 1deas an the unrea|l world
of S! and hıs delıberate tolerance of the resolution of a ]] problems
back into the of problematıc. Xa ıth the reworked Arıstotle,
hermeneutically transformed through Roman doxographers and Greek
eclectics especlally neo-Platonısts, the varıety had een brought
iınto ON‘ order, 2,N! ONe no%t LOO far removed from Augustine’s OWIN.

Yet the posıtıon 1n Augustine LO ınvolve reJection of thıs ater
neo-Platonıist systematısatıon ıth innerness that Was 1ın part
transcendent and return LO conception whıch dıd not OVeL-

develop hat Was a lso found 1ın Arıstotle the SETUCLUTES of the Parva
Naturalıa, N ıcomachean Ethiucs aM De Anıma LLL 2. 3N! 1ın whıch
the indıyıdual l 18 unmıstakably self-master and self-complete, EVEN

though ıt retaıned the conception of mınd’s self-ımmed1acy found
1ın the transcendent structures.

T’he current to whiıich SJiebeck and Harnack belonged 18 ONe whıch
beheved that the classıcal world Was essentlally concerned ıth
objectivıty, not ıth subjectivıty. Mondolfo’s long study, undertaken
LO refute thıs irequently encountered presumptıon 53) has proposed
hat 1s lıkely 1ın most general erms, that the current aT1ISES ıth Hegel
But 1ın thıs partıcular Casec Hegel’s opınıon 18 worth quoting, for he
had oTea insıght into the speculatıve problems whıch Arıstotle
consıdered. Commenting De Anıma HL he wrote ıth INOTE

discernment than Sıebeck N! those impressed by hıs rhetorical
CONTLTAaS « the self-consc1l0us understandıng 1s not merely implicıt,
but essentaally explhıcıt, SINCE it 18 wıthın ıtself a 11 thıngs. That 1S
iıdea hstie WaYy of exXxpressing I6 an yet they Sa y that Artıstotle Was

empirıcıst. 54)

53) ‘La Comprensione dı oggetto Umano nell’Antichitä Classıca, Florence 1958
54) Geschichte der Philosophie 41, 1 9 386 ° Der VOoOUS denkt Alles, ist;
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Augustine the UVontiınuator of Arıstotle further brblıographical
YEVLEU)

We turn 110 the approach which 18 prepared LO Siele lıkeness
between them based far wıder, ıf indırect, knowledge of Artıstotle
by Augustine. Kauffman collected together SOTINe of the wrıtıngs
whıich explored thıs approach ın the last CENTUTY ; 55) they AIC maınly
brief allusıions 1ın longer studıes. In three the esults AIe d1ıs-
appomting, but 1n the fourth (Wıllman) there 18 much matter for
reflection. T’he interpretatiıon 18 fırst NO0TE:| 1n Nourrısson, In
book published ın Parıs 1n 1865.56)

After g1Ving rather lengthy aCccount of the place of Plato’s
thınkıng 1ın Augustine’s thought, he propose hıst, of 1ıne pomlnts
where Augustine mMay ave borrowed, 1f not completely, T least 1ın
part T’hese WerTe hıs cConceptions the dıfferences between thıngs
hıs celehbrated theory of form and matter » ; hıs VIEeWS etern1ıty
and tıme ın addıtıon IK0) those of FPlatö: hıs definıtion of the soul
EeVeEeNn though he combats Artıstotle whom he thought wrongly tO ave
defined the sou| f1fth eSSCHCcEe 9 hıs theory the avolutions (sıc
of the soul semınal lıfe, sensıble lıfe, intellectual lıfe ; « hıs theory
of knowledge, the interna|l sıxth 9 PTODET an COINIMMNON

objecets, the MEMOTY, ıimagınatıon and remınıscence B the idea. of
wısdom, lıght Super10r IK0) the soul, and the NECESSaLY faculty which
develops In ıt»; sOINe of the most lefty maxıms behavıour » :
hıs teachıng the soclabılıty of INa  S and number of must apt
eXPTESSIONS about the constıitution of socJjet]es

Commer sed Nourrisson s book an referred readers LO it
for urther guldance (whıich ıt hardly provıded), an he declared,

(Augustine’s) theory of knowledge 1S essentlally Arıstotelian ».57)
Baeumker has only LWO allusıons LO Augustine’s VIeEWS matter,

but Was of Plotinus’s syncretıism of Plato an Arıstotle.58)
But ıth Wıllman get much INOTEe knowledgeable proposal

of the relatıonshıp.5°?) He found far wıder Artıstotehan elements,
bel sich, ist be1i sıch Alles ;: das ist. idealistisch gesprochen, doch soll Aristoteles Kimpi-
rker SeynNn’. Knglısh translation (Haldane), I 9 196

55) “E'le&ments arıstoteliciens dans la cosmologie ei, la psychologie de Saint Augus-
tın’, Revue N egoscolastıque de Louvarın, 14: 1904, 141

56) A N Philosophie de Saint: Augustin’. For the following SPCE I E} 126-7
57) ‘ Die iımmerwährende Philosophie Apologetica Studıla; I, 2‚ Vıenna 1899
58) "Das Problem der Materie 1n der griechischen Philosophie’, Münster 1890
59) ‘Geschichte der dealismus Der Idealismus der Kirchenväter un! der
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medı1ated princıpally through neo-Platonists an later Perıipatetics.
He sa  s pomts of ontact 1n Augustine’s Trimıtarıan theory ıIn hıch
accordıng LO De (mtate Der GE ”5 (though not De T’rınmtate) the
dıyısıon of SCc1eNCES iınto physıca logıca ethıca, based the trıad
of beıng knowıng wıllıng, corresponded LO Arıstotle’s dıyısıon.
He Sa the analogy between Arıstotle’s statement of the eed of faıth
before comıng by knowledge from teacher an Augustine’s of the
eed of faıth LO COINEC by knowledge of (+0d He a lso Sa  z pomts of
ontact 1n relatıonshıp between mystical knowledge ın Augustine
an Arıstotle’s teachıng the actıve intellect, the relatıon of the
body IM®} the soul, an the makıng of happıness the en of lıfe It Was

altogether collection of most perceptive suggest10ns. Kven when the
propositions WeTe hesıtantly made z 18 clear that the wrıter had
intımate of the nature of the speculatıve question an Was

dıisposed In8 sxCce S19NS of continulty through neo-Platonısm LO Augustine,
1ın the WaYy thıs study takes

T'he research ınto the connechon between Arıstotle and Augustine CON-

tinued

In modest dıssertatıon wrıtten 91 Strasbourg Hag 1912, Welsh
non-conformıs miınıster, aITY, supposed there LO be lınk
between Arıstotle and Augustine through Sto1lcs and neo-Platonists
whiıich Was evıdent 1n Augustine’s treatment of the body-soul relatıon-
shıp and the exıstence of COININOL } 60)

Heıdegger has revealed that he has attempted LO brıng Augus-
tine’s VIEeWS INa  - into relatıonshıp ıth Arıstotle’s ontology, hbut
he has not published the work LO which he refers 1n ote LO hıs
eın un Zeıt He speaks of hıs attempt LO make ınterpretatıon

of Augustinıan that 18 Graeco-Christian anthropology ıth
relatıon LO foundatıon princıples hıch WerTe reached In Arıstotle’s
ontology 61)

Realismus der Scholastiker’, Braunschweig 1896 Particularly 57 Aristotelische KEle-
mente ın altchristlichen Gedankbildung, 1n 1C a,]] the allusions 1n the text Aare found.

60) ‘Augustine’s Psychology during hıs first per10d of ıterary ctivıty ıth
speclal reference to h1s Platonism)’, Strasbourg ssertatıon 1912, 9-12, 86-  —I He
had read SITEBECK’sS ‘Geschichte der Philosophie’ (v 75), but kept creditably opPpen
mınd 1ts contents.

61) 0 cıt. 7th edition, Tübingen 1953, 199, I1
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The works of Schneılider the ontologıcal sımılarıties between
Arıstotle aN Augustine ave already een referred to.62 T’he foreword
IN0) Seele und eın reveals that he had SsSeen LWO unpublıshed Papers
by Heıidegger the röle of Arıstotehan ontology for Augustine 63), and
presumably ese embody the attempt LO whıich he refers. But the
posıtıve qualities of thıs Samne modest, brıef and unfortunately Incom-
plete work make ıt of exceptional interest for thıs study In few
short Pages, uncluttered by references, Schneılder hısts and brıefly
COMMEeNTS the OUTCES of informatıon about Artıstotle whıch would
ave een avallable LO Augustine 64) ontact ıth Stolic-Arıstotehan
popular phiılosophy whıle studyıng rhetorıiec at Carthage; ontact wıth
Stoic-Arıstotellan popular phılosophy through the Pelagıans 65) N!
the wıder OUTCES (icero aM neo-Platonısm. Whereas Prev10us
wrıters had shown themselves hesıtant In go1ng urther than ıdentiıfyıng
econnectJons aD extual evel, Schneıider Was of the WaYy ın
which neo-Platonısm had changed the Arıstotehan conceptions whıch
ıt had absorbed >al medıated. But he oes not Sa y ın the introductory
sectıon how ıt; dıd thıs, only that neo-Platonısm Was dynamıisch ».%6)
And the book only completes the study of the ontology Sar the level of
vegetatıve and sensıtıve hlıfe One wıshes that he had eiıther started
ıt.h lıved LO complete the sectıon of the intellect an worked 0U
In deta1l (what 1s ntended In the fırsat, part of thıs study) the remarTkable
insıght, that

thıs consıderatıon (of hOow much ontology Augustine had learnt
from neo-Platonısm) sShows agaln how sıgnıfıcantly Stolc-Arıistote-
han popular phılosophy must ave influenced Augustine. Thıs
1mpression made hım ın hıs you affected hım that Augus-
tıne dıd not accept neo-Platonısm wıthout reservatıons but SaVC
ıt. from the begiınnıng modıfıed form basıcally because of the
powerful phılosophıcal inftluence he had had In hıs youth 67)
62) 7 5 Il.

63) 0 CH.,
64) ch. 1‚ 20-26
65) hat Augustine Was In CONtrOVerSYy ıth Stolce-minded Pelaglans and NeO-

Platonist minded Arlans, ell ıth neo-Platonists, indicates how much of
hiıs ıte Was en ıth philosophical mMatters.

66) Hermeneutical philosophy has performed the Servıce of stimulating
‚Warenes:! of the transtormatıon ın the WaYy 1ın 1C. words A' C6 aken, Iso of PTO-
ducing dissatısfactıon ıth the hıstorlan-archivist approach of finding certifiable extual
Iınks

67) 09 CH., 95.96.
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T’he theory has LO be extended, for Augustine dıd not make 9 least
hıs fınal erıti1e1smses of neo-Platonısm from hıs StOTE of INEMOTY, but
from deeper an INOTE LO date knowledge of a least the Cicero
eXTS, and perhaps others.®8) More ımportantliy, the of the book
and ıts of neo-Platonısm do not SEEINMN LO ave taken In fully the
scale of the hermeneutica|l twıst which had already gıven Arıstotle’s
conception of self-thınkıng relig10us an total bındıng force LO the
whole neo-Platonıec system. Nor [915 ıt take 1n the full sıgnıf1cance
of the philosophiıcal eclectic1ısm that both influenced Augustine through
iıts exponents and W as the model of the super10r eclectı1c1sm 1n hıs
Iucıd antı-neo-Platonıist apologetic of the De Trınıtate. But 91 least the
problem grasped by Schneılder 18 INOTEe 1n sympathy ıth the SPE-
culatıve ontent of the subject matter of Arıstotle and Augustine than
the scholarly hlıteralısm of Coureelle aN! Marrou.

Certainly the proposal that Augustine always remaıned Ne0O-

Platonıst 69) LOULT UT cCannot stand when theır wrıtings ATr compared
In detail, yet that Augustine MaYy ave econtrıbuted LO thıs 1mpression
DYy usıng neo-Platonıust 1dı1ıomses ıth apologetic intent 11 he ONe

of the themes of thıs study But Augustine’s subjectıvıty StETUCTLUTE
has features Ka much lıke the COINMMON-SEeN centred StEructure of
Arıstotle ; hıs 1eW of the INECINOLY has somethıng 1n COMMON ıth
Arıstotle’'s ; the conception of tıme subjectıve mediıum of CXDE-
r1eNCEe a 1soO has somethıng 1ın COININON T’hrough the examınatıon of
the subjectivıty StErUCTUTE ın Arıstotle Ca  w TAaW the LWO Arıstotehan
TUS of Sghneider’s perceptıve hypothesıs iınto closer relatıonshıp and
Justif1able CONTtTrLTAS I5r W as In erMmMSs of the unequ1vocally indıyıdual-
entred SETUCLUTE that Augustine eritie1sed the transcendent sStructure
of thought 1n ıtself. W hiılst he hımself had derıved SOINe valuable
insıghts iınto the human mınd from the legacy of VONTLS VoNTEWS ,,
wıthout necessarıly being of ıt he Was applyıng hımself LO the

68) (: DÜRING, « Von Aristoteles bis Leibniz 7 In Arıstoteles uın der NECUECTEN

Forschung, Darmstadt 1968, 270 'What 18 known LO him of Aristotelian thought
ın addition (to the C’ategorues) principally TOM Cicero, Apuleius an the Aatın
commentary the ZMACUS by Chaleidius.’

69) Kxpressed 1n ıts MOST unqualified orm In ÄLFARIC, L/’evolution intel-
lectuelle de Saıint Augustin », Parıs 19158 Vn especlally its fınal words hıs first works
have een interpreted according to the later an ıt; has een falsely beheved that his
neo-Platonism Was simply tOo hıs Catholıiec faıth (Pp 527) The Proposa. In less
extreme orm has long hıstory.
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reconcıhlatıon of the dıyıded inherıtance which Arıstotle had bequeathed
to phılosophy. T'he 1sSsues involved and theır CONSCHUENCES WEeTITeC eater
than the busy bıshop could ave CONCelLVed, for Iın far such
metaphors AaTe meanıngful, Arıstotle, rather than ato, Was the real

FKFather of dealısm well of emPpIrICISM.
'To demonstrate thıs paradoxıcal proposal that the hermenenu-

tıcally transformed Arıstotehanısm of the neo-Platonıiec synthesıs Was

acceptable LO Augustine only z modıiıfıed ın aCCOTdance ıth posıtıon
that has SOINEG simılarıtıes LO the orıginal Arıstotle, ave LO under-
take LWO investigat1ions LO examıne the intervening per10d of phılo-
sophy ;: N! LO look EeVEeN IMNOTe closely RF the hermeneutical TAans-
formatıon of the ideas.

Kelectıc Phrlosophiucs between Ariıstotle and Augustine
The princıpal phiılosophıes which WwWweTe found 1n Greece ın the

thırd and second centurıes werTe Academy-derıved (early Plato-
nıst) scepticısm, Stolcısm agalnst whıch the scepticısm Was often
dırected) and Epicureanısm. HKor the moment authentic Arıstotehllanısm
had disappeared. Particularly from the headshıp of the Academy of
Antiochus of Ascalon (C D 68), who brought back return LO

dogmatısm of Plato, and who q 180 thought that the CONSCLHSUS of men

should produce the Same phılosophıcal wısdom. ecleetiec develop-
ment egan which provıded urther optıon, ‚N! 1n tıme the ma]or1ty
optıon. Neo-Platonism WasSs later eclecticısm, 7° but ıt Was not the last

The negatıve attıtude to thıs eclectıicısm hıch Zeller took

70) According LO Professor Armstrong’s 1e6W neo-Platonism 18 not
eclecticısm, ıf by that 18 meant compilatiıon of ideas wıthout iInner unıty. He insısts
that Plotinus’s StEructure of the COSI1OS 'though ıt 18 statıc an ternal 1s dead mechanı-
cal pattern, but lıvıng an Organıle’. ‘An Introduetion to Ancient Philosophy', A4+th ed.,
London 1965, 1785

71) “Scepticism forms the brıdge TOM the one-sided dogmatism of the Stolcs an
the Epicurean philosophy Eclecticism’, Die Philosophie des Griechen, ILL, I) Srd
edıtiıon, Leipzig 1880, 531 Also, "Justiflable, however, the renewal of scepticısm
apPPCars In relatıon LO the uneritical treatment of philosophy, it would longer attalın
the ımportance which it had ın the school of the DE W academy. The exhaustion of

thought, 1C. Ca  > be shown Ven 1ın thıs ate scepticısm, made positive conrvıct.ion
LOO NECESSAI’Y LO allow Man y LO return LO PUre doubt. 1, there{fore, the belief 1n the
truth of the Systems hitherto 1ın UWas shaken, an! ‚: ven ıfelr ecleectic combination
could not entirely satisfy, whilst strength WwWas wantıng for the independent production
of HEW Ssystem, the general result wäas only that thought began LO long 1NOTeEe and INOTEe



St Augustimne’s notıtıa SuUur 91

18 NOW SsSeeMN to be un]ust. Firstly, because there Was conscıentl10ous
attempt LO reconcıle the dıfferent teachıngs ar the detaıiled level no%t
Just unsystematıc conflatıon of irreconcılables. T'he eclectice1ismse
WeTIeC selectıve ıth reasoned Justification of hat, WasSs rejected, an
the amount of intellectual effort ıinvolved 1n thıs must ave een VEIYy
consıderable. FHestugıiere constructs lınk between scepticısm an
eclectıic1ısm whıch 18 not CONSCYUENCE of intellectual exhaustion.
According LO hım the PTOCESS followed the COUTSE doxographic reduc-
tıon of philosophıcal themes formıng spirıtual KOLVY) (who WeTITe

not professional phılosophers) the reawakening of phılosophıcal
reflection 1ın « ınfınıtely subtle er1tical approach whıch spared
doectrine » the arlsıng of ecleectic dogmatısm. ”? Secondly, N!
partıcularly 1n the later per10d, there emerged from eclecet1c1ısm
SOUTITCE of communıon 1n self-econscio0us tradıtıon of phılosophy, an
erTe Dörrıe shows, 1n WeLy suggestive LO whıch urther
reference wıll ave to be made, 73 VeELY explıcıt CONSCIOUSNESS of thıs
tradıtıon Iın Porphyry.

Once the esoterıc Arıstotle Was avallable it presented not
0Ccasıon of intellectual escapısm but dıfficult intellectual problem
of how to brıng ıt together ıth the newly redogmatısed Platoniısm,
ıth Sto1c1sm, also ıth the renewed Pythagoreanısm whıich Came

OTWward ın the Sammne per10d. 74

fOr SOUTCE of knowledge Iying outside ıtself an sec]ence hitherto existing, which
Was sought partly ın the inner revelatıon of the eity, partiy 1ın relig10us tradition.
hus the Way Was entered 1C. neo-Platonism In the next per10d. INOTE definitely
pursed, an opened the ast ePOC. of Greek philosophy’ (25b., 544 ITranslatıon
by ÄLLEYNE, 1n “A Hıstory of CLECLLCLSM un Greek Phrlosophy’, London 1883,

57
OWEeEeVer he 18 INOTE indulgent 1n his ‘Grundriss der Griechischen Phiılosophie’,

11th edition, Leipzig 1914, 286, where he Sa the need of the Greeks adapt them-
selves to the practica|l needs anl mentality of the Komans. 'hıis ontact ıth INOTE

practical mentality, of the exıistence of humanıty an of CONSENSUS gentium
wWere powerful conceptlions In the clarıfıcation of single phılosophy (ef. 246 1n

PALMER’SsS translation of the 13th edıtıon. London
72) La Revelation... » I 9 Parıs 1949, art, 4‚ XII especlally 368-9 'LThe

mMoOovement LO dogmatısm 18 sa1ld to be evident in Cicero, the pseudo-Aristotelian De
Mundo, Philo an Hermetism.

73) "Die Schultradition 1n Mittelplatonismus un! Porphyrios  » HFondatıon
Hardt, Kntretzens 3 @AI ‘Porphyre’, Geneva 1966, 3-92  O

74) 1It approprlate here to polnt out the ecleectic background an probable
inspiration of Augustine’s Cogıto. No INOTE than Descartes’ cCogıto 18 Augustine’s absolutely
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TO thıs Greek ecleectiec exchange should hbe added the Roman
contrıbution the debate from (1cero aN Varro (who both had
known Antıochus) and ater that from Plutarech. Another sStream which
mıngled ıth ıt Came from Judaısm through Phılo T’hen increasıngly
Came the contrıbution from Chrıistian thınkers a fırst the Greek-
speakıng, but increasıngly the Latıns

wıithout precedent. (For the prehistory of Descartes’, SCE POPKIN, "The History
of Scepticıism TOM TasSsmus to Descartes’ (Assen 1960), passım ; also, BONANSEA,
“"T"ommasıo Campanella’ (Washington 1969), especlally -

The following ALrC the loc1ı 1ın ugustine.
De AaAla 21la 2’ Scisne, Inquam, saltem tve vıvere ? SCIO, Inquıt » (PL

Solıloqurum IL I’ Cogitare te scıs ? ScIlo. Krgo est cogitare te. Verum
De Vera Relıgrone 3 9 Omn1a qu1 dubitantem intelligit, intel-

lıgit (D,De Vera Relgrone 3 E 73 Omnis qul dubitantem intelligıt,
intelligit » (PL De Trinıtate 1 C ] « Numquam Crgo fallı 16C mentirı
potest qu1 vıvere dixerıt scire )3 De (ıvıtate De: X' 9 26 S1 nım fallor, Su. (PL

WHor these texts, ef. (AILSON, *Introduection I’Etude de St. Augustin’, 2nd
edition, Parıs 1943, 53-55

BICKEL has maintained that Augustine deriıved hıs version of the cog1to TOM
neo-Pythagorean lıterature (v “Inlocalitas. Zur neu-pythagoreischen Metaphysık' ıIn
Immanuel Kant Festschrift ZUT Zwerten Jahrhundertferer SCLINES Geburtstages, Leipzig
1924 AA 5); c 4)

It 1S indicatıon of the breadth of ecleetiec tradıtıon that ESTARD 6528  - ‚U
TOmM reported 1n Augustine’s ost work De Bono el Amto, that (i1cero mMay
have medıiated pythagorean notlions LO Augustine (*Saint Augustin et (Y1ceron’ I) Paris
1958, 46) But Are INOTE certaın ground when SUPPOSC Cicero LO be the
medılator of the VIEWS of Antiochus of Ascalon to Augustine, particularly the version
of the COogıto which, Iso In Descartes, Was based certalinty of doubting he had
certalnly read Cicero’s Academıca ın which it OCCUT'S ‘Hoc ig1tur mModo potius Trat aD
nN1s postulandum ut hoc un um saltem, perc1ıpl nıhiıl 9 perceptum SSEe dicerent’
(Academıca I, I 29)

siımı1lar argument of Antıpater 1S Iso produced ere c quı adfırmaret nıhıl
percıpı NUum tamen illud dicere percıpı consentaneum CSSC, ut Jıa 1NO.  -

possent' (2Ö 4: I 28)
The “Scio SCITE vıvere’ of De Trinstate X E} 12, 2‚ could Iso be based

dietum found In the Academıca “Scit nıhıiıl scire’ (sald of Socrates, 11 2 E} 74)
The Academıca of Cicero presented grea problems LO Augustine. Its conclusions Aare

sceptical, though they do not fully plumb the depths of the ater Academy itself a 11
that the WwW1sSe 11a  - Ma y do 18 LO reach Opinlon, not certaınty (1%; 4 5 147), an hat
18 probable 1s good enough 9 ö4; 99)

Augustine 1S prepared after hıs great CrIis1Is of doubt O which the Academıca
mMay have led hım LO thınk that Cicero 1S speakıng ironically, the Academics had
the eustom of concealıng elIr real teachiıng UContra Academ1ıcos ILL, 2 9 43
(3E: TESTARD, 0 CAt. Il 233)
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So the phılosophıcal eclectie1sm dıd not prevent the contınuance
of VOLY lıvely d1iscuss1ıon ; the search for complete system of thought
in fact stimulated 1t 75 Converts lıke Marıus Vietorinus and Augustine
enthusiastıcally entered iınto the CONtLOVETSY, whıch went LO
embrace philosophical an Christian wrıtings both orthodox an
heretical, arguıng agalnst the posıtıon they had abandoned ıth theır
relıg10us conversiıon an offerıng theır reinterpretatıon of theır former
neo-Platonısm steppıng-stone I0) belhef ın heavenly revelatıon.

The ecleectie philosophıes had sıgnıfıcant features 1ın COININOLL

Usually they professed virtual monotheısm, iınto whıch
pantheon W asS, not altogether unaltered, loosely fıtted. Sometımes
they Sa the ultımate princıple of ultımate princıples
hierarchically triadıe. 'T’hus the neo-Pythagorean Numenıius of Apamea
of the 2Ind CENTUCY possıbly usıng the authorıty of VCLY obscure
Passasc 1n Plato’s second letter, 76 argues that there Ale three ods

fırst (A0d who 1S In and through hımself Spiırıt ; he 1s PUL act1-
V1ty of thınkıng ÜS) N! SOUTCEe of being (0VOLAS aPXN) 2‚N!
Kıng (BaoıAeUs), free from a 11 Iabour The second (+0d 1s go0d
through hıs partıcı patıon 1n the tirst; he contemplates the LA-
sensıble forms, aCcts matter bring ou the world, SINCE he
18 the princıple of becoming. The world, the product of the
dem1urge, 1s the thırd (+0d » 77)

If the tıtle « Kıng » o0es COMmMe from the Passage 1n Plato’s second
letter (which happens to hbe the locus classıcus for triadıec emanatıons)

should ave here, 6ven ıf 1t; 1s hlıttle INOTEe than verbal, conflatıon
of Arıstotehan VOUS an Platonıie BaoıAevs..

Merlan notes that Plotinus W as accused of plaglarısıng Nume-
nıus. 78 Merlan hımself brings OTWaTrd Dassasge from ps.-Archytas,

75) Augustine speaks ıf ere werTe large literature the Trinıty (V. De T’rını-
Late 141 1! ı} but ıt that whıiıle including Christlan treaties he would Iso have
neluded non-Christlian works which had triad of fırst principles Plotinus’s
KEnneads.

76) Emristle Z 3192
77) Überweg-Pracchter, ‘Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie’, 12th editiıon,

Berlin 1926, I 5921
78) artıicle "Greek Philosophy TOM ato LO Plotinus 1n the Cambrıidge Hıstory

of Later Greek and Harly Medizeval Philosophy, ed. ÄAÄRMSTRONG, Cambridge 1967
(°Cambridge Philosophy’), The question 1S of 1IrS importance for the development
of neo-Platonism wıithıin the eclectic tradition.
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also neo-Pythagorean,”® which sShOWws that the synecretism at which
the ecleetiec mMoOovemen almed d1ıd not only deal a,t the transcendent
an TemoOte level, but also the detaıled an iımmedıate.

Kırst, Ps.-Archytas introduces LWO opposıte princıples
matter, whıich he also calls Ous1la, an form (morph6). He proceeds
LO SLALEe that there must be, then, thırd princıple whıich 1s
self-moved ‚N! wıll brıng the LWO together, that ave three
princıples. Thıs thırd princıple MUust be not merely intelligence,
but somethıng sSuper10r IM0) intelligence an it 1s obvıous that
that whıich 18 SUperO0T LO intelligence 18 precısely hat call
(4+0d

It 1s diıffieult LO ıimagıne syncretistic Passase 1n smalJll
COM DAasSsS. The LWwoO princıples of form an matter AT Arıstotelhlan ;
LO call the latter ous1a 18 Sto1C; LO teach that form and matter
must be brought together by another princıple 1s Artıstotehan
agaln ; LO call thıs princıple self-moved 1s Platonic;: ıt 1s a l1so
Arıstotehan.

Merlan also sShows that although he Was amıhar ıth (Plato’s) LWO-
opposıte-princıples theory Plutarch a lso expressed hımself 1ın the sSamme

triadıec conceptıon He obvlously prefers LO interpret Plato 1n terms
of the trıad ‘artıfıcer-1ıdeas-matter’ » 8 Not 1K010 dıstant 1s triadıec
conceptıon of Phılo whose cosmology Was of transcendent (+0d ıth
ıntermediary POWEIS between hımself and the WOT.

These a ]] ave 1ın COININON the solutıon of problem how
ıt 1S possıble to relate ontologıcally opposıte, ar least the MOSTt
dısparate, actors. The Same problem wıll be found later 1n Augus-
tıne’s assertion of the eed of the intent1io of the wıll LO apply the
cognıtıve faculty LO ıts objeet, and a ISO ın complaıisance 1n the object
through love. Iaıke the neo-Pythagoreans he Sa the radıe princıple
present both Car the transcendent dıyıne level a‚N! NF the level of the
human mınd.

79) 78 84  O
80) There 1s need for hesitation. parallel Passage In hıs commentary

Aristotle’s Categorties, Ps.-Archytas makes thıs princıiple plainly G(G0d olov EV TOLS
DUOLKOLS TOLO UV o  & GE0OS... SZLEZAK, ‘Pseudo-Archytas über die Kategorien’,
Berlin an New ork 1972, (T’hesleff edn., 2 9 1,

81) MERLAN, . 60-1
82) hat, he realised he COU. not draw the analogy LOO closely an attrıbute

a ]] knowing the Son, a‚ ]] loving to the Holy Spirıt, an a 11 remembering to the FWFather,
caused hım LO er er1e de 1051088 of ailure 1n De T’rinstate 2 9
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W henever ıt Was accepted that there should be Nn]ıon of diıssım1ı-
lars there Was often instinctıve search for intermediary thırd
factor which brought them together. Thıs 18 true of knowledge of
physıcs. True, thırd factor Was NECESSAaLY 1ın the analysıs of intellec-
tual knowledge 1n De Anıma 111 the VoNTOV Was produced by VOUS
and W as of ıdentical nature But thıs WasS specıal Case the object
dıd not pre-exıst fOor 1ıt OWeEeVerTr there ALlC examples of 5B instinctive
triad-makıng 1n Arıstotle. Hence the search for mediıum (nETAaEVU
1ın the mı1dst) In the Case of sensatıon and the DPOWEIS bring
opposıtes together.®* FKor the wıder dıyısıon between contradıectorı1es,
for example LO Sa y of somethıng that ıt 18 a,1 the Samne tıme whıte an
non-whıte, Arıstotle postulates the W! of mınd. 8° In Metaphysıcs
A the intellıgıble objects exıst before they AIl thought, an Arıstotle
posıited the ıntermedıate force of desıre. 'T’hıs prochvıty LO triadıcıty
Ca  ; CXPIESS ıtself 1n the epıstemologıical unıon of sımılars. Thus 1n hıs
commentary the Timaeus, Calcıdıus, whıiıle thınkıng that hıght
from the CYC mMeets hıght from object 1n 3,C1 of VIS1ON, has to
SUPPOSC thırd element ın whıch the LWO mMa y COINEC together the
lıght of the SUunNn A* 18 not Surprisıng LO discover the triadıe posiıt1ons
of Numenıius and ps.-Archytas arısıng 1n neo-Pythagorean context,
ıth ıts doectrine of the One and the iınfınıte Dyad, the CONSCIOUSNESS
of the wıdth of the dıstınetion between the gTEALEST opposıtes. But
the imphecıt eed LO think triadıcally In order LO bınd opposıtes together
SOCS back LO Plato’s teachıng the One an the Other 1n the Par-
menıdes, an orıgınal Pythagoreanısm whereın the CONSCIOUS Was

83) De Anıma 1,
84) o 11 ‘(the power) becomes extreme tOo ach of the eXtremes ın

Urn.. ar 18 'actually neıither but potentially (424 6-9) 'The sıght 18 Iso CONMN-

ecerned WI visıble an invisıble 20.)
85) 1L 6’ 430 for ıf 190828  - calls hıte not-white, he has combined

the notion not-white It 18 equally possible LO Sa y that al ese involve divislıon...
The princıple which unifies 18 ın V  A Aase mind. 'hıs proposition that mind allowed
the most disparate to remaın divided, yet unıted them together, Was gıven the ullest
exploitation by HEGEL the basie conception of the dAialectical PTrOCEC5SS, Hıs TEeEe trans-
lation of the Passage substitutes ’everything‘ for In V  A case’ (L wWwWäas jedes einem
macht, ist der VOUS ‘Geschichte der Philosophie 1L, 18, 392) Stated thus ıt; g1ves
tO iımportant conception of Hegel SUPPOTTt TOmM Aristotle which 18 no%t warranted
"Näher liegt diess darın, dass der VOUS Alles ıst ; dass sich 'Lotahlıtät ist, das Wahr-
hafte überhaupt...’ (20., 391) The lliegıtimacy of thıs step ll be discussed ater.

86) "Timaeus, Calcıdıo Translatus Commentarıoque Instructus’, ed
W ASZINK, London an Leiden 1962, 256
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made of the lımıted wıthın the unlımıted. T’he of thıs
of deep dıversıty postulated SOI kınd of unıfıjer. Kelectieism

would not allow al Yy doubts ın ıts desıre for cComprehensıveness an
order ın those contexts whıch demanded ıt, 1t; instinetively searched
for triadıcıty ın physıcs and 1n epıstemology, shall ave 0Cccasıon
LO sSecee

Another theme of eclectıiec phılosophy W as the search for WaYy
bYy which VOUS miıght NOW the hiıghest object hıch Was possıble for ıt
Here the contemplatıon of the oo0d understood by Plato W as

relatable LO Arıstotle’s teachıng 1ın the Nıcomachean Ethics that CON-

templatıon Was the hıghest and most dıyıne actıvıty. 88 And 1ın the
per10d when only the exoterıc Arıstotle Was known hıs closeness LO
atO 1ın hıs teachıng the goal of phiılosophıc contemplatıon had
long een locus for the unıty of theır teachıng. Metaphysıucs X
aV deeply reflected account of the nature of thought, unambı-
guously SEEeN A present 1n the dıyıne nature. De Anıma I11 mMay ave
een ambızu0us about the transcendent nature of thought ıt
deseribed the creatıvıty of the intellect 1n makıng ıts OW. objects
1 dıd however PTIODOSEC that 1n thınkıng there Was such Nnıon between
them that the iıntellect thereby became ıts object. And Arıstotle
sa1ld that the VOUS Was dıyvıne, there Was persuasıon IM0) 1gnore
the problematıc that exısted and LO conclude that Artıstotle thought
ıt to be dıyıne 1n ıtself. (ven tıme for collectıive reflection and ystema-
tıc development, not ON1y dıd thıs lead to the cComMentators lıke
Alexander of Aphrodisl1as decıdıng LO interpret Arıstotle’s teachıng
wıthout qualification 1n the of the mortalıty of the indıyıdual
soul and the iımmortalıty of the unchangeable intellıgence 1ın ıtself,
but LO integrate 1t, ıt.h the personal strıving an lıyıng for eCSTASY,
acknowledged ın dıverse but relatable WaYysS DYy 1lo, Plutarch and
the Hermetiec hlıterature. Stolc doectrine had extolled the SLATEe of
ımmovabılıty amradeıa, 2,N. ıt; could be 1mproved by Ssupposing
thıs a,rve of L1X1Ity LO be ONe of inward Nıon ıth the dıyıne. The
world-soul 1n Plato’s I1ımaeus 39) could be g]ven sımılar place,
elated LO VOUS g1ven ambıvalent 0ONe-1N-Manyness, and place
found 1n : for the A  OVOL O"7T€P/.MITLKOI) of the Sto1Ccs the princıples

87) Kıg Renpublıc V 9 508
88) 0n cat. X'!
89) 41
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of development of the world of mMoOovemen N! change. These ın out-
lıne Are the princıpal elements brought together DYy Plotinus into the
ecleetic unıty known neo-Platonısm.

erlan’s account of thıs development 90) contaıns ast amount
of informatıon ou the thınkers and gTreat amount about recent
scholarly dısagreements. But hıs method 18 wrongly conceıved. In
attempt LO sımplıfy the StOTY he proposed LO demonstrate the Jomnt
Platonie-Aristotehan quality of neo-Platonısm by tryıng LO sShOW that
Arıstotle Was neo- Platonıist 500 shead of hıs tıme. 91) He o0es
thıs Dy demonstratıng In gTEAt detaıl that dıstınetion of theoretical
phılosophy iınto theology, mathematıcs and physıcs and equatıon
soul mathematıcals » 1ın Tamblichus an Proclus Was or1ginally LO
be found 1ın Arıstotle and attrıbuted LO Plato, and, 1ın addıtıon, that
the neo-Platonıist doetrine of not-being Ca  s be found ıIn Artıstotle.
T’here 18 presumption ere typıcal of the kınd of hıstorıcal scholar-
Sh1p of whıich Merlan WaS eXpert that through the per10d of
eclectıic1sm there Was modıfication development between Arıstotle
and the neo-Platonıists hermeneutiıcal twıst lıterary and ıteral
inherıtance 1ın whiıich the thought-content suffered modıfiıcatıion.
That 1S not LO Sa y that the exıstence of thıs hermeneutical twıst would
ave een apparen DF the tıme. Hıstorieism of hıghly eritical and
sensitıve kınd alone would ave een of thıs change. In point of
fact Augustine found the phılosophers whom he NeW of LOO hıstorıcally
orientated Nor ave these phılosophers, who AIe better than others
ın theır understandıng of those subhlıme and eternal exemplars, gaze
uDoNn them ; otherwıse they would n.0%, lıke hıstorl1ans, he ınvestigatıng
whatever Past events of thıs sSamlnlec kınd that they COuld ». °2) Thıs
hıstorı1ce1ısm Was not erıtical enough 1n ıts energetic ransackıng of the
past for the sa ke of the present 1t; dıd not reflect hat ıt, W as makıng
avaılable agaln, and hat ıt; Was changıng 1ın re-presenting. But
hıstorice1ısm alone cannot prevent such hermeneutical change from
takıng place Not only 1s the effort of hteral-hıstorical research unliıke
the orıgınal creatıve PFOCESS and thus produces distinet of

90) ‘From Platonism tOo Neoplatonism., 3rd ed., The Hague 19658
91) M 230-1
92) De T’rinıtate I 1 E AA “Nec istı philosophi caeterıs meliores ın illis SUuMMIS

aeternisque ratıonıbus intellectu ala contemplatı sunt alıoquın NO  - eiusdem gener1s
praeterita QUAaC potuerunt historiecl inquirerent’.
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wrıtiıng, but the egree LO which themes get reflected aN! developed
1s proportional to theıir ß  b not LO theır place 1n the whole

Havıng 1n mınd the SAaInNne end An thıs study the reception by
Augustine of classıcal Greek thought (irabmann brıefly summed

the change whıich took place between Plato an Plotinus, which
must not be overlooked 1ın treatıng the relatıonshıp between Arıstotle
and Plotinus He took mınımalıst VIECW of the poss1ıbılıty of Augus-
tine’s havıng read EeVCLN Latın translatıons of Plato.93) Augustine
would only ave learnt these neo-Platonıist vers1ons of Plato’s teachıng

ıdeas; he ould no0%t ave ScCecIHh the actual eEXTtSs 1ın hıch Plato
developed hıs theory. So ıt 1S understandable that he WasSs not
of the dıfference between Plato’s teachıng 1deas an hıs OWNn ».94)

T’he ÜCharacterıstuics of the hermeneutıcal iransformatıon of Arıstoteltsanısm
un Neo-Platonısm

But OUT CONCEeTN 1s princıpally ıth Artıstotle. It wıll be well
LO deseribe the eatures of the hermeneutical twıst In far Plotinus,
not by hımself alone but AS the product of eclectical tradıtıon of
three centurı1es, had modıfıed the Arıstotehan elements whıch WeTe

incorporated iınto hıs thinkıng.
1) In Arıstotle the teachıng contemplatıon Was part, even

1f ıt WeTe the sublıimest part, of the assemblage of Wwıde-rangıng top1Cs
whıich he reated. In Plotinus 1t 18 3180 the sublimest actıvıty, but it
1s absolutely central and domiıinates everythıng else. HKor INal it 18
the only worth-whıiıle actıvıty. In Metapnphysıucs 11 the dıyıne se]f-
contemplatıve thought 1s dıistinct an self-contaiıned ; 1n De Anıma 111
thought 1s ambıguously dıyıne N! tımeless In ıtself but temporarıly
and indıyvıdualiy embodıied. Plotinus unıted these posıtions together
1n unambızuous Nal must strıve LO nıte hıs OW. thought
into dıivıne self-thinkıng an be absorbed into ıt It 18 approprlate
that he should qeek for thıs unıon 1ın eCcStasy. 'T’hus he should make
hımself conform ıth hat 1s noblest 1n hım T’he dıvergence 1n nature

93) knowledge imıted by COURCELLE part of the imaeus translated Dy
Cicero, Les Lettres » 159

94) ‘Des heiligen Augustinus Quaestio de Ideis (de Diversis Questionibus
LXXXILLJL, Qu 46) ihrer inhaltlıchen Bedeutung un mittelaltlicher Weiterwirkung’
In Miıttelalterliches (Gerstesleben, A bhandlungen ZUT (Zeschichte der Scholastık und Mystık
I} unıch 1936,
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between thought 1n iıtself an human thınkıng Was thus made the
basıs of morTal orıentatıon whıich 1gnorTed, Out of desıre for OCON-

sıstenCcy, al er human thought LO be natural DYy Artıstotle.
And Just the provıdence of the (+0d of Arıstotle dıd no%t extend
LO the sublunary world, S  9 correspondingly, the contemplatıve SAZC of
ods and Inen W as tOo be fixed the ÖOne, quıte oblıvıous LO lower

95)
11) In the Nıcomachean Ethıucs, 1n the Enneads, the moral VIT-

LuUEes ATC sScemIl precondıtıon for the actıvıty of contemplatıion ; but
whilst for Arıstotle the other virtues stil] remaın ımportant because
of the human ınvolvement. 1ın non-contemplatıve actıvıty, ıth
Plotinus theır iımportance fades A WAaY 1n relatıonshıp tOo contemplatıon
whıch In the only worth-whıiıle en for INa  =

111) Thus, Plotinus unıtes the transcendent-ımmanent teachıng
contemplatıon of the Metaphysıcs and the De Anıma together ıth

the teachıng the moral virtues derıyable from the Nıcomachean
Ethics (but not representatıve of ıt) Contemplatıion ın fact all
thought remaın immanent 1n far it; 18 wıthın » but ıt 1s really

turnıng to somethıng that 1s hıgher and transcendent LO VOUS,,
which 1n ıts changelessness N! *u knowledge, 1S the beauty of uyx  N>
and 18 OUTS when uSe ıt;

1V) As such ıt 1S sımphficatıon and systematısatıon of Artıstotle
The bringıng together of the contemplatıon of the ood and other
1deas from Plato, and the conception of the 1deas the thoughts of
(+0d (antıcıpated by Albınus) 96) together ıth extensıon of the
Stolc virtue of amadeıa, DÜaVC tOo the Arıstotellan phılosophy alongsıde
thıs structurıng quality of ımmo biılıty whiıich derıyves from the search
for unıty an ımmobıiılıty 1n eCSTaSY. The orıgınal Arıstotehan CON-

ception Was of phılosophy of the varıety of lıfe Plotinus INa y ave
expressed satısfactorıly 1n theır Arıstotelian re-formulatıiıon the orıginal
Platonist. values, but Artıstotle Was NearIier tOo Plato than he ın eXpressing
the NECESSAaLY varıety of interests.

V) Plotinus DaVe the self-knowledge of US In Artıstotle strikıng
development. T’he abılıty of VOUS LO NOW itself, the fact that iın
knowing iıts objects ıt; would also hbe knowing itself, the characterisatıon
of the dıyıne self-thınkıng thought al these 1deas AI 1n Arıstotle.

95) OR EKnnead II 2’
96) Who did hlıttle INOTE than Juxtapose Aristotle’s ideas of divıne self-thinking

an the absolute unıty of VOUS an VONTAa.



100 Booth

But ıth hım they Arl not MgoroUSLY thought 0out the realıtıes that
necessarıly both embrace N! support everythıng else. Plotinus made
Artıstotle’s epıstemology iınto a ll embracıng COoSmology. But VOUS
1S intermediary between LWO other members of triad of ultımate
hypostases the One; derıyed from Pythagoras an Plato, 2N! uy
derıved from ato The One 1s usually sa1d to be above knowıng »
but 18 deser1bed 1n ONe Passasge Aas havıng gelf Ware1e5s> of kınd.?”)
uy a lso 18 characterised DYy self-knowing. Whiılst VOUS faıls
from knowıng ıtself transcendently 1ın the One, 1n ıts ıindıyıdual
embodıments uy 18 capable of independent and false self-know-
edge ıt should be knowıng ıtself 1n ıts contemplatıon of VOUSE Thus

intereonnected self-knowıing 18 91 the centre of the Plotinian CON-

ception, an thıs self-knowıiung 18 clearly looked upon A the basıec
realıty N! the basıs for aV other realıty. But qua self-knowing ıt
approxımates IM0) Artıistotle’s intermıttent self-knowıng a,% the human
level and detached self-knowıiıng al transcendent level evVen ıf
contextual change has made NECESSALY hermeneutical alteratıon of
the orıgınal meanıngs.

VI) The materı1a|l world, ıth ıts tıme and S  9 1s generated
from the ımperfect, pluralısıng contemplatıon by uy of VoOUS, which
has SOTINE analogıes ıth voUs’sS pluralısıng contemplatıon
the production by VOUS of ıts many-ın-oneness of the One Yuyn In
turn presıdes OVeLr the materı1al world, the lowest grade of realıty,
beyond which 1s non-being. Attractıon IM0) the One 1S therefore the
bond whıch holds everythıng together from dıspersıon whıch from
SOTINeEe poınts of 1eW from overflow otf creatıve W:  9 but
INOTE fundamentally from INCreasıNg cosmı1c fault

V11) T’he resultant system Was INOTeE rel1g10us 1n character than
Artıstotle’s. T’he appetıte for inclusıon made place for the
deıties, « Tfor Phılosophers should defend the (G(0ds », 98) who WeTe

generated » by the contemplatıon by uy of the One.®??) ere 18
occasıonal enmythologısatıon for example equatıng eus

Chronus ıth VOUS 100) and Ouranos ıth the One 101)

97) Knnead V’ 4!
98) Ennead 47
99) VT 9,
100) HKor Zeus VOUS, 20 ILL, D, following 11eDUSs For Chronos VoUS,

an! Zeus uxn, 1b V! 1! 4? V! l)
101) V 87 ıth Chronos VOUS an Zieus uxn.
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In al} ere WaS 1ın Plotinus
a) consıstent erıt1que of Artıstotle Thıs inceluded re]ection of

hıs conception of potential knowledge of ALLY kınd (all cognıtıon Was

actıve, N! the effect of the materı1a|l world uy Was SeEcEeN ın ermMs
of « shock »), also of hıs conception of the aou|l A EVTEAEYELO.
On the posıtıve sıde erTe Was the extensıon of hıs conception of self-
thınkıng into the fundamental princıple of a 11 realıty.

b) Through the drawıng 0Out of the contemplatıve Jement 1n
Arıstotle’s thought by ıts assoclatıon ıth authentiec Platonısm. the
orıginal Arıstotelhan Jement Wa knowingly unknowingly Tans-
formed. Perhaps the SamIne words remaıned In USC, but 1n Arıstotle
they WeTe 1n the ontext of busy and unıyersal ınvestigatıon of
f1eld of study 1ın Plotinus they WeTe charged ıth rel1g10us meanıng,
eITr ontent LO be deeply savoured 1n relıg10us medıtatıon.

Kelectie1ism had consıdered the orıginal teachıngs comparable
and relatable had not Arıstotle een Platonıist ® 102) Was erTe not
EeVEeN 1n hıs OW work the beginnıngs of thıs unıfıcatıon 1ın far
he had treated the SAaIne matters Plato an {fered crıt1que of
hım operatıng the Samne phenomena % Were not Stol1cısm and
Arıstotehanısm able In9 eross-fertilıse each other from the beginnıng,
partıcularly ın theır teachıng vıirtue % greater strength W as found
1ın ecleecetıic combınatıon, but 93180 changed ontent agreed LO DYy
analysıs an deliberate aggregatıon, not by COompromıse N! indıf-
ference. In the effort of simplıfıcatıon Ca  - sSCce the work of the
(Areek commentators LO set 1ın order hat partıcularly Arıstotle had
left 1n problematiıc dısorder, A a 180 the effort of Romanıtas to CAPDIESS
Greek phılosophy bO iıtself not only In ıts OW. anguage but a,1s0 1n ıts
OW. spırıt.103)

102) Sie Augustine’s ater testimony to thıs enterprıse Nnon defuerunt acutissımı
et solertissımı VIr, qul docerent disputationibus SU1S Aristotelem Platonem ıta, s1 bı
concınere, ut imperit1s minusque attentis dissentire videantur; multis quidem saeculis
multisque contention1bus, sed tamen eliquata est, ut OPInNOT, U: verlissımae philosoplae
discıplina’ Contra Academ1ıcos 14L 1 9 42) 32.956). FKor Porphyry’s works, \ 7 WD  '9

7 C} 19

103) Despite PONCELET’S appreclatıon of the spiritualisation of the CONCEPTS of
Greek philosophy they passed into atın (v. UWDTO, 74), thıs Was not necessarıly
always the ‚ase. Consider Varro’s reduection tOo syllogism of the PUrPOSC of contemplatıve
philosophy. One feels that he has wriıting about somethıing of which he had heard, not
of something 1C. he knew intimately himself. Quando quidem nulla est homiinils

philosophandı nıs]ı ut beatus sıt ; quod autem beatum facıt est {inıs boni ; nulla:
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The ecleetie contemplatıve phılosophıes, ıth theır trıple ultımate
beings, and theır doectrines of salvatıon, WeTe the background agaınst
which Chrıistian Irmntarıanısm entered the classıcal world, whiıich
contrıbuted 1n turn LO evoke from neo-Platonısm De  Z trıadıe,
and antı-OChrıistian That the second of these beings Was

mıddle lınk between the hıgher, fırst princıple and the world, N! that
there Was eed fOT salvatıon purıfıcatıon of SOMe kınd LO reach
the goal of beatıtude Was conception which dısposed INan to
understand the Christian teachıngs Christ the Logos, Wısdom,
the mınd-element of the Trmity, and a 180 the reconcıler of thıs world
ıth the princıple from whıich ıt Calne Arıanısm Was premature
attempt LO brıng the LWO Conceptions together, but ıt mean agaınst
the Chrıistian TIrmnıtarıan conception hıerarchıcal sub-ordiınationism
wıthın the ultımate trıad. Converts from neo-Platonısm lıke Marıus
Vıctorinus an Augustine hımself WEeEIC exerecı1sed to sShOW the
logıcal coherence of Chrıistian Trinıtarlianısm 1n erms of the N1eO-

Platonıist thought world It 1S possıble that Plotinus the fellow
tudent ıth Origen of Ammonıius Saccas, hımself lapsed Chrıstian,

the SoecrTates of neo-Platonısm » 104) had intended IN0 construct
system ıth code of behavıour whıich offered substitute for

Christianıty, and through 1ıt attack ıt Thıs Was the explicıt
intention of Porphyry, who had VCLY lıkely een Christian for
whiıle hımself.

Hermeneutucally transformed Arıstoteltsanısm and Augustine
'T’he hermeneutically developed Arıstotelian conception of self-

thınkıng alongsıde the Artıstotehan-Platonıist notlions of beatıtude 2,N.
contemplatıon N the Platonıist conception of gradatıons of realıty
the esults of the mutatıons by style of COoMMentary an the spırıt of
Romanıtas weTe the objects LO whıch Augustine apphlıed hıs mınd
partıcularly when he wrTote hıs De T'rinıtate. The reflectiOns thıs
AIeGca of phılosophy whıich lıe scattered through hıs other works ATIe
concentrated 1n thıs work whıch COst hım much effort and took hım

much tıme.
Particularly In ıts second part it needs to be read StrONg and

deep, yet not unfrıendly apologetic for the Christian conception of

est igitur philosophandi nNısı 1nıs boni » (fr. reconstructed by LANGEN-
BERG, cıb.)

104) See article Ammonlas Saccas by DoOoDDsS ın Oxford OClassıcal Dictvonary.
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Tee iypostases, which WeTe yet One 0VOLa, not only agaınst 1anıst
subordinatıonısm (as whıch ıt; 18 usually taken) but INOTE agalınst the
neo-Platonıist trıad of three hypostases whıch had provıded the intel-
ectual framework for the heresy.105) Kven the place of ser1ptural
quotations Oan be TrTead havıng Iın mınd Porphyry, who had claımed
that the Christian scr1ptures WeIie INass of contradıetlions from
them WaS deduced philosophiıcal system whıch showed the inade-

105) BROWN dates the De T'rinıtate cCovering the 309-419 (V. Augustine
of 1ppPoO, London 1967, Chronological Table

The y pothesıs that Augustine changed hıs princıple intent.ion 1ın the second part
TOmM anti-Arıian work LO anti-neo-Platonist apologetic fter the arrıyal of KRoman
refugees 1ın Afrıca 1n 410 18 obvlıous ONe. 1f the theory advanced here 18 cCorrect ıt,
ll 16a jettisoniıng the V1eW of ÜHEVALIER, that the SOUTCES of the second part
Ar’C purely speculative Augustine’s part theologıen faıt 1C1 UV.: d’intelligence
proprement dite, de Dagesse’ 1n 'St. Augustin et la Pensee Grecque. Les Relations
Trinitaires’, Collectanea Friburgensla, Fasec. 3 D 2 9 Fribourg 1940, 85-6),
an that hiıs judgement the doectrinal question, that Aristotelian influence (in the
matter of relatıon) es precedence VeLr neo- Platonısm (20., 168), could be placed
ın far wıder ontext. ıthout denyıng at al the inspiratıon of Augustine, thıs ıY

that he had, ın the neo-Platonist eXTS, INOTE concrete object which to
work than the wrıtern In hıs heorie augustinıenne des relations Irını-
talres; analyses explicatıves des textes’ (20., ascC. an 3’ Diıvus LThomas 1940), Chevalıer
S0OCS not urther than o0k VIil anı urther relatiıonship ıth neo-Platonism.

Roy (*L’Intelligence de la FKol la Trimite selon Saıint Augustin, (+enese
de theologıe trinıtaire jusqu’en 391’°, Parıs 1966 Ca  - SCcC the place of Plotinus anl
Porphyry 1ın Augustine’s earlher speculation but Sces hım always under the ınfiuence
of neo-Platonist structures, particularly triadie-emanatıion Nnes,. Though he SCcEexr that
he would have corrected the philosophical influence of neo-Platonism 1n personalıst

456), eliminating AIı Yy of difference of level between the ypostases (Pp 454),
hıs analysıs of the De Trinstate (PP. 457 {f.) the ın it of neo- Platonist
structures. The posslbilıty that apologist should have adopt SOIMNeE of the lJanguage
of his adversarles does not LO hım, an he C:  - conclude that "L’Intelligence
d’Augustin n  est qu’ä moiıtıe evangelisee PDar la fo1 As shall SCC, ere AT

neo- Platonist allusions throughout the second part of the De Trinitate, but the mode
ofelr utilısatıon indicates the interventl.on of VverYy searching crit1que. LIt; 1sS impossible
to S: ıth the Samne writer’s deser1ıption of the work 0Out of which the De Trinıtate
SICW Augustine’s ‘jaiılliıssement original et dans genese tatonnante,  ä riche de bien
plus de virtualıtes YQUC n en developpera l’aveniır’'.

Augustine’s gen1us here lay much ın the orıginalıty of hat he wTOtTe but rather
ın his an masterl1y displacement of neo-Platonist an! er ideas, ın the COIMN-

vincing force of his ecleectic solutıon, an 1ın the interrelationshıip of thıs ıth the data, of
Seripture eclectice-apologetic rather than original contra eiusdem uct. "L/’experience
de k’amour et l’intelligence de la X0J trinıtaire selon saınt Augustin’, Recherches Augqus-
HUNLENNES 20 1962, 415 8 though hıs book ZOECS SOINE WaYy to undo this 1mpress10n).
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quacı1es of neo-Platonısm, 6C ven while ıt; sed ıts ideas. It needs LO be
sSeen another example of the ecleectic phılosophıcal tradıtıon of
wrıting, workıng not only NF the transcendent level but a1so aNa-

logously, ,T the level of the human mınd. It makes er1tical 6-CON-

cıllatıon of dıyverse posıtions ın which May be sScenhn Plotinıan, Porphy-
r1an, Platonist, Sto1G, neo-Pythagorean, and probably Arıstotelhlan 1n
the authentic Hermeneutically an contextually ıt 18 example
of Romanıtas the seekıng of pıthy an adequately solıd SUMLIMaLYy
statement 1n balanced cadence style fehıcıtously and instinctıvely
Joıned to thought, rhythm to melody. Greek contemplatıve thought
had inspıred Roman thought and Romanısed formulatıons of 1t;
the Protrepticus-ınspiıred Hortensuius had inspıred Augustine and
econtinued LO inspiıre hım If Augustine the MetTe rhetor 1s spoken of
1t; 1S ell to remember the full background; he dıd not thınk 1ın terms
of style alone. The phılosophıcal culture of hıs classıcal background,
ıth ıts rel1g10us transcendence, Was through intermedılarTIes
translated and transmuted into visıon relatable LO Chrıistianıty
wıthout eEXCESSI VE dıfficulty. Augustine, the rhetor-doctor, embodıed

great amount of Chrıstian belief 1ın erMmMSs of Romanıtas that after
hım Was inereasıngly iıdentifıed Aas Catholica The antı-neo-Platonist
apologetic of the De T’rınmtate, ıth ıts persuasıvely establıshed
relatıonshıps wıthın the tradıtıon of phılosophıcal eclecticısm, WasS

stylıstically 1ıke the rest, of hıs wrıtings that generations of readers
ave overlooked not only the dıfference 1ın ıts contents and orıentatıon
but a 180 the immedıate sıgnıf1cance of the dıistiınetion he frequently
made 1n the work between faıth 2a‚N' knowledge, and hıs ımplicatıon
that parts, T east, WeTe wrıtten for non-belıevers.106)

11 STRUCTURES SUBIJECTIVITY ÄRISTOTLE

TIntellectual and Sense Knowledge
Contrary LO hat SOINe wrıters ave een ontent tOo pomint 0UtT,

Arıstotle’s intent.ion 1n 91VINg aCCount of the PTrOCESS of knowing
Was not Just BO ASSert, parallelısm between intellectual knowledge

106) 2 9 He g1ves long quotation TOM his TAactate St. John’s gospel
(In JIn XCLX:; 8-9) an adds 'Haec de 1lo SEeErTNONE In hunc lıbrum transtuli, sed fideli-
bus, 1NO.  - infidelibus Joquens’.
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and the INOTEe vıdent sensatıon. It 18 true that he o0e€es gy1ve SOINe

parallels. FKor example he wrıtes 1n De Anıma IL 1) The sentient
subject, ave sald, 1Ss potent1ially such A the object of 1Ss
actually. Thus durıng the PTrOCESS of being acted uponN ıt 18 unlıke, but
91 the enNn! of the PTOCESS ıt has become lıke that object, an shares
ıts quality » (WUOLWTAL KL E‚O'TLV OLOV EKETVO). 'T’hıs account of sensatıon
0a  - be sScen of the Same form the a3CCount of thınkıng at, for example,
De Anıma ILL, 2)) For 1n the CcCase of thıngs wıthout matter that
whıch thınks an that whıch 18 thought ALIlCc the Same » (To aQÜTO).
T’he dıfference between WLOLWTAL and TO (LUTO 1s AaASSUTaNnce that
the analogy between an intellectual knowledge, whıch OCCUTS

between these statements 3) 1S not complete aCcCount the sensıtıve
18 LO the sens1ıble, must mınd be tOo the thınkable ». That Arıstotle
should TAaW such analogıes 18 not SUTPCISING, gıven hıs rehabılıtation
of the world of matter and sensatıon after Plato’s dısdaın for ıt In
addıtıon hıs language indıcates hıs ‚.WareLle>sS> of COSINOS internally
Trdered an ınter-related.“*)

Diseontinuous ıth the physıcal world, yet understood {rom the
imagınatıon s phantasms of I; Was the intellectual world of VOUS
an VONTA; but dıfferent EeXTS Oan be found showıng T ONe place that
vVonTa WeTIe sa1ld LO be Treated by the W} of mınd, , another that
they Seem LO be eternal N! prımary, Plato’s WOT. of 1deas.

Wıthın the emp1ırıcısm of Artıstotle Was speculatıve ontent
whıch emphasısed the dıfference of the intellectual nature from the
sensıtıve. An understandıng of Arıstotle 1s dırectly elated to the
degree otf ımportance ON‘ aCCOTds LO the speculatıve A contrasted
ıth the empirICal.5) The empirıcal interpretatıon 1n the matter of

418 36 (T’he oeb translatıon 18 used for classıcal texts).
S) 430
3) De Anıma LLL 4‚ 429 17-18

NUYENS, ‘L’Evolution de la Psychologie d’Aristote’, OUvYaln 1948,
182, an BARBOTIN, *e 'T’heorie Aristoteliceienne de I’Intellect d’apres h60-

phraste’, Louvaın-Paris 1954, 104 (ef. 118-119) Arıstotle’s uUusSe of physical
terminology LO deseribe mental phenomena. But note Iso LE BLOND, "Aristote,

Parties des Anımaux’, Parıs 1945, 10-11 the use of biological analyses In Logic,
an bıological definition of ‘nature’ In Physics

How unlıke the general impression of Aristotle 18 the speculative thinker,
analysing the nature of thought an strıving LO relate ıt tOo other human experience,
aN! failing, shall SCE, tOo g1ve final account of their econnection. Aristotle, elegantly
though incautiously, deser1ibed by Davıd NOWLES possessing ‘the philosophy of
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epıstemology aT1SES from concentratıiıon of the attention the
lıkenesses between sensatıon and thınkıng LO the disregard of theır
dıfferences. Yet those dıfferences ATe there and demand attentıon
though the sıtuatıon 1s not sımple the interpretation of Hamelın,
that Artıstote (despite hımsel{) found hımself returnıng to the Platonısm
he rejected.®) T’here 18 doubt that the actıvıty of VOUS 18 Tanscen-

dently dıfferent from that of sensatıon, and the study of subjectivıty
cannot by-pass the problems pose 1n the dıvergence between them
and take refuge ıIn conventijonal Arıstotehanısm.

HKor Artıstotle the dıfferences between thınkıng and sensatıon ATe

evıdent EVEI 91 observable level106  E. Booth  epistemology arises from a concentration of the attention on the  likenesses between sensation and thinking to the disregard of their  differences. Yet those differences are there and demand attention —  though the situation is not as simple as the interpretation of Hamelin,  that Aristote (despite himself) found himself returning to the Platonism  he rejected.®) There is no doubt that the activity of voDs is transcen-  dently different from that of sensation, and the study of subjectivity  cannot by-pass the problems posed in the divergence between them  and take refuge in a conventional Aristotelianism.  For Aristotle the differences between thinking and sensation are  evident even at an observable level. « ... it lies in man’s power to use  his mind whenever he chooses, but it is not in his power to experience  sensation. » 7) And « ... the sense loses sensation under the stimulus of  a too violent sensible object; ... but when mind thinks the highly  intelligible, it is not less able to think of slighter things, but even more  able; for the faculty of sense is not apart from the body, whereas the  mind is separable. » 8)  Within the De Anima a coherent doctrine is developed within  the conception of knowledge being a movement from potentiality into  actuality, and (notwithstanding the difference between identity and  likeness) both intelleetual and sense knowledge are analysed in that  way. In sense knowledge, external objects become the activating  principle of sensations. As the subject in intellectual knowledge is  also in potency with regard to its object, it is necessary to establish  whence comes the activation.?) Yet though there may be difficulties  common sense’ and producing ‘dazzling glimpses of the obvious’ found the answers  to the speculative problems he put to his undoubted common sense far from obvious  (v. auct. cit., “The Evolution of Medieval Thought’, London 1962, p. 15).  6) « When pressed, Peripateticism comes to be absorbed into Platonism... The  system of Aristotle is a hardly concealed idealism», pp. 88 and 89 of ‘La Th6orie de  l’Intellect d’apres Aristote et ses commentateurs’, Paris 1953.  7) De Anima IT, 5, 417 b 24-25,  8) 7b. IIT, 4, 429 a 31 - b 5.  9) The interpretation of NUuYENS must be set on one side, resting on an exag-  gerated concentration on the analogy between intellectual and sense knowledge, that  «it is essential that knowledge develops under an influence coming from outside  it  consists for (Aristotle) in a use of our power (puissance) of knowing, to which no limits  are placed » (op. cit., p. 283). But then, forgetting the complete union of vonra in voDs  according to the De Anima, he holds the curious view that according to Aristotle ‘vonrTd...  universal concepts or essences... do not exist by (en) themselves, but only as substantial  forms united to matter’ ({b., p. 296).it hıes 1ın man’s W IN0) use

hıs mınd whenever he chooses, but ıt 18 not 1n hıs AA IK0) experJ]ence
sensatıon. 7)106  E. Booth  epistemology arises from a concentration of the attention on the  likenesses between sensation and thinking to the disregard of their  differences. Yet those differences are there and demand attention —  though the situation is not as simple as the interpretation of Hamelin,  that Aristote (despite himself) found himself returning to the Platonism  he rejected.®) There is no doubt that the activity of voDs is transcen-  dently different from that of sensation, and the study of subjectivity  cannot by-pass the problems posed in the divergence between them  and take refuge in a conventional Aristotelianism.  For Aristotle the differences between thinking and sensation are  evident even at an observable level. « ... it lies in man’s power to use  his mind whenever he chooses, but it is not in his power to experience  sensation. » 7) And « ... the sense loses sensation under the stimulus of  a too violent sensible object; ... but when mind thinks the highly  intelligible, it is not less able to think of slighter things, but even more  able; for the faculty of sense is not apart from the body, whereas the  mind is separable. » 8)  Within the De Anima a coherent doctrine is developed within  the conception of knowledge being a movement from potentiality into  actuality, and (notwithstanding the difference between identity and  likeness) both intelleetual and sense knowledge are analysed in that  way. In sense knowledge, external objects become the activating  principle of sensations. As the subject in intellectual knowledge is  also in potency with regard to its object, it is necessary to establish  whence comes the activation.?) Yet though there may be difficulties  common sense’ and producing ‘dazzling glimpses of the obvious’ found the answers  to the speculative problems he put to his undoubted common sense far from obvious  (v. auct. cit., “The Evolution of Medieval Thought’, London 1962, p. 15).  6) « When pressed, Peripateticism comes to be absorbed into Platonism... The  system of Aristotle is a hardly concealed idealism», pp. 88 and 89 of ‘La Th6orie de  l’Intellect d’apres Aristote et ses commentateurs’, Paris 1953.  7) De Anima IT, 5, 417 b 24-25,  8) 7b. IIT, 4, 429 a 31 - b 5.  9) The interpretation of NUuYENS must be set on one side, resting on an exag-  gerated concentration on the analogy between intellectual and sense knowledge, that  «it is essential that knowledge develops under an influence coming from outside  it  consists for (Aristotle) in a use of our power (puissance) of knowing, to which no limits  are placed » (op. cit., p. 283). But then, forgetting the complete union of vonra in voDs  according to the De Anima, he holds the curious view that according to Aristotle ‘vonrTd...  universal concepts or essences... do not exist by (en) themselves, but only as substantial  forms united to matter’ ({b., p. 296).the loses sensatıon ıunder the stimulus of

LOO violent sensıble object;106  E. Booth  epistemology arises from a concentration of the attention on the  likenesses between sensation and thinking to the disregard of their  differences. Yet those differences are there and demand attention —  though the situation is not as simple as the interpretation of Hamelin,  that Aristote (despite himself) found himself returning to the Platonism  he rejected.®) There is no doubt that the activity of voDs is transcen-  dently different from that of sensation, and the study of subjectivity  cannot by-pass the problems posed in the divergence between them  and take refuge in a conventional Aristotelianism.  For Aristotle the differences between thinking and sensation are  evident even at an observable level. « ... it lies in man’s power to use  his mind whenever he chooses, but it is not in his power to experience  sensation. » 7) And « ... the sense loses sensation under the stimulus of  a too violent sensible object; ... but when mind thinks the highly  intelligible, it is not less able to think of slighter things, but even more  able; for the faculty of sense is not apart from the body, whereas the  mind is separable. » 8)  Within the De Anima a coherent doctrine is developed within  the conception of knowledge being a movement from potentiality into  actuality, and (notwithstanding the difference between identity and  likeness) both intelleetual and sense knowledge are analysed in that  way. In sense knowledge, external objects become the activating  principle of sensations. As the subject in intellectual knowledge is  also in potency with regard to its object, it is necessary to establish  whence comes the activation.?) Yet though there may be difficulties  common sense’ and producing ‘dazzling glimpses of the obvious’ found the answers  to the speculative problems he put to his undoubted common sense far from obvious  (v. auct. cit., “The Evolution of Medieval Thought’, London 1962, p. 15).  6) « When pressed, Peripateticism comes to be absorbed into Platonism... The  system of Aristotle is a hardly concealed idealism», pp. 88 and 89 of ‘La Th6orie de  l’Intellect d’apres Aristote et ses commentateurs’, Paris 1953.  7) De Anima IT, 5, 417 b 24-25,  8) 7b. IIT, 4, 429 a 31 - b 5.  9) The interpretation of NUuYENS must be set on one side, resting on an exag-  gerated concentration on the analogy between intellectual and sense knowledge, that  «it is essential that knowledge develops under an influence coming from outside  it  consists for (Aristotle) in a use of our power (puissance) of knowing, to which no limits  are placed » (op. cit., p. 283). But then, forgetting the complete union of vonra in voDs  according to the De Anima, he holds the curious view that according to Aristotle ‘vonrTd...  universal concepts or essences... do not exist by (en) themselves, but only as substantial  forms united to matter’ ({b., p. 296).but when mınd thınks the hıghly
intellıgıble, 1t 18 no%t less ahle bO thınk of slıghter thıngs, but even INOTeEe

able ; for the faculty of 18 not apar from the body, whereas the
mınd 18 separable. 3)

Wıthın the De Anıma coherent doctrine 18 developed wıthın
the conception of knowledge being mMovement from potentialıty ınto
actualıty, and (notwıthstandıng the dıfference between ıdentity and
lıkeness) both intellectual and knowledge AIle analysed 1n that
WaYy In knowledge, external objects become the actıvatıng
princıple of sensat]1ons. As the subject 1n intellectual knowledge 18
a lso 1n potenCcy wıth regard LO ıts object, it 1s NECESSAaLY LO establısh
whence the actıvatıon.?) Yet though there mMay be diffieculties

COMMMLIMNOIN sense’ an producing "dazzling gliımpses of the obvious’ ouUunN! the AaADNSWEeTSsS

tOo the speculative problems he put TLOo his undoubted COININOIN far TOM obvlous
(v. uct. cıt., "The Evolution of Medieval Thought’, London 1962, 15)

ö) When pressed, Perıpateticism LO be absorbed into Platonism... 'The
system of Aristotle 18 hardly concealed iıdealısm 88 an of Theorie de
’ Intellect d’apres Aristote et SEes commentateurs’, Parıis 1953

De Anıma ; 5‚ 417 924..95
I, 4, 429 31

'The interpretation of NUYENS must be set OIl!  D sıde, resting CAUS-
gerated concentratıon the analogy between intellectual an knowledge, that

it; 18 essent]al that knowledge develops under influence comıng TOM outside 16
consısts for (Aristotle) In usSßc of OUT W (puilssance) of knowing, which liımits
Arec placed » (0D. CH., 283) But then, forgetting the complete unıon of vonTtTa In VOUS
according the De Anıma, he the CUrT10USs 1eW that according Aristotle "vonTa.
unıversal CONCEPTS ; An do not exıst by (en) themselves, but only substantial
forms united matter’ (20., 296)
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In explainıng thıs aN! dıfferences between the teachıng of De Anıma
and Metaphysıucs KL there 18 doubht that Arıstotle’s teachıng about
the fıinal StLAate of actıyated intellectual knowledge 18 that mınd and
object ATe ıdentified.1°)

The specıfıcally dıfferent character of intellectual knowledge,
that ON Can eXeTrTCIsEe 1t when ONe wılls, refers LO knowledge already
galned. T’he real problem, not only of ınterpretatiıon of Artıstotle but
a lso the problem to whıich he brought definıtıve explanatıon
solution, Was how fırst COMMEe by ntellectual object. And Irankly

shalll ave LO conclude that the best solution LO the problem of
interpretation 1s IN0) accept incompatıbılıty between the 1eW of the
De Anıma whıch makes ıntellıg1ıble reahtıies the ereatiıon of VOUS,
an! o€es not desıgnate place for 11 desıire 1n thıs creatıon L1OL

ave them exer attractıve force OVeLr US before US makes them,
and the 1eW of Metaphysıcs AIL, and hıch makes intellıg1ble
realhlıtıes ınıtıally ttract VOUS, thus putting the cCOomMInNg by intellectual
knowledge from ıts beginnıng into ontext of desıre and wıll Kven
though the account 1n Metaphysıcs 18 INOTIE desıgned LO ANSWeTr the
ontologıcal questions hat 18 thought ? », OW [915N ıt fıt into the
cosmos ® an LO fınd, ıIn CONSCYUCHNCEC, the of value 1n the
goodness of ıts objeects, than ıts MOTeEe lımıted subjective account of
the De Anıma, the dıfference of intention ll not completely explaın
the dıfference. For by makıng the potentialıty of VOUS actualsable
by already exıstıng VoNTA rather than by vVonTa ereated for ıt Dy ıtself,
the Methaphysıcs account cannot be completely interrelated ıth the
De Anıma aCCOUNT, NOT the place of desıire and wiıll which ıt ralses be
inserted into ıt

There 1s doubt that wıll oes play ımportant röle 1n the
dıfferent 2CCOUNTS of knowıng whıch Arıstotle g1Ves. And even 1n
sensatıon (n INal 1n anımals) the PTOCESS 1S not purely passıve ;
desıire whose human Counterpart 18 wiıll into ıt Perhaps
the distinetion between the primacy of the intellect and the primacy
of the wiıll mınd wiıll metaphysıc rests 1ın finer and INOTEe

elusıye dıstınetion than 18 usually supposed.
10) As ‚ARBOTIN wrıtes Cu., 99, 53 2), bringing together De ÄAÄnıma I! 3’

407 F dE VvoNTLS TCQ VONLATEO. an Metaphysics XIL, 9‚ 1074 358 1075 B, noting
particularly OÜ ETEPOU OUV VTOS TOU VOOULLEVOU Kal VOoU, 00& N VANV EXEL “uınlike the
SCNSECS, the intellect 18 completely identified ıth its object, for 1n this Aasec it 18 question
of forms wıthout matter’.
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Certamly the 1eW of Metaphysıcs XII brings mınd and 11
together 9a1 the fınal en of knowiıing an wıllıng.11) PUIC 311 ll
ultımately coincıde ıth knowledge, because the ultımate desırable
object 1S the ultımate intellıgıble.12) In hıs conception of OpeESLS,
Arıstotle took OVeTr the Plato’s notion of EmLÖ vLLA, but ıth hım ıt
18 not isolated ın the sensıtıve facultıes (whıch prevented Plato from
havıng place for wıll, and therefore havıng LO make virtue equa
knowledge). OpEELS stil] 1S attracted LO the apparen g00d, but 1ın ıts
intellectual extensıon ıt becomes ratıonal desıre BovANOıS, whıch
1s Super10r LO sımple OpeSELS ; and ıts object TO OPEKTOV 18 the real
N! not seem1ıng good TO »  OV KaAOv13), It 1S through the interdependence
of the facultijes Iın the body-soul unıty whıich he wıshed IK0) maıntaın
that Arıstotle Can g1ve place for wıll 1n intellection ; N! for the Samne

LEASOIN of continulty he ca  - (ın the De Anıma) g1ve to the POWEIS
themselves kınd of Judgement OVeTr theır PrOPDEI objects,14) N!
SUPPOSC the exıstence of AL for the coordıinatıon of diıverse
eXxperl1eNCes.

Here one must notıice ın the De Anıma 111 the ex1ıstence of
theme not 1n keeping ıth the rest., of whıch ıt remaılns OPEN QU€ES-
tıon whether ave the bringıng together of chronologıcally dıyverse
reflections. indec]ısıyeness the part of Artıstotle hımself INanlu-

scr1pt modıficatıons made ıth the presumptions of ater heremeneu-
tıc It hes aTrOoUuNd the question of the systematıc centralısatıon of
eXxperlenNCes. In chapter the ' of co-ordınatıon of diıyverse
sensatıons 18 attrıbuted LO theır workıng together. The SEN SCS PEI-
celve each other’s PTODET objects incıdentally, not 1n theır OW.: ldentity,
but actıng together ONC, (% LO} when sensatıons sımul-

11) Metaphystcs L, Ü AA “"The object of desire an the object of
thought INOVe wıthout being moved. The primary objects of desire an thought Aare the
same.‘

12) Gt. RICOT’sS commentary (*Aristote, la Metaphysique’, DE W edition, Parıs
1964, 1L, 676, {L, the iımmaterı1a|l substance 1S ,T the Same ıme T NÖTOV VONTOV
and T PTOV ÖpEKTOV.'. 'hıs 18 doubt the Or1g1n of the posıtıon of LOTINUS that
E the ll attalns thiıs object it; becomes thought’ (Ennead V.L,; 8! 6’ followıng BREHIER
translatıon).

13) Based M etaphysıcs XIIL, 7‚ 1072 798 In the De Anıma, Aristotle IS

unwilling LO divide ÖpeEıs into dıfferent parts, an BovAnoıs 1S desire 1n the cal-
culatıve part (TO AOYyLOTLKOV) 1} 97 439 6-'

14) De Anıma IHM4; 2) 4.26 81  D
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taneously 1ın the Case of the Samle object ».1°) In chapter H the
grTOoUNdS of avoldıng infinıte reESIESS he ocated gelf WaTreness 1ın
each w ıf there 18 separate A perce1ving sıght,
eiıther the PIOCESS wiıll ad ınfımtum must perce1ıve
ıtself 17) However, scattered throughout thıs chapter ALIc number
of references LO princıpal of unıty, whiıich confhets ıth the Qquası-
autonomy gıven LO POWELIS., Whereas chapter wiıll only g1ve
the co-ordinatıng funectjions LO the SeNsesS actıng together, chapter I1
ll Sa y That which QSSEeTTtS the dıfferences must be ON ; for sweet
dıffers from whıte It 1s the SAamnmne faculty then that assısts thıs; hence

ıt QSSEeTTtS nl thınks and peErCEWES. Kvıdently, therefore 1t; ıts 1MpPOS-
sıble LO Pass Judgement separate objeets by Sseparate facultıes ;
N! ıt; 1s a ISO obv1ıous from the followıng consıderations that they ATfe

not Judged at separate tımes. 18) And the faculty hıch makes the
Judgement 18 both dıyıded and undıvyıded T the SAaIne tıme 19)109  St. Augustine’s « notitia sur »  taneously in the case of the same object».!°) In chapter II, on the  grounds of avoiding an infinite regress he located self awareness in  each sense power : « if there is a separate sense power perceiving sight,  either the process will go on ad infinitum or a sense must perceive  itself. » 17) However, scattered throughout this chapter are a number  of references to a principal of unity, which conflicets with the quasi-  autonomy given to sense powers. Whereas chapter I will only give  the co-ordinating funetions to the senses acting together, chapter II  will say « That which asserts the differences must be one; for sweet  differs from white. It is the same faculty then that assists this; hence  as it asserts so it thinks and perceives. Kvidently, therefore it 1ts impos-  sible to pass judgement on separate objects by separate faculties;  and it is also obvious from the following considerations that they are  not judged at separate times. » 18) And the faculty which makes the  judgement is both divided and undivided at the same time *!?) «... as  a point is ... both one and two» (i.e. capable of being used in a place  of reference more than once) « in this sense divisible, so too in so far  as the judging faculty is indivisible, it is one and simultaneous in  action, but in so far as it is divisible, it uses the same symbol twice  at the same time».?) (The significance of simultaneity here will be  taken up when the Parva Naturalia structures are examined.?!) The  interpretation of «so it thinks and perceives», taken at its fullest  meaning, would give to voös a Cco-ordinating function which the  transcendent structure of chapters 4 and 5 would deny. The manuseript  position is that two texts read &povet for voet ??), and @pove? less  precisely involves the activity of mind. But if voc£ were the correct  reading it could be as in chapter 4 the cursive dianoetic activity of  embodied voös ?). Yet even if in this way the difficulty over the fact  16) 7b. 425a 30 - b 1.  17) Zb. 425 b 15-16.  18) 7b. 426 b 20-24.  19) 7b. 426 b 29, 427 a 2.  20) 427 a 9-12.  21) Cf. infra, p. 125 ff. especially note 73.  22) D. Ross, ‘Aristotle’s de Anima’, Oxford 1961, note to 426 b 22 amplifying the  Bekker tally of Mss.  23) V. De Anima III, 4, 429 a 23 : ‘by mind I mean that part by which the soul  thinks and forms judgements’.  A later passage, in De Anima IITL, 7, also belongs to this abberrant structure,  «now in the thinking soul (r# S& SıavontıkH YuxH) images take the place of direct per-pomt 1s109  St. Augustine’s « notitia sur »  taneously in the case of the same object».!°) In chapter II, on the  grounds of avoiding an infinite regress he located self awareness in  each sense power : « if there is a separate sense power perceiving sight,  either the process will go on ad infinitum or a sense must perceive  itself. » 17) However, scattered throughout this chapter are a number  of references to a principal of unity, which conflicets with the quasi-  autonomy given to sense powers. Whereas chapter I will only give  the co-ordinating funetions to the senses acting together, chapter II  will say « That which asserts the differences must be one; for sweet  differs from white. It is the same faculty then that assists this; hence  as it asserts so it thinks and perceives. Kvidently, therefore it 1ts impos-  sible to pass judgement on separate objects by separate faculties;  and it is also obvious from the following considerations that they are  not judged at separate times. » 18) And the faculty which makes the  judgement is both divided and undivided at the same time *!?) «... as  a point is ... both one and two» (i.e. capable of being used in a place  of reference more than once) « in this sense divisible, so too in so far  as the judging faculty is indivisible, it is one and simultaneous in  action, but in so far as it is divisible, it uses the same symbol twice  at the same time».?) (The significance of simultaneity here will be  taken up when the Parva Naturalia structures are examined.?!) The  interpretation of «so it thinks and perceives», taken at its fullest  meaning, would give to voös a Cco-ordinating function which the  transcendent structure of chapters 4 and 5 would deny. The manuseript  position is that two texts read &povet for voet ??), and @pove? less  precisely involves the activity of mind. But if voc£ were the correct  reading it could be as in chapter 4 the cursive dianoetic activity of  embodied voös ?). Yet even if in this way the difficulty over the fact  16) 7b. 425a 30 - b 1.  17) Zb. 425 b 15-16.  18) 7b. 426 b 20-24.  19) 7b. 426 b 29, 427 a 2.  20) 427 a 9-12.  21) Cf. infra, p. 125 ff. especially note 73.  22) D. Ross, ‘Aristotle’s de Anima’, Oxford 1961, note to 426 b 22 amplifying the  Bekker tally of Mss.  23) V. De Anima III, 4, 429 a 23 : ‘by mind I mean that part by which the soul  thinks and forms judgements’.  A later passage, in De Anima IITL, 7, also belongs to this abberrant structure,  «now in the thinking soul (r# S& SıavontıkH YuxH) images take the place of direct per-both ON an LWO (1.e capable of eıng sed 1n place
of reference INOTeEe than 0ONCe) 1n thıs dıvısıble, LOO ın far

the Judging faculty 1s indıvısıble, ıt; 18 ONe and sımultaneous ın
actıon, but 1n far ıt 1S dıvısıble, ıt Sses the SAINne symbol twıce
NF the Same tıme ».2°) (T’he s1ıgnıf1cance of sımultaneıty ere wıll be
taken when the Parva Naturalıa Structures AI examıned.21) The
interpretatıon of 1ıt thinks aN! percelves », taken 3 ıts ullest
meanıng, would g1ve LO VOUS co-ordinatıng funecetion whıch the
transcendent SsStructure of chapters and would deny. T’he manuscr1ıpt
posıtıon 1s that LWwO eEXTtS read DpOVvET for OE€EL 22), and q5pove2 less
precısely ınvolves the actıvıty of mınd. But. ıf O€L WT the COTTeCT,

readıng ıt; could be 1n chapter the Cursıve dA1anoetlie actıvıty of
embodıed VOUS 23) Yet even ıf 1ın thıs WaYy the dıfficulty OVeLr the fact

16) 49258 30-bl
17) 425 15-16
18) Ib 4926 (2..24,
19) 426 29, 497
20) 427 0.1  N
21) (F ınfra, 125 u especlally note

22) Ross, * Aristotle’s de Anima’, Oxford 196J1, note to 426 amplifying the
Bekker tally of Mss

23) De Anıma ILL, 4, 429 23 y mınd 106211 that part by which the soul
thinks an forms judgements’.

later pPassagc, ın De Anıma ILL, Y Iso belongs to this abberrant structure,
10 W 1n the thınkıng soul (rn S€ ÖLAVONTLKY) uyx%) images take the place of direct PeTI-
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of intellectual actıvıty WEeTE resolved, there remaılns urther problem
that the Previ1ous posıtıon that the SeNsesS eed specıal co-ordinatıng
W' o€es no0t coincıde ıth hat ere That there 18
ordinatıng W 18, we shall presently SCC, the characterıstie of
the sub]ectıvıty structures of the Parva Naturalıa and the Nıcomachean
Ethıucs 1n the De Anıma it 1S aberrant structure,24) an whıch of
the three explanatıons gıven above would be COTTeECT cannot be sald.
If ıt WeTIie®e not 1n fact innocent revısıon DYy later systematısers, the

of thıs iıdea would ave een interpreted by them accordıng
IK9) theır OW preconceptions wıthout the CONSCIOUSNESS of the PIO-
blematıc that characterised Artıstotle hımself.

One sıde of the problematic Was Arıstotle’s insıstence the
transcendent nature of thought; the other sıde Was the bringing
together of thınkıng ıth other lıving PIOCCSSECS, an Iın CONSCYHUENCE
hıs speculatıon about co-ordınatıng W! of and mınd Was

the place where hıs dıfficulty most appeared. Mondolfo has explaıned
the L1LE4ASONS whiıich lay behind thıs other sıde of hıs problematıc

thıs faculty of distiınetion ocated 1n the POWETIS, constitutes for
Arıstotle the motiıve an the of passıng OVer the dıyısıon whıich
aTLOo introduced the spirıtual actıyıtıes when he dıstrıbuted
them between the dıfferent and separate Parts of the soul. T’hus
Arıstotle LO affırm the continulty rec1ıprocal compenetratıon
of the facultıes NECESSALY LO the unıty of the subject. 25) Arıstotle’s
psychology should be Seen ınvestigatiıon which proceeds not
from the phılosopher’s study alone, but from the anatomıcal-biologist's
work-room. H; 1s elated, well LO the study of VoOUS, to Arıstotle’s

ceptions ; an when it asserts denies that they ALrC good bad, ıt; a VvO1lds PUTSUeS
them. Hence the soul thinks wıthout mental image. 'The PTOCESS 1sS jJust 1ike
that ın which alr atffects the AA ın particular WaY, an the CVC agaln affects something
else : and sımlılarly ıth hearing. 'T'’he ast thing to be affected 1s sıngle entity an
single Meanhn, although ir has INOTE than ONne aspect (To de EOXATOV EV, KaLl /LLCL MWETOTNS
TO ö eivaı QÜTY) mÄEL. (431 - Here the dıanoetiec actıvity 18 specified NOMN-

transcendent. The princıple at the en! 18 not tied to the dianoetiec LO actıvity.
Its generality WO end ı LO system-building, but ıth 1ts orıgınal ontext ın Aristotle
ıts applicatıon LO PUTre noetiec by Porphyry, would be questionable.

24) Editors of the Lext Secem unawäare of the problem. As the structure suggested
In De Anıma 11L, 2’ an 18 aberrant ONeE, the transcendent 0)41% ll be designated
that of ° De Anıma ILL, an

25) *L’Unite du su]e dans la. gnoseologie d’Aristote’, Revue Philosophique (de
France de l’Etranger) 143, 1953, 364-5.
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interest 1n the WaYy 1ın whıch sensat]ıons AIe transmıtted whether Dy
the blood not LO aM from the heart (which Wa for hım the
abode of the nutrıtıye and sensıtıve soul) Hıs proposal of body-soul
unıty set problem whıch led LO the d1scovery of nerves.?6) The
account of the search for centre of unıty 1ın the personalıty whıch
Was a lso centre of CONSCIOUSNESS and self-consc10usnNess wıll turn out
LO be princıple theme In thıs Once Arıstotle had proposed the
exıstence of co-ordınatiıng 9 the WaYy opened for analogous
treatment of mınd wıthout reference LO the bodıly alde of human
nature. Kxcept for Hegel OoNne of the wrıters covered DYy thıs
SaVC place In8 the body comparable to that gıven by Arıstotle they
felt, themselves absolved from probıng deeply he the question
of ıts relatıonshıp to mınd

a) How ihınkıng about.
Sensatıon Cannot be 1gnored, but the princıple CONCETIN the

study of subJjeectivıty 18 wıth thınkıng. Besıdes the locı classıcı for
Arıstotle’s aCccounts of thınkıng (De Anıma ILL, an 5: Metaphysıcs
XIL, and 9-10) there ATe shorter but sıgnıfıcant elsewhere.
The account 1n the De Anıma 18 not mean 1n the fırst place to g1ve
complete aCccount of aspect of thınkıng together. De Anıma 111

sıngle diılemma 28) 1ın LWO Ways, aN! ıt 1s 1n erMSs of ıt; that the
aCCOUNT 1S gıven firstly, ıT, Anaxagoras sald, the mınd needs to
dommmate 1ın order to know, how Ca  - there be continulty between
sub]ject an object such that they MaYy enter ınto unıty ıth each
other an thus the object be known; secondly, I5 when ıntellıg1ble
object 1s known the interactıon of subject and object demands theır
being lıke, how o€eSs mınd’s specıal Property operate. T'he second
eXpress10N of the dılemma Carrıes ıth ıt suggest1on that COIN-

munıty of nature 18 NECESSALY, mınd wıll belong LO the object 1n SOMe

WaY, perhaps by being mıxed ıth ıt Kxpressed sımply, the question
behind both forms of the dılemma 18 whether 1n thınkıng subject and
object AT lıke unlıke

Perhaps Can SEE ere allusıon to Passagc 1ın Plato’s Sophıst.
Not only would fınd relatıon of lıkeness between subject and

26) SOLMSEN, ‘Greek Philosophy an the Discovery of the Nerves’, Museum
Helvetıcum 1 9 196J1, 150-197

27) Principally 1n the second part of his Encyclopedia,
28) 4! 429 {r
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object ıf intellıg1ble objects themselves had mınd and lıyed an
thought » 29) the stranger’s assertion that « LO NOW 18 actıve, IN0 be
known mMmust 1ın turn be passıve » 30) would ımply that subject an
object WEeTeEe of the SAaINe kınd In the De Anıma Arıstotle’s erıt1que of
of the dılemma, and through ıt of the posıtıon of Plato, 1S tOo that
ıth intellig1ble objeects aN! mınd there 1S indeed lıkeness of nature
But there 1s passıvıty of object to subject the mınd makes ıts
intellıg1ble objeect bDYy ıts OW. W and then 1s passıve tOo it: unıtıng
ıt LO iıtself completely.

The erit1que of AaLO In these chapters of De Anıma TOCS wıder
an deeper st.111 1n the Samne diırection. Arıstotle Seces thınkıng not

remın]ıscence of pre-exısting intellıg1ble forms but creatıve an
actıve self-extension of mınd. T’he PrOCESS 1S deseribed the realısıng
of capacıty instead of the remın]ıscence of hat has always een
known. True, he 1S, lıke Plato, INOTeEe interested 1ın the knowledge of

INa  s who draws hat he already knows (though not through
anamnesıs), it 1s through hat 198828  - already knows that thınkıng
reaches ıts full S19N1fCcaNCE In organısed, related sejentifıe knowledge
(ETLOTYMN) rather than 1n the acquırıng of isolated elements of ınforma-
tion. T’he conception that thınkıng 1S actıvıty demands that knowıng
be potentaal LO obJject. And thıs 18 true of dıfferent degrees of
knowıng before something 18 learnt hlıke sheet of ready
LO rTecelve SOINeE wrıtiıng ; when something 18 learnt. ıdentiıfyıng thınker
and VONTOV for the fırst tıme 31) j and when {rom hıs habıt-hke POSSCS-
S10n of knowledge he recalls it N! Sses it

But ıf mınd 1S characterısed Dy the actıve production of intel-
hg1ble objects N! theır absorption LO the egree of ıdentiıfıcatıon 1s
ıt; able IM0) NOW ıtself ® For Plato the ques for SE knowledge had
spread ıtself through the lımıtless possıbılıtıes of inner an OUTer
experl1ence ; knowledge of the nature of the soul miıght require NOW-
edge of the nature of the whole INnanl 32)’ but ıt seemed possıble LO

29) Sophıst 248 249
30) 248 "Passıve’ translates MATNXEW.
31) Ihough Saa 1C. produces development TOM potential LO actual ın the

matter of understanding and thought oug. not tO be called teachıng, but needs SOIMMNeE

er name‘’ (De Anıma I V‚ 410 10-12). Perhaps this 1S because INOTE than receptivıty
18 involved by hıs creatıve reception of knowledge TOM SOTINEONE wh: actually knows,
the earner 1S developing himself.

32) Phaedrus 270
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arTTıve at Artıstotle turned agalnst thıs conception of self-knowledge.
Perhaps not wıthout remın1ıscence of the Phaedo, where the soul 18
deser1bed mOost 1ke the dıyıne N! immortal and intellectual aN!
unıform an indıssoluble and EeVEeLr unchangıng » 33)’ he took S12N1-
fıcantly dıfferent ori1entatıon from whıch much future thınkıng
Was to der1ve, regardless of the dıfficulties, not always grasped by hıs
Lfollowers, 1ın whıch he found hımself DYy regardıng VOUS sıngle
changeless eSsSSeNCcEeE Hıs dıfficulty from the fact that 1n human
thınkıng US would ave LO be iınvolved 1n mutabılıty, an 1n
embodıments. Quite apar from the fact that US had lost the amıhar
sgelf-eviıdence whıch ıt had for Plato the creatıvıty of ıts actıyve sıde
made it INOTeEe dıffieult object LO NOW 1n ıtself.

In the COUTSEe of treatıng the dılemma of whether intellectual
knowledge 18 through lıkeness ıunlıkeness he twıce refers LO the
possıbılıty of VOUS knowıng ıtself. The fıirst of these 94) that

when mınd has become the severa|l STOUDS of ıts objeects the mınd
1s then capable of thınkıng ıtself », 1s notorl10us aporl1a 35) The second
1S less dıfficult LO understand VOUS Ca  } thınk ıtself object
wıthout thınkıng an Yy VO’Y‚’TÖV ıts ımmaterlalıty and LO
ıtself allows thıs direct knowledge.36) But thıs self-knowledge 18 only
ONe CasSse of intellectual knowledge, and the LWwO allusions ATl INOTEe

than asıdes for Arıstotle’s followers they proved tantalısıngly dıffieult
LO interpret ; for ecleetic and neo-Platonıist thınkers of the future, V Or
regnan suggestlons.

Arıstotle’s resolution of the dılemma 1S 1ın two parts Kırstly that
there must be In intellectual knowıng continulty N! ıdentity between
thınker and object of thought, whıch alone makes thınkıng of
object possıble. So VOUS, In knowıng ıts PFroOPDET objeets, transcends
the dıstimgulshabılıty of ıtself from ıts object. It o0es thıs by ıtself
makıng the ıntellıg1bılıty, creatıng the VoNTOV. Thıs intellig1bılıty,
thıs VONTOV, 1s then recelved » by passıve part of mınd whıch then
becomes the object through the unıficatıon whıch 18 made possıble by
theır lıkeness; an speculatıve knowledge 1s the SAaIne ıts

33) Phaedo Professor ÄRMSTRONG has translated (LEL WOAUTOS 'always
1n the SAame relatıon LO itself” (*“Studies ın Tradıtional Anthropology Plato’, Downsude
Review 201, Vol 65, July 1947, 238)

34) 429 Bl  ©
35) Bn BARBOTIN, O' CH., 149
36) 430
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object » 37) Secondly, 1n thıs PTOCESS the domiatıng W' of mınd 1s
also preserved wıthout the PIOCESS of creatıng the VONTOV, the sSub-
sequent iıdentıfıcatıon would no%t be possıble. 'The dılemma 18 g1ven
solution though urther dıllemmas AI ecreated.

'T'he key Passasge 18 1n chapter Here the PrOCESS of knowıng
1s deseribed 1n the languages of physıcs an craftsmanshıp. The
receptivıty of mınd 18 lıkened LO the potentaalıty of matter LO recelve
form, uıunder the influence of In thıs Case the creatıvıty of
the agen intellect 1s the (To äLTLOV KL 7TOL'Y]TLKÖV f which 1s
a 180 deser1bed aTT (TEXvN) 88) Here the aCccount produced the
problem hıch harassed future commentators, not less than Arıstotle
hımself. He wıshed LO develop hıs insıght that VOUS ereated ıts iıntel-
hıg1ble objects. T’hat and the use of physıcal analogy would 1INnea4an

that unless mınd and knowledge weTe iıdentical an self-causıng, erTe
would ave IM0) be dıyısıon 1ın VOUS ıtself. VOUS then ould be ımper-
fectly unıted ıth the rest of the human personalıty. He FOCS LO

0Pt for thıs separate exıstence 39) an thereby creates dıyısıon 1n
the personalty.

Followıng the precedent of Plato, but ıth much IMNOTe sei1entifıe
prec1s1on, he makes another physıcal analogy 1n erms of composıte
ımage drawn from lıght.40) Careful physıcıst he Was Artıstotle NEeW
that hıght dıd no0% reveal objeets 1n theır true colours, but Was really
the condıtıon of theır being an y colours 1n the object lıght,
colour. So ıth the W of mınd intellectual creatıvıty,
intellıg1bılıty Whatever thıngs AIC ın themselves, they become antel-
I qrole and graspable only by thinker. And the colour laste only

long A the lıght, the intellıg1bılıty only whiılst the actıvıty of
the mınd 18 gıven LO the objects (or to remembered phantasm of
them). The mınd has LO make ıts object fırst 1n order LO become ıt;
there 18 question ere about how the intellıg1ble object begıns the
PTOCCESS of thınkıng. No sSeNse-eXp er1ence 1S saıld LO prompt the creati1-
V1ty of US

We turn LO the teachıng of Metaphysıcs XI[ and partıcularly

87) 430
38) 430
39) W hen isolated ıt 18 ıts true self an nothing INOIC, an this alone 18S immortal

an everlastıng , 430 D
40) « Mind 18 kınd of posıtıve state ike light; for light makes potential

into actual colours », 430 IET



St Augustine’s notatıa Sun 1D

chapter It should be noted that the well known early datıng of thıs
work by Jaeger 41) 18 longer unerıitically accepted; ıt 1s eVenN

dated late and COoNtemMpoTary ıth the De Anıma.*?)
ome of the teachıng of thıs book 18 parallel LO that of the De

Anıma. In chapter there 18 the Samme conception of the Nnıon of
thınker and object In Passage which ineludes sectıon geIf-
thınkıng relatable IN0 the fırst allusıon of De Anıma And thought
thınks ıtself through partıcıpatıon 1n the object of thought; for ıt;
becomes object of thought by the 2,C% of apprehensıon and thınkıng,

that thought an the objeect of thought AIe the Same » 43) 14 Z0CS
0) 1n dıfferent language, LO make the sSamImne dıstınetion of De Anıma
ILL, between VOUS actualısıng an potentıal that whıch 18
receptıve of the objects of thought, 1.e€ CSSCNCE, 18 thought ÜS)
And ıt actually funetjions (Evepyet) when ıt; POSSCSSCS thıs object.
Hence ıt 18 actualıty rather than potentaalıty that 18 held LO be the
diıyvyıne pOosSsesSsION of ratıonal thought 44)

But Metaphysıcs SEeEeS the actıvıty of thınkıng set 1n the ontext
of COSINOS 1ın which everythıng 18 moved by desıre for eternal,

41) In ‘Aristoteles, Grundlegung einer (Geschichte seliner Entwicklung', Berlin 1923,
translated ‘Aristotle, Fundamentals of the History of his Development’ by ROoBIN-
SO  Za (Oxford 1948), 29) an 3492 chapter ALV)

42) Chronological considerations would doubt assıst the unravelment of textual
differences. On the scholarly investigatıon of chronology the MOsSt recent accounts
Aare LWO by -:AUTHIER.

1) Chapter of volume of ‘L’Ethique Nicomaque, Introduetion, Traduection
et Commentaire’ by -AUTHIER an! JOLIF, Aristote Traductions et Etudes,
OUuvaıln an Parıs, Ind edition 1970 oate (PP 36-7) g1ves the posıtıon the dating
of the Metaphysıucs, an 377 g1ves speclal bıbliography the dating of ook p @ 8i
‘the poın of the chronology of the Metaphysucs’.

his 18 In SOormNe respects surpassed by
11) the first chapter of the brief 'La Morale d’Aristote’ (Paris
It would be mistake to think that a ll of the discrepancies ın Aristotle CHa.  > be

reduced LO chronologica. considerations. Kven ıf the eXTtS Are completely authentie
there remaıns the possibility of later modification of earlier text.

DÜRING cautiously remarks that he 18 longer certaın that & chronology Ca  -

be worked 0out for the psychological wriıtings "The deeper the psychological wrıtings
Are gSONE into, the INOTE clearly 0OR  - traces of working Ver (Überarbeitung) be seen/’.
(*Aristoteles, Darstellung un! Interpretation SEINES Denkens’, Heidelberg 1965, 561)
OWEeEeVer he commuıts himself In®) the 1e6W that the De Anıma 1ın iıts present version 18
‘the latest and most mature’.

43) ALL, 7, 1072 20-21
44) 1072 A 0 8
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fırst unmoved an thought and human desıre ATe less
subject LO that econdıtıon. T’he object of desıre and the object of
thought (To 6PGKTÖV KL „”o VoNTOV) INOVeE wıthout being moved...
thought (voÜSs) 1s moved by the intellig1ıble UTO TOU vonNTOV) 45)
'T’he De Anıma aCcCount W as not interested 1ın the arousal of thınkıng
by desıre aln y applicatıon of M! of wıllıng eXcept perhaps
when knowledgeable InNna  S chose LO uUuSe the knowledge he already
had 11 18 poss1ıble LO read aSspeCct of wıllıng into the conception of
mınd domınant, but ıt would be aufficelent LO SsSece thıs domınance

being aspect of mınd’s transcendence.
The INOTeEe ontologıical 2CCOUNT of Metanphysıcs 0€S not colncıde

ıth the subjective account of De Anıma 1n the ALlCa where they
overlap the inner motiıvatıon of thınkıng. T’he De Anıma leaves the
impression that thınkıng W as A dynamıc spontaneously ecreatıve
PTOCESS whıich creates the object of thought, lıke ıtself aN! thereby
absorbable. Metapnphysucs makes ıt aPPCAal that the object of the mınd
1s already made for it. and that ıt; oOwards the intellıg1ıble object
under ıts desıre. C(Commentators Ür therefore faced ıth task of
locatıng the desırabilıty of the VoNTOV wıthın the De Anıma analysıs.

text 1ın De Anıma which attrıbutes the w of thought 1n ıtself
LO separable an INOTE dıyıne mınd, N! « thıinkıng, lovıng an
hatıng LO the indıyvyıdual whıich POSSESSES the mınd o0€es not help uS,
because the actıv1ıty of love (DiAetv) o0e€eSs not belong LO the dıvıne,
creatıve m1nd. 46) Perhaps though ıt; 18 not exphicıtly sa1ld the
supra-temporal a‚N! dıyıne transcendence of VOUS 18 such that it Ca  -

tımelessly call the V07]Td iınto beıng and yet, being a 1so0 ıiımmanent 1n
INa subject LO tıme, allow 1t LO aPPCAaL that the VO'Y]T6V ALLraClcts the
VOUS. But 1t take the EXTtS 1n the WaYy In which they stand 10 the
later datıng of Metaphysıcs XIT actually hıghlights the inconsıstency.

D) T'’he relatıonshıp of ihınkıng LO wiıllıng.
We SEeE then that the question of the prior1ty of intellect ll

aT1ISES 1n Arıstotle hımself In different works, but 1ın the SamInec epıste-
mologıcal question N! 1n wrıtings whıch modern research has SUD-
posed IN0 be quıte Contemporary. But thıs should not be regarded
hıstorıcally the fırst CEMETISCNCE of 111 metaphysıc Nor 18 ıt *-
prıate LO the ASC the spırıt of Arıstotle IK0) for complete

45) 1072 26-27,
46) 408 18-30
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schematiıec an systematıc reconcıllatıon of the phenomena of thınkıng
and desıre. There 18 much discrepancy 1ın the LWwO aCCounts there
18 between the place of thınkıng an the INOTE transcendent aSpEeCtS of
EPWS 1ın aLO indeed the sımllarıty 18 vVOLYy strıkıng. The phenomenon
of wıll Was well-known EeEVEeN before the tıme of Plato a‚N! Artıstotle.
Mondolfo has wrıtten the place of the wıll 1ın ancıent phılosophy.*7)
He elates the OpEELS In Arıstotle LO EPWS 1n Plato; and he fınds the
element of wıll In the of Judging, an (a COMMMON place of
Greek thought known LO back LO Xenophanes) the eed of dl
GO diffieculties 1ın order LO COMEe by knowledge. Hamelın has
9180 examıned the place of the wıll 1n Arıstotle 1n whose moral teachıng
he pomts out that LO lıve virtuously havıng 111 LO keep the
mean.48) And he SUSDESTS that there 1S racdıcal dıfference ıth Arıstotle
from the posıtıon of Soecrates (and Plato) that virtue Was knowledge
alone.$

Commentators today who Ir y LO reconcıle the De Anıma I11
2CCount ıth the Metaphysıcs XI} aCcCount ALlC the SUCCGCESSOTS of the
early commentators who OUN! the Same problem. T’heophrastus,
Arıstotle’s SUCCESSOÖTL, WwWTOTEe that LO submıt the 2,.CT of VOUS LO dif-
ferent 1s absurd (dTomovV)... unless the 1S another US 50)
and he alıgns hımself ıth the posıtıon of the De Anıma « 1t 18 1n
the soul (WuyN) (that these movements have) theır SOUTCEe (Apy  Y  ); theır
actıvıty and theır end » 51) TOM thıs ıt aPPEAIS that the dıfficulty
of reconcılıng the posıt1onNs Was sSccCcH from the earhest tımes, aN! the
tone of the 1ITS quotation SUSDZESTS that Theophrastus had assıımed
the mantle of Arıstotehan orthodoxy agalnst Platonıist deviatıonısm.
Hamelın quotes Themiıstius makıng the wıll pr10T LO the intellect In
the that, Arıstotle hımself Sald, thought acCCcompanıes wıllıng.92)

47) In the second chapter of hıs Comprensione Soggetto Umano nell’Anti-
chitä Classica’, Florence 1958 "T'he Will Condition of (lonsciousness and the Aectual
Conception of the Cognitive Processes'’. It 1S abundantly clear TOM this book that ıt
18 quıite out of the question that ll metaphysic begins ıth Augustine, 1s SOINe6-

tımes supposed.
48) 7E orale d’Aristote’, Revue de M etaphysıque el Ade Morale 30 1923), p.499
49) 503 His proposal that 11 18 NECESSAaL’ Y that VOUS mTaONnNTLKOS Cca.  -

conform LO the PUTIC thought of the VOUS TOLNTLKOS (20.) IS VeErTYy questionable.
50) Fragment VI 1n BARBOTIN, C: 258 ‘A bsurde‘ 1s Barbotin’s translatıon.
51) Fragment ZCHT, 20.,; AD
52) Theorie de I’Intellect d’apres Aristote et SsSes Commentateurs’, Parıs 1953,

p. 41
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What lıes behind the dıvergences of these L wo texts 1S INnOTEe than
the relatıve priority of VOUS 11 iın cComıng by intellectual NOW-
ledge fOor the fırst tıme. aLEeTr systematısers WeTe concerned ıth thıs
question of COUTISEC but ıth wıder ONeSs how would wıll and NOW-
ledge be interrelated together 1n anY human actıon % Would thıs take
place consecutively, would they interpenetrate % Arıstotle SaVC
attention these matters but he dıd not TaW the Nnes ıth the
sharpness whıch eclectics, neo-Platonıists an EVEN Augustine and
later Chrıistian wrıters thought NECESSAaLY. HKor the boundarıes they
TEW ıth fırm, though not necessarıly rough, hands had 1ın
COININOLN ıth those tentatıve but penetratıng perceptions of the
elusıve ınterplay of mınd and wıll 1ın deliberatıon and cho1ice In N ı1ıco-
machean Ethıucs 114, an Neo-Platonıists derıyed theır teaching
the relatıons of wıll and US rather from the hypothesıs that ultımately
they would coiıncıde than from hat they found As the supposedly
ıllusory world of experlences. Augustine found ıt NECESSaLY LO
bınd together coıncıdently ıntellectus and (AMOT voluntas In the
substance of the human MENS, whıich neo-Platonısm had bound
together only 1n transcendent VOUS. Thıs Was not only stylıstically
far from the 1eW of Arıstotle ıth hıs AaA WarenNness of the problematıc
of theır dıstıncetness. But great Was his esteem for the sheer ecreatıve
A of VOUS, that ıt 1S dıfficult LO be ecertaın that ıt WasSs agaınst hıs
spirıt LO PUrSuU€ LO the lımıt hıs insıghts ıts nature and actıvıty and
ıts iırradıatıon OVelr everythıng else.

T'he Daivisıons sed. by Arıstotle and t.he@'r sıqnıficanNcE
It 1s ımpossıble to deseribe the invısıble VOUS 1n words whıch

AT e not primarıly designed for materıal objeets. The advantage of
meanıngful communıcatıon must Overrıde the disadvantage of lımıted
applıcatıon. Arıstotle’s posıtıon has een well expressed by Barbotin 53)

At the bottom of a ]] of these diseussions the Same fundamental
dıfficulty 18 found how LO CXDTIESS ıth the help of erms bor-
rowed from physıcs passıon, alteratıon, MOovemen reahties
of quıte dıfferent order that of thought. Already the notlıons
of natural Sc]1eNcCe Ale elaborate that they ave be severely
corrected LO be a‚hle to be transposed and correspond to the
demands of theır Nne  — objects. OÖf COUTSC, SOI1lle such necessıty
53) OD C8., 104
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exısts for whoever takes the problem of knowledge unless
CONCEPTS AIe employed which belong LO COININLON experıence, ıt;
18 impossıble LO begın the metaphysıcs of mınd (espruet). Arıstotle’s
method reveals In strıkıng WaYy the continulty of the real an T
the Samle tıme the VEeELY StrOoNg feelıng fOr the dıfference of
thınkıng.
The break 1n style ıth Plato 1ın its deser1ption of the soul COoOu.

not be InNOTeEe strıkıng. T’he use of termınology from Physıcs, and the
rejectıon of the TESOUTCES of myth Was meant LO shock the readers
both by the unusualness of the not]ons N! the of the resultıng
conceptlions. aber neo-Platonists took the point of the spiırıtualısatıon
of ese conceptions rather than theır materlalısatıon. The choıce
of 1E  w WaYy Was 1n delıberate.

Nuyens an Mondolfo ave both examıned the crıt1que of Plato
implıcıt 1n thıs cho1ice aN offered dıfferıng Judgements ıts SUCCESS

So Nuyens wrıtes

1t has een SEEeN that (Arıstotle) had adopted hıs OW

3CCOouUunNt the Platonıec theory of the Parts of the soul... In the
passase whıch he trıes In8 combıne thıs theory ıth
the nNne  < conceptıion of the soul-entelechy, EVCN 1ın the Case of I1a  H 1}

But LO Nuyens ıt; Was ımpossıble LO ave the whole soul An EVTEAEY ELG
an VOUS ıth transcendent funetion.

If the so111 18 1n ıts entirety substantıal form, even ın INan,
hat then 18 voUs ® Thıs question aT1SES 1n Man y places ın the
De Anıma. Related the OT1g1N of INal, ıt; brings Arıstotle LO
dılemma wıthout alLYy WaYy OUt 5o)
MondolIfo SecesS the problem 1ın INOTIC sanguıne Way The cate-

gor1es LO whıch Arıstotle turned enabled hım LO solve problems hıch
Plato could not solve

'The crıt1que of the trı-partıte divısıon of the soul made by
Plato led Artıstotle LO au bstitute the cCONCEePT of faculty fOr that
of pPart, that 1s LO Sa Y, LO relate ıt; LO unıtary ıdea of the soul, by
interpreting ıts dıfferent activities_ degrees of ProgressLve
development 56)

54) 0° C., 214
55) 0 Cil., 236
56) *L’Unite 359
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faculty of Judging, found In the INOTE empirıcal structure 57) 18
« rudımentary form of the medıatıon between and intelligence
which provıdes of surmountıng the dıiffieulties whıch
1ın Plato’s psychology, whose r1g1d dıyısıons dıd not explaın how the
soul could apply LO sensatıons the categor1es of exıstence, ıdentity,
distinetion 8)

Mondolfo proposed tO relate the eENSEC-DOWEI ıinvolved 1n Judge-
ment ıth the inter10r of Augustine.5®) As shall SCC, Artıstotle’s
aCCOUNT of thıs subsequently known A the COININOIN SCNSE )»,
provıded Porphyry In partıcular ıth model for integrated
subjectivıty Structure NF the level of the hıghest hypostases.%°)

ome of the problems whıch ıth these divyısıons ave already
een pointed 0OuUt In De Anıma ET D, the receptivıty of VOUS 18 made
analogous 1ıth matter, and ıts certaınty cCompared ıth technıque.
T’he Platonıec notion of EPWS has een transferred ınto the INOTe Se-

based OpeESELS.
Yet, the dıstınetion wıthın VOUS between hat makes and 18

1mpassıve an eternal, and hat becomes ıts object N! 1s mortal,
oes not StaYy purely formal dıyısıon. Ags 1n the materı1al world

efficı1ent 18 dıstinet from that whıch ıt. operates, 1t 18 hardened
into dıyısıon which 1S perplexing; not how the LWwoO Can yet be ONLGE,
but how the ON US Ca  - yet be LWwO We ave erTe the age-old problem
of the transcendence immanence of VOUS ; and DO antıcıpate, ıt 1s
both.61)

57) Le the aberrant structure of De Anıma \A diseussed above, 108 anl the
Parva Naturalıa sStructures below, 125

58) °*L’Unite 265
59) These relationsh1ps Aare disecussed aTter.
60) Porphyry explicıtly models his noetic the COTININON (ommentary

the Parmenides fr. XILL, 23 Fr HADOT, Porphyre et, Viecetorinus , Parıs 1968,
108 an 109

61) It should be possible LO distinguish between VOUS 1ın ıts human em bodiments
which needs LO make a 11 things, an VOUS ın ı1ts separate exıiıstence where the need LO
create vonTta presumably does not exıst. But the ontent of the separate divine VOUS
18 not clear Ven In the M etaphystıcs &W account there 18 LOOIN fOor dıvergence of
VIeWS. 'The vonTta already exıist an! attract the desire of embodied VOUS. Whıiılst the
ultımate principle VONTLS VoNTEWS VONOLS (1074 b 34-35) 18 normally taken
divine thinking, intent nothıng but itself, the identification of vonTa ıth VOUS
( VONOLS TW VOOULLEVA E  LO 1075 4-5) COU. allow the complete Incorporatıon of al
intelligibles ınto the divıne, which Albinus made. Though 1t should be noted that
PLOTINUS ater made thiıs incorporatıion crıbıque of > self-thinking. Cf. nnecad
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The dıvısıons of Arıstotle hıs opposıtıon In9 Plato’s epıstemo-
logy of remınıscence-Innateness ; he insısts the fact of learnıng
AaAn W an the creatıvıty of intellıgence. The problems whıich ave
een dıiseussed far L princıpally concerned ıth the question

how 18 VOUS prompted In8 produce from experlence the
of knowıng thıngs In theır intellıgıble unıversalıty ? » Whıle both of
Arıstotle’s theorJ1es GCOMNCUL 1n the fact that VOUS and VOoNTOV ATe iden-
tıcal 1n aCT, the Plato-Lhke perspectıve of Metaphysıucs gy1Ves place
LO 111 through the place of the desıre, whıle VOUS 1n De Anıma

INOVE under ıts OW. creatıve spontaneıty. oth faJll 1n ıth the 1e W
that knowledge 1S LO be created, not LO be found 1n the soul, innate and
ready made. But the dıstınetions between VOUS N! uy  N> between
VOUS that makes a ]] thıngs and VOUS that becomes a, 11 thıngs, even

between VOUS immanent and VOUS transcendent, AIlC only 1mprTeS-
sıonıstıcally transcended 1n the interest of maıntaınıng the unıty of
the human personalıty. So 4ÜLe left ıth dıyvyısıons and unıty not
0OuUt of the desıre LO PTODOSE paradoxıcal unıty 1n dıversıity, but
because of the insolubılıty of the questions posed

a) Subzectwity. How the mınd kNnows ıtself
It 1s 110 NECESSAaLY LO o0k INOIE closely RF the two Ways deseribed

In De Anıma LL 62) 1n hıch mınd May NOW ıtself.
The first refers LO the poss1ıbılıty of self-thinkıng 1n the ontext

of becomıing earned But when the mınd has become the several
STIOUDS of ıts objects... the mınd 18 then capable of knowıng ıtself. 63)

There 1s reference erTe LO the preceding scattered senNtenCces
LO hat has een deser1bed aberrant structure 64) ıt refers

V, 17 where he proposed that Aristotle ought LO have extended the noetiec COSINOS

LO embrace the lower INOVEeTS an indeed everything; Iso b 5! the VonNTA must nOot
be sought for outsıde voÜSs.) The content of the diıyıne VOUS 1ın De Anıma KL 18 less Cas y
LO discern. Ags making a ]] intelligibles, NOW would ıt; not know them Yet, when isolated
ir 18 iıts true self and nothing INOTE », wıthout MECIMOLY (430 22-24 PLOTINUS’s CONMN-

ception that 1n contemplating the One an itself, VOUS produced the vVonTa by kınd of
overflowing 18 ormula of reconcılıatıon of self-thinking ıth the ereatıon of intel-
lig1ibles, yet the tiımeless unıon of VOUS ıth VoNTA eeps the thought wıthın Aristotelian
orthodoxy.

62) @i® above, 113
63) 4929 5-1  © Ross does not entertaın the need to consıder the question

of self-knowledge here ‘there would be poın here In reference to self-knowledge’
(*Aristotle de Anima’, Oxford 196J1, 292)

64) O: above, 109
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purely tOo intellectual knowledge, LO knowing 1n ıtself. As the PAassase
identifıes thınkıng ıth the dıyıne actıvıty 1t; 18 certaımly NECESSaLY
to keep Iın mınd ıts transcendence. Though the ontext 1s of the
embodıed US whıich tOo know « the everal of ıts objects ®
Iın thıs a least something hıke, perhaps something ıdentical wıth, the
divıne SLALE of full self-knowing aT1SES. That intellectual actıvıty 1Ss
always of ıts nature self-conscl10us 18 not exactly stated, but 18 the
presumption. The ereatıon of intellıg1ıbılıtıes 18 the condıtıion of mınd’s
awakenıng LO ıtself, quıte apar from the fact that there AI infer10T
forms of self-awareness, whıch ATre not properly intellectual. 'T’he
general princıple 1S gıven ıIn the ontext of the attaınment of earned
knowledge the achlıevmen of stable an coherent AaIfeca of know-
ledge g1VeS mMan of the extendıng of hıs OW. capacıty and
1s the best experlienNCce for understandıng of the A which
has has made that extensıon possıble. How far the «then » (TOTE)
should be taken 1s not clear from the text. the flow of argumen
it; stands 18 that 1ın eXercıIsINg acquired, habıtual knowledge, VOUS
1s ahle LO thınk ıtself, because it has become ıts potentlal objeets, an
these ave become mınd ıtself. In thınkıng ıts VO'T]T(i whıich ıt has
ecreated ıt 18 1ın fact thinkıng ıtself because of ıts ıdentity ıth them
It 1s not knowledge of ıtself the contemplatıon of eSSsSeNCcEeE VOUS
18 intensely PUTE actıvıty whiıich becomes completely identifıed
wıth the objects which ıt; ıtself makes. But 1ın reducıng ıts nature
such vanıshıng polnt, RF which self-knowıing and object-knowıing AT

ıdentifıed, paradoxically the spirıtual transcendence of thıs xıstent 1s
enhanced, not taınted.

The sSecOoNd CcCase of self-thinkıng 18 when mınd delıberately Urns
ıts attention ıtself ; ere ıts tımeless transcendence MUust LO SOINe

extent be lost, because of the eed of deliberatıon. It miıght be argued
that the princıple stated erTe could extend LO the Ccase of US thınkıng
of another US, which might be the dıyıne VOUS

(vo US 18 also ıtself thinkable, ]Just 1ke eTt objects of thought
Its objects AT VOoNTA, and 276 known because they AT made identi1-
fıable wıth ıtself. Hor 1n the Case of thıngs wıthout matter that hıch
thınks an that whiıich 18 thought ATe the SamIne, for speculatıve NOW-
edge (EmLOTNLN DewpnNTLKY) 18 the Sammne ıts objects. 65)

65) 430 A Again Ross  2  S} commentary has reference LO the question of self-
knowledge.
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T'he mode of ıdentity 18 deser1bed httle later 1n WaYy from whıch
exact parallels ıth knowledge AIe long Way aWAaYy

The soul, then, QCtS lıke hand; for the hand 1s instrument
which employs instruments, an In the S4a1711e WaY the mınd 1s
form whıch Se> forms, an the 1s form whiıich employs the
forms of sens1ıble objects. (Literally,St. Augustine’s « notitia sui »  123  The mode of identity is described a little later in a way from which  exact parallels with sense knowledge are a long way away :  « The soul, then, acts like a hand ; for the hand is an instrument  which employs instruments, and in the same way the mind is a  form which uses forms, and the sense is a form which employs the  forms of sensible objects. » (Literally, « ... the forms of forms... the  form of sensible objects’ » : e/ö0s elö@v ...eldos alo0ntOv %).  There is a substantial identity of conception between the first  of these passages in the De Anıma with a passage in Metaphysics  « And thought (voös) thinks itself through participation in the object  of thought (aürov ö€ voet 6 voDs KaTA LETAANYıw ToD vonrToD); for it  becomes an object of thought by the act of apprehension and thinking,  so that thought and the object of thought are the same, because  that which is receptive of the object of thought, i.e. essence (0odolas),  is thought (voös). » °7) The first sentence states unequivocally what we  had supposed in De Anima III, 5 : that object-thinking is at the same  time self-thinking.  And the text continues with an expression which seems nearest  to the De. Anima account : « Hence it is actuality (evepyet) rather  than potentiality (ro SexTıkov) that is held to be the divine possession  of rational thought» ®8). Activity is the characteristic of thinking in  itself, but the exteriority of its object (in the Metaphysics) introduces  the place of desire and potentiality in what is not divine.  But to return with this parallel idea to the De Anıma account.  Self-knowledge, as an activity of voös and supposedly a perception  of its unity with itself, would fall foul of the division between actualising  and receptivity : though it does not create its own intelligibility anew,  as it is already intelligible and open to itself, it has to be received  « Just like other objects of thought»; and if so, as the neo-Platonists  suggested, the unity would be lost, and the absolute unity of thought  with itself in self-knowing would exist only on the divine side of a  noetic divide. But let us accept the impressionistic surmounting of  this divide and assume that thought and self-thinking can at least be  the intermittent activities of their human embodiments. A man may  66) III 8, 432 a 1-3.  67) 1072 b 20-23. In his notes on lines 18-21 and 18 Ross regards this thinking as  being ‘of the divine voös itself’ only : Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Oxford 1924, ITI, p. 379.  68) 1072 b 23.the forms of forms... the
form of sensıble objects’ eELÖ0S EL  AT €ELÖOS a20'97;1‘d‘)1l 66)
There 1sS substantıal identity of conception between the fırst

of these ın the De Anıma ıth Passage ıIn Metaphysucs
And thought (voDs thınks ıtself through partıcıpatıon 1ın the object

of thought (aüTOV Oe€eEL VOUS KAaTa METAANWLV TOU vonNTOÜ); for ıt
becomes object of thought DYy the 3C of apprehensıon an thınkıng,

that thought and the object of thought AIe the Same, because
that whıch 1s receptıve of the object of thought, 1.e€ eSSCMHNCcE (0D0Las),
18 thought (voDs). 67) T’he first sSseNTENCE States unequ1vocally hat
had supposed ın De Anıma ILL, that object-thinkıng 1s NF the SsSame

tıme self-thinkıng.
And the text continues ıth eXpression whıch neaTest

tOo the De Anıma 23CCount, Hence ıt 18 actualıty (Evepyet) rather
than potentlalıty (TO ÖEKTLKOV) that 1s held IK8) be the dıyıne possession
of ratıonal thought » 68) Actiıvıty 1s the characterıstie of thınking 1n
ıtself, but the exterl1orıty of ites object (ın the Metaphys1ıcs) introduces
the place of desıre and potentialıty 1n hat 18 not dıyıne.

But LO return ıth thıs parallel ıdea to the De Anıma 2CCount
Self-knowledge, actıvıty of VOUS and supposedly perception
of ıts unıty ıth ıtself, would fall foul of the dıyısıon between actualısıng
and receptivıty though ıt o0€es not create ıts OW. intellıg1bılıty AaNCW,

it 18 already intellıgıble a,N! OPCH LO itself, ıt has IM0) be receı1ved
Just lıke other objects of thought»; N! ıf S! the neo-Platonıists

suggested, the unıty would be lost, and the absolute unıty of thought
ıth ıtself 1n self-knowing would exıst only the dıyıne sıde of
noetiec dıyıde But let accept the ımpress1onıstıc surmountıing of
thıs dıyıde aN! asSSume that thought an self-thinkıng ÖCa  S T least be
the intermıttent actıvıtıes of theır human embodıments. INa  -} a y

66) I11 8’ 439 &s
67) 1072 20-23 In hıs nNnOTtes lines 18-21 an Ross regards thıs thinkıng

being ‘of the divine VOUS iıtself” only Arıstotle’s Metaphysics, Oxford 1924, I 9 379
68) 1072
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thınk of hımself 1ın two WaYys the thıinker whose CONSCIOUSNESS of
intellig1ble objects coincıdes ıth hıs OW. CONSCIOUSNESS because
ıt 1s hıs CONSCIOUSNESS whıch creates them and he knows hıs thınkıng
1n the samme creatıve aCct; an ın turnıng hıs thought upoN hımself,
an erTe he knows hıs thıinkıng directly because hıs mınd 18 iımmate-
r1al object and present LO ıtself 1ın WaYy lıke the unıty of 'VO'Y‚TÖV
ıth s The fırst INaYy be sa1ld ıM0) he normal eature of subjeetivıty ;
the second INOTe occasıonal ON  D The first discloses the basıc quality
of thought’s OW. self-reflection, the second, by beıing INOTE direct 1s
fıttıngly INOIEC dıvıne, but of ıts human embodıment Arıstotle’s analysıs
could not reach the sımple unıty he sought.

The aberrant subjeetivıty StErUCctUTE of De Anıma ILL, 2, an 69)
has qualities 1ın ıt whıch AT INOTeEe fully detaıliled 1ın TEee other EXTS,
where they AI not 1n confhet ıth eTt reflections the nature of
sensıtıve self-conselousness 0  9 excepting the Nıcomachean Ethıucs
of the transcendent quality of thought 1ın ıtself Passages 1ın the
De Sensu el Sensıbualsbus an De Somno el Vıgıleo ave much INOTeEe

clearly drawn-up statement the ex1ıstence of centre of
self-cConsSC10uUSNESS 1C 1s also coordınator of sensatı]ıons than the
scattered references In the De Anıma. The fırst, of these, hıke that 1n
De Anıma 1L involves a W aTreNeSsSS of tıme, though concomıtant
of continuous sensatıon, not 1ın the fact of sımultaneıty. The other
text, In Nıcomachean Ethics i 9, brings thınkıng together ıth
sensatıon ın thıs centre of self-consc10usness, invıtıng Comparıson
agaln ıth the Passasge 1n De Anıma I1 71) whıch Iınks thınkıng ıth
sensatıon ıIn the co-ordınatıng

69) @n SUPTO, 109 an {1, The ECXTDS AlC here lisfied after the De Anıma 1n
such WaYy that 1t this arrangement WEeTITC taken chronological ıt would ıth
the line of reason1ıng of BLOCK 1ın his °Order of Aristotle’s Psychological Writings’
for the prior1ity of the De Anıma agalınst Ross an uyens (Amerıcan Journal of hılo-
LOQY, 1961, Vol 8 9 50 {f.) And the text TOM the KEthıics has een added cul.
mınatıon. (Though the aberrant structure ın the De Anıma adds complications hich
would have LO be faced In study of chronology based the conception of the ‚: 1NeT'-

201 of teachıng iınto clarıty anı into systematıc form.) He makes hıs Case TOM
princıple of SUPPOSE! progressivıty, anı COIMININON inspection of the eXTS.

But that Aristotle have regression‘ ıIn hıs thinking 18 often supposed C LO hıs
earlier Platonism (by AMELIN throughout “ .heorıe de I’Intellect d’apres Aristote
et, SCS Commentateurs’, Parıs 1953 and LO earlier scepticısm about the immortality of
the soul 1n hıs middle (by (+AUTHIER, "Introduetion.. 49)

70) ınfra, 127 an the sign1ıficance of 177 26-28
71) 4.26
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In the De Sensu el Sensibalıbus ere 18 continuous centre of
self-consc10usness, not focussed to the simultaneous dısecernment
of ident1ity between dıverse 1MPTreSSIONS 9a1 pomt 1n tıme, but the
continulty of self-awareness through the passage of tıme. T’hıs text

SOECS far LO assoclate self-eonsc1i0usnNess ıth t1ime-consc10uUusSNeESS
that an Y objective er1ıter1a for tıme AT for the moment forgotten.

HKor i when INa  - percel1ves hıimself OT anythıng else 1ın econtinuous
tıme, ıt 18 imposs1ıble fOr hım LO be unaware of hıs exıstence, N ıf
agaln 1n contınuous tıme there Ca  - be tıme OTr LO be quıte
imperceptı1ble, ıt 1S clear that durıng that tıme he would be uUuNawWale

of hıs exıstence, and of the fact of hıs see1ıng OL percelV1INg » 72) So
there 1s inner whıch 1s together self-consc10us, objeet-per-
CEIVINg and DaTı tıme-CONSCIOUS; an tıme 18 the medıum, the
element, wıthout whıch an Y knowledge 18 imposs1ıble. 73) T’he text then
TOES LO make thıs iInner responsıble for the iınter-relatıon of
diıverse sımultaneous perceptions the general faculty of perception

72) 448 26-30.
73) Time In Aristotle 1S not purely ‘the num ber of motion’ (apıdos KLIVNTEWS

De ()oelo I’ 279 15), NOT Ca  - it; be completely accounted for by the fact that explain
tiıme an unıform motion DYy each er (PhysStCcs } 90 22-24 According to

FESTUGIERE, the Physıcs makes distinetion between the before- an afterness of
tiıme an tıme tself, an makes the numberabiılity of bodies mMoOovıng in tıme depend

the ex1ıstence of num berer (*Le emps de ’Ame selon Arıstote’, 1ın Etudes de Phılo-
sophıe eCQUE, Parıs 1971, 205 hıs formally appeared 1n the Revue des SCLENCES
Phrlosophiques T’heologiques, 1934, part 1) text of Physıcs would Justify him
iın thus makıng distinetion between physical an psychic tıme ur nothıng C  > count

eXcept CONSCIOUSNESS (uxn) an CONSCIOUSNESS only intellect (not sensatıon merely),
it; 1S impossible that tıme should exıst ıf CONSCIOUSNESS did not’ (223 25-27 According
LO Aristotle, al experıence under the first heaven’ must involve place, vold an tıme

(De oelo I’ 279 11-12), an ıf that 18 related LO the fact that the whole of nature

constituted, ıth the desire of God an! mind trıes to relate itself to al nature
1ın order LO know ıt and ‚Iso LO num ber it, iıt; 1S possible SCcC that tıme for Arıstotle
involved “distension of the soul’. The idea, of Augustine, deriving TOM Plotinus’s
conception of uxn S government of the materlial world, MaYy, 1n turn back Aristotle.
The duratıon of tıme 18 thus exposed the lement 1n which human actıvıty must take
place. DUBOIS (*Le emps et, I’Instant selon istote’, Paris INOTE lengthily
expounds thesıs L1e6ALr that of Festugiere (Aristotle’s idea) pPuts the ConNcept of
tıme between movement an the soul, the balance 18 delicate’ (Pp T'he effort of
JORDAN LO contravert Bertrand RUSSELL’sS VIeCW that Augustine’s conception of tiıme
Was subjective an solipsistic would I1NOTE profitably have drawn TOM Ariıstotle than

opposed hım “"Time an Contingency ın St. Augustine’, ın Review of Metaphysucs 8’
1955, 414)
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1s 0)41% and the sSamIne numerı1cally but ONe 1n ıts being So that sımul-
taneous perceptions would be possıble a part whıch 1s 0)41% aN!
the SaIne, but not the Same Iın conceptional relatıon (Aoyw) 74) The
LexXt 18 degree clearer an INOTeEe satısfactory system-wıse than the
De Anıma EeXTS, an ıt SOECS consıderable WaY owards drawıng

total subjectivıty structure of Man In hıs sensıtıve POWETS.
Mondaolfo makes thıs comment ıt

Arıstotle consıders self-consc10usnNess CONSCIOUSNESS of one’s
OW. exıstence always present a,N! continuous iın the subject ;
an 1t; 1s 1n the COonNnstan an ıindefatıgable of self-
CONSCIOUSNESS, whıich 1S quıte un1ıque an ıdentical, that he finds
the solution IMO: problems CONCeErNINZ the possıbılıty of cognıtıve
relatıons between dıfferent 1Mpress10nNs, wıthout havıng LO fuse
them iınto unıque sensatıon whıich would make Comparıson an
distınetion ımpossıble. 75)
In the De Sommo el Vıgılvo 15 Arıstotle makes 1n StroNger terms

the formal ıdentity between the inner whıch 18 self-ConsCcI10us
an the inner whıich correlates dıfferent sensat]ıons. It should be
noted that though thıs work refers LO De Anıma 111 LO work
completed, ıts assertion of the exıstence of CO sensıtıve
W' hıch has the urther characterıstie of self-conselousness 1s al
varlances ıth the denı1aJl 1n De Anıma ILL, of the ex1ıstence of
W! dıstinet from the external sSeNSesS 1ın whıich self-eonsci0usnNess
aT1SES. There 1s a lso COINMMNON faculty assoclated ıth (all the seNSseS)
whereby ONe 18 CONSCIOUS that ONe SCc6e5S5 and hears (Ior ıt; 1s not by sıght
that ONe 1S that ONe SCC5S, an ONne Judges an 18 capable of
Judging that SWEee 1s dıfferent from hıte not by the aste, NOT by
sıght, NOT by combınatıon of the LWO but by SOTINe part whıch 18
COMIMNMON LO a 11 the OTrganhs , fOor there 18 0)41% faculty aN! ONe

paramount L an S 1s closely assoclated ıth the
of touch 7e)

One would 1ıke IN0 Sa y that text. 1n the Nıcomachean Ethıucs L
18 the logıcal development of Arıstotle’s theory of the COMMMON

antıcıpated In De Anıma F 2 an Y Aas erTe he brings thınkıng
specıfically ınto subjectivıty StETUCTUTE much lıke that of the De

74) 16-20
75) "L’Unite 361-2
76) 455 15-20
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De Sensu el Sensıibulabus an De Somno el Vıgılvo an ıf ONe

who SEe>S 1s CONSCIOUS that he SCECS, ONe who hears that he hears, ONe

who walks that he walks, an sımılarly for all the other human act1-
vıt]ıes there 18 faculty that 18 CONSCIOUS of theır eXeICISES, that
whenever percelve, ATe CONSCIOUS that perce1ive, an when-
EeVel think AIe CONSCIOUS that thınk, an to hbe CONSCIOUS
that AT perceıving thınkıng 18 to be CONSCIOUS that exıst
(for exıstence, SaYy, 1s perception thought (atodaveoaı
7 voeWW)... en) 18 man’s) friend’s exıstence also desirable.St. Augustine’s « notitia sui »  127  De Sensu et Sensibilibus 7 and. De Somno et Vigilio 2... «and if one  who sees is conscious that he sees, one who hears that he hears, one  who walks that he walks, and similarly for all the other human acti-  vities there is a faculty that is conscious of their exercises, so that  whenever we perceive, we are conscious that we perceive, and when-  ever we think we are conscious that we think, and to be conscious  that we are perceiving or thinking is to be conscious that we exist  (for existence, as we say, is sense perception or thought (aioddveodar  % voeW)... (then)... is (a man’s) friend’s existence also desirable.  ... Therefore a man ought also to share his friend’s consciousness of  his existence » 77).  Mondolfo comments that not only does Aristotle assert here  «the identity between human existence (i.e. the fact of being alive)  and the consciousness of sensing and thinking... still more he identifies  enjoyment and love of life with the enjoyment and love of knowledge,  that is of feeling and thinking which are sensations of feeling and the  intention of thinking, in other words of self-consciousness » 78) But  in the absence of indications to the contrary we are not justified in  saying any more that the Ethics IX puts forward here a theory of  human cognition unambiguously individual. One is not justified in  presuming that here we have a final view of the relationship between  thinking and consciousness any more of the De Anıma III, 4 and 5 and  the Metaphysics XII. The coincidence of the descriptions here with  the subjectivity structures nucleating on the common sense merely  emphasises the differences between the two series of opinions, for the  question of the nature of thought does not arise at this point. It does  so later and in a way which coincides with the teaching of the other  series : « (the life of Oecwpia) will be higher than the human level : not  in virtue of his humanity will a man achieve it, but in virtue of some-  thing within him which is divine. » 7?) The texts of the De Anıma and  the Nicomachean Ethics in their existing state, the former seeing  thinking primarily from its transcendent standpoint, the latter prima-  rily from a human standpoint, both witness through the diverse  subjectivity structures they contain, to the impossibility which  Aristotle found in relating the distincet quality of mind to its embo-  diment.  77) 1170 a 29 - b 11.  78) “L’Unit6...” p. 377-8.  79) X, 8, 1177 b 26-28.'T’herefore INn  - ought a lso LO share hıs friend’s CONSCIOUSNESS of
hıs ex]ıstence 77)

Mondolfo commMents that not only o0€es Arıstotle aSsert ere
« the ıdentıty between human ex1ıstence (1.e the fact of being alıve)
and the CONSCIOUSNESS of sensıng an thınking stiill INOTE he ıdentifıes
en]oyment an love of lıfe wıth the en]oyment and love of knowledge,
that 18 of feelıng and thıinkıng whiıich ALC sensatıons of feelıng and the
intention of thınkıng, 1n other words of self-conscliousness » 78) But
1ın the absence of indıcations to the CONtIarYy Aare not Justified Iın
sayıng an y INOTE that the Ethiucs PUuts OTWward erTe theory of
human cognıtıon unambiguously indıyıdual. One 1s not Justifıed 1n
presumıng that eTrTe ave fınal 1eW of the relatıonshıp between
thınkıng an CONSCIOUSNESS an y INOTE of the De Anıma ILL, N! an
the Metaphysıucs X T’he colncıdence of the descr1ptions ere ıth
the subjeetivıty SETUCLUTES nucleatıng the COININON merely
emphasıses the dıfferences between the LWO JeT1eSs of oOpIn1ons, for the
question of the nature of thought 0€es not aTISEe ar thıs pomt It o0€Ss

later and 1ın WaYy whıch coıncıdes ıth the teachıng of the other
ser1es (the lıfe of Dewpia) 111 be hıgher than the human level not
ın virtue of hıs humanıty ll 198  - achlJ]eve it, but 1ın vırtue of SOINEe-

thıng wıthın hım whıch 18 dıyıne. 79) The EeEXTtS of the De Anıma an
the N ıcomachean Ethıcs 1ın theır exıstıng state, the former see1ng
thınkıng prımanrıly from ıts transcendent standpomt, the latter prıma-
rıly from human standpomt, both wıtness through the dıverse
subjeetivıty SETUCTLUTES they contaın, LO the ımposs1ıbılıty which
Arıstotle found ın relatıng the distinet quality of mınd LO ıts embo-
dıment.

77) 1170 134
78) ‘<L’Unite 377-8
79) y 8‚ 3177 26-28
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Mondolfo SECES the connectjions between thıs inter10r COININON

1n Arıstotle and the SECHNSUS inter10r » ın St; Augustine, and a lso
the VIEeWS of both self-awareness. 8°) Hıs proposal that there 18
neo-Platonıist medıatıon of Arıstotelhlan i1deas LO Augustine’s 1s the
Samne An that which wıll be examıned 1ın detaiıl 1n thıs study and
chall fınd that Augustine dıd achjeve coherent StEruCctUTeEe of sub-
Jectivıty whıch erıtically ubdued Artıstotellan transcendent 1deas
VOoUS, Mg0orOoUSLy developed regardless of hıs empirıcal VIeWS by 160-

Platonists, LO unequ1vocally indıyıdual SETUCTLUTE whıich inceluded
and intellectual knowledge.

T’he dafferent STrUCLUTES of self-knowing IN Arıstotle.
Lt 1S strıkıng that ave ere not 0)]41% structure of subjeetivıty,

but a least four. And the possıbılıty of d1iSscCoverıng others should not
be ruled 0uUt

1) Krom De Anıma 111 (and Metaphysıucs XLIL) 1n whıich i 1S
elaımed that the thınkıng of intelligıble objects 1s the condıtıon of
self-knowıng 1n the that the self 1S thus opened LO ıtself.
TOM the Metaphysıcs the eclarıtıcatıon that a ]] thınkıng 18 aT
the samne tıme self-thınkıng. In the form 1n whıch ıt OCCUTS 1n De
Anıma ıt; contrıbutes LO the answerıng of the dılemma hOow Can mınd
ave EF the SsSamne tıme domınance OVeTr and continulty ıth the object
of thought % If wıshed LO fınd element of wıll eTe would
ave IN0 look NF the fact of mınd’s domınance, though that could be
sScemn MOrTre than the speculatıve A of mınd 'T’hıs structure
looks uUuDON VOUS havıng the ecreatıve W' of bringıng intellig1ıble
realıty iınto exıstence, 2,N' passıve K of absorbıng thıs ereatıon
completely into ıtself. The dıstınet, dıyıne nature of VOUS and ıts

return » LO the separated SLATLEe of ıts exıstence the death of the
PEISON ralses the problem OT the unıty of personalıty (as ell Aas personal
iımmortality)

80) "L’Unite 3065, 378 HKor the "SeNSuUSs interio0r’, . S De TInbero Arbıtrıo IL,
a ‘ad QUEH ‚b istıs quınque notissımıs euncta referantur’. As parallel for self-
awWwWäareness MONDOLFO g1Ves De (ıvrıtate Der AT nam et, et, 18 SsSe NOVIMUS,
et nOostrum SSc NOVIMUS, et nNnOostrum SSECe diliıg1mus’. Better eXts would have
been se sentire sentiret‘ (De Inbero Arbitrıo I ‚9 4’ 10) for knowledge, an ’notitıa
UU& INnenNs noviıt, S] SSC desinat, siımul et illa, alıorum) desinat;' (De T’rıinatate I8
4! Ö) for intellectual knowledge. It 1S 1n terms of thıs ast statement concerning intel.
ectual knowledge that the mediation of Arıiıstotelian ideas V1a neo-Platonists LO Augus-
tıne 18 most evident.
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11) From De Anıma {111 when VOUS cho0ses delıberately tOo think
itself 1t; needs mater1a|l objeect ıntermediary that 18 from
whıch LO create ıts intellıg1ıbılıty, for thıs 18 ıtself CT 111 element
Ma y be Seen 1n the cho1ı1ce LO thınk of the self, perhaps eVEeN 1n COM-

plaısance 1ın thıs self-thınkıng. However, the 111 1s not made part
of triadıe polyadıc StErUCcLUTE. T’hıs kınd of self-thınkıng 18 really

ADNSWEeT LO subs1idiary question 1ın the De Anıma how 18 se]f-
thınkıng poss1ıble

These analyses AIfe not mutually exclusıve, but they ALle NnOot
identical, being dıfferent approaches tO the Same actıvıty.

111) The noetic StErucCctUTre of Metaphysıcs X14 hıch Ca  - not. be
accomodated LO them It SUDDOSC VOUS LO be moved by desıre an no0%t
DYy ıts ecreatıve spontaneıty. In 91VINg S formal place LO the 111
loosely triadıe SsStructure of object wıll understandıng 1S proposed.

Together, these three SETUCTtUTES refer only LO VOUS. I’hey AICc LO
dıffering degrees tr1adıc 1ın far A the wıll plays Part In them

1V) HKrom the De Sensu el Sensıbulıbus aN! De Somno el Vıgılao
the proposal of contınuous self-conscl10usness, arısıng together

ıth tıme-consclousness 1n the COINMON In the Nıcomachean
Ethıucs I thınkıng 1s pPropose: A a,1sSO exıstıng wıthın thıs CONMN-

tinuous self-consc10usness ; N! these posıtions sSeem to he the fulfiılment
of themes 1n De Anıma ILL, Z and T’he resultıng StETUCTHUTE IS
complete 1 the cOost of omıttıng LO incelude the actıvıty of thought
A ıt 18 1ın ıtself. An order of systematıc development of these posıtions
Can be worked 0out, but Nnöt much confırtmed from the poınt of 1eW of
chronological study

So 1ın addıtıon LO the ırreconcılabılıty of the StETUCTLUTES of De Anıma
and Metanphysıcs, supposed by SOMNe cComMmMentators LO hbe approxımately
COoNntemporary, ave urther ırreconcılabılıtıes between them an
the Parva Naturalıa an N ıcomachean Ethics. It would be expectıng
t00O much of chronological research LO dıstıngulsh iimely between the
Parva N aturalıa treatıses themselves; indeed the dıfferences OVerTrT the
nature of COININON would normally be taken the of
makıng OuUt the chronologıcal relatıonshıp between them Quite
possıbly chronology oes not enter iınto the question, but only the
intractability of mater1al being handled. On the present SLATEe of the
evıdence it o0€es not SCcEeINn possıble LO Sa y ıth certaınty whether
Arıstotle moved forwards ackwards between the posıtions of
separate self-consc]lousness for each and central self-consSCcC10us-
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ess That thınkıng Was of its nature self-consc10us an tımelessly
transcendent (as In De Anıma and Metaphysıucs), but that the human-
embodıied VOUS Was only exercısed ıntermıttently and only inter-
mıttently engaged 1n self-contemplatıon, would prevent ıt; from being
the centre of personal self-consc10usness, 1n hıch the COININON

relates LO each other eXperleNCces un tıme of eıther temporally
sımultaneous SUCCESSIVE sensatıons and, ın the structure of the
Nicomachean Ethıucs, of thınkıng A ell orn between the nature of
thought 1n ıtself whıich Arıstotle supposed LO be tımeless 81) N! the
eed of centre of CONSCIOUSNESS, somehow coımncıdent ıth man’s
CSSCHNCE, hat auffered W as the unıty of mınd an body HKor how could
tımeless thought satısfactor1ıl1y integrate the temporal SUCCESSION of
eXperlence ; how could ıt evVen necessıtate only tıme could the
unıty of dıfferent perceptions of the Samne object, whiıch Calnec ıth
the eren. powers % HKor Arıstotle Sa tıme the NECESSaLY
mediıum of experlence. Irue, the sıght would SECE an the ear

eaT exterl1o0r regularıty by hıch tıme could be measured, aN!
there would be measurıng the CT of uy no0t VOUS unless

inter10r supposed the temporal instantaneıty of dıyverse
sensatıons. But thıs subjectıivı1ısm of tıme N! the tımeless nature of
thought iıtself an ıts declared unlıkeness LO sensatıons made the
desıred SETUCTUTE elusıve.

If May look ahead Cal fınd that the subjeetivıty StETrTUCTUTE
of Augustine’s De T'rinıtate had counterpart IK8) the tımeless gelf-
thınkıng of PUTIE thought 1ın ıts continulty of intellectual self-con-
SC10OUSNESS (ın the inner always present, and havıng to be
adverted LO, rather than arısıng when the creatıvıty of mınd awakes).
Probably Augustine’s conception Came from conflatıon of the
dıyısıon thinkıng-sensatıon wıth 1vısıon of iInner and outer 82)’ 1ın
whıch contınuous self-knowıing, self-lovıng and self-rememberıng weTe

thought of A being Sar the inner centre of intellectual lıfe T’he rTest
of experlence W as interrelated 1n the MEMOTIAO, whiıich took OVerLr

the integrating funectjions of the COININON S! aN! In which, perhaps
untıdıly but convıncıngly, intellectual an elements co-exıisted.

Before an after Augustine Arıstotehans ave trıed LO bring
these four possıble subjectivıty SETUCTUTES iınto coherent whole

81) De Anıma IL D, 430
82) Known LO hım found 1n St. aul ell ıIn Plotinus, but Iso SECE below

(chapter IV) this psychology.
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Thıs 1S probably iımposs1ıble task The pre-occupatıions of each AT

dıfferent. The CO-PTrESENCE of each g1VeS better, ıf not fınal, 23CCOount
of the human subject whiıch, bafflıngly, has SOme funectjions PTODET to
mınd ıtself and others whiıich belong tOo body an soul together. Hyle-
morphısm 18 primarıly phılosophy of unıtjıes not dualıties ; of iınformed
matter not of matter and form, and, 1ın intentıon, of embodıed soul,
not body an soul. T’he incentıve whiıich led Arıstotle ıth hıs theory
of soul EVTEAÄEVELG IM0 Q,SSEeTT. such complete unıty of soul an body
Was hıs allure In0) relate human noetic SETUCTUTES ıth al the others.
It seemed IN0 hım that nothıng but the most N1gOTOUS unıty would
SAa V hıs analysıs of the human subject from dıyvıdıng iınto LWO
unrelatable parts, but z only heightened the IncongTuULty between
the characterıstie noetliec actıvıty of VOUS and 1ts 1ın human
body As Nuyens wrıtes

In the fınal per10d, the soul 18 consıdered the entelecheıa of
the body N! 1S unıted 1ın thıs capacıty 1n the closest WaYy possıble
LO matter ; thence the possıble consıderatıon of it; so1u|
mınd (espriut 18 brought LOorc1bly LO the attention of the phılosopher,
who makes thıs the princıple problem of hıs psychology. The soul
18 inseparably unıted LO the body ; ıt; 18 orn ıth 1t; an perıshes
ıth 16 to be precıse ıt 1s not the soul, NOT the body whıich
1s orn and perıshes, but the hıvıng eıng, whose form (OT soul)
an matter (OT body) Aare the princıple constituents of the Sub-
stantıal order. But. the mınd ıtself 1S immaterı1a|l 2,N!' eternal, that
18, unengendered ‚N! ımperıshable. Arıstotle dıd not reach
satısfactory synthesıs of the soul an the mınd In the human
personalıty. VOUS for hım 18 residual phenomenon » whose
realıty he always recOYNISES ; but whıch he 31l not Succeed ıIn
lınkıng ıth the other princıples of hıs psychology. He asked the
question ou VOUS ; he dıd not ANSWEeTr 1ıt 83)

The confession of aılure whıch Arıstotle hımself expressed 1ın the
De (Zeneratione Anımalıum makes 1t ımpossıble not LO aCccept Nuyens’
ınterpretation of the eXTtS

That 18 why ıt, 1S VeELY grea puzzle LO ANSWEeTr another question,
CONCETNINZ VOUS. At hat moment, N! ın hat INAaNNeET, do those
Creatures whıch ave thıs princıple of VOUS acquıre theır share
In IC an where oes ıt, COIMNE from ® 'Thıs 1s VELY difficult problem
whıich mMust endeavour solve, far 1t; mMa y he solved, LO
the best of OUT W- 8—1)
83) OD C 58-9, ef. 313
84) 736 5- it 18 consıdered late work.



1392 Booth

Contrary LO hat 18 often taken for granted, Arıstotle dıd not TaW
sımple and all-embracıng subjeectivıty structure, and 1n CONSCYUCHCE

not only 18 the self of self-knowledge disunıted subject the WaysS to
self-knowledge ave LO follow ıts unfortunate dıyısıon.

(ZO he contınued) EDWARD BOOTH


