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ÄUGUSTINE AND SELF-KNOWLEDGE

a) G(General prıNCLPLES of epistemology
Always prepared crıtically LO accept erıtically LO reject hat

he found 1ın neo-Platonısm, Augustine to ave discovered hıs
bearıngs from the moment of hıs ConNnvers1ıon. The arrıyval ın North
Afrıca of the devout neo-Platonıist mınded Pagahs presented poten-
tially greater problem than could be faced LO ın earnest argument
ıth them 1ın the Sa l0ons of Carthage. There W as the poss1ıbılıty of
greater reactıon than under Juhan wıdespread a&  NA of the
intellectual classes they struggled LO make of theır CX DE-
r1eNCEs of iInvasıon. 'The enthusıiasm wıth whıch SOINe had embraced
the half-way posıtıon of Artıanısm Was threatenıng. Ser10us CON-

sıderatıon Was NECESSaL Y order LO establısh posıtion ar ONCe

orthodox aN! phılosophıcally reputable, whıch would a lso include
crıtique of neo-Platonısm ın two respects.
Fırstly 1t; ought LO be able LO sShow, evenh wıth ıts demythologısıng

of paganısm, the resultant phiılosophıcal SETUCLUTES stil] contaıned
Mass of contradıctions, an! that therefore only thorough renewal

of philosophy through ontact ıth Chrıistian inspiration held OUt
aD y promı1se of findıng coherence; an secondly that ıt; contaıned

MISCONCEPtLONS about the constitution of the indıyıdual.
Augustine’s problem was prevent the poss1ible concentratıon of
al the remalnıng energles of Graeco-Roman phılosophy into hat
would ave een opposıtionless Averro1iısm., hundred aN!
{1fty before ıts tıme, ıth CONSEQUENCES from ıts conceptıon
of the indıyıdual needing LO be transcendently absorbed, disastrous
for relıg10us aN! soc]1al lıfe

Continuation of Augustimana 7 (1977), and
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It 1Ss possıble LO TrTead Pase of the De T’rınıtate I11 onwards
1f neo-Platonıist thought WwWerTrTe 1n hıs mınd an A ıf he WEeTe delhıbe-

rately and crıtically restructurıng ıt In8 make ıt; acceptable; and In
partıcular LO make ıts reflections the self-knowing and self-lovıng
of VOoUS and the One the basıe metaphysical structure of the
indıyıdual human mınd. INass of probable textual allusıons LO
Plotinus Oa  - be found LO Justify thıs theory. The dısappearance of

much of Porphyry’s wrıtings has almost certaınly deprıved
of the possıbılıty of confırmıng the of allusiıons IK0) them
Augustine’s erıt1que LO be In LWO lınes. One Was by ımplhicıt
attack the transcendent hypostases through restructurıng of
the human personalıty model not unlıke those of Arıstotle’s
Parva Naturalıa an Nıcomachean Eithucs, ıth the unequlvocal
assertıion of the independence of each indıyıdual INENS, character1ised
by the integratıng and delımıtıng funetion of the indıyıdual MEMOTLIA.
The other line of crıt1que lay 1n the usSe of modıfied neo-Platonıist
trıads. W hılst hıs princıple for modiıfyıng the triads of Plotinus 1s
clear, OUT 19NOTANCE of Porphyry 1S STEAT hindrance. In those exit
two chapters the posıtıon of Augustine wiıll be deser1bed, Lirstly
ıth regard LO hıs general teachıng epıstemology, and then ıth
regard IN0) hıs trıadıe teachıng.
Mens and emorıa un the Indıvidual

The term MEeNns brought together ınto human unıty CONCEPTS
which In VOUS an uxn of the Greek of neo-Platonısm had 91 best

ambıvalent but essentlally transcendent meanıng ; ıt; not only
unıf1ıced the faculties but indıyıdualised theır POSSESSOT. As well
ıts use by Cicero L) ıts OCCUTTENCE 1n Chaleıidius’s commentary
Plato’s Tıimaeus would ave commended ıtself LO Augustine. Here
ıt Was sed of (+0d est 1g1tur INeNS De1 ıntelligendi aeternus ACTUSs
an yet wıthout ALLY mergıng lıdentificatiıon 1t; could be found 1n
Man, equated ıth hıs intellect, and made the hıghest part of the

According LO D ÄUGUSTINO INENS Ca.  - include the ll an sometimes be
equivalent tOo I}  oUS “Studi sul sıgnıficate delle vocı ANıMUS, anıma e  6 TNENS Sul loro
reCcC1procı rapportı’ ın : tt2 della Accademia SCLENZE drı Torino, Olassı dr 8CLENZE
moralı, storıche Jrlologıiche 13 1937/8, 123

CLXXVI,; W ASZINK edition, 205
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soul : «anımae Pars altera sanct1or d1v1in107que, QUAaE MmMens atque
intellectus est

Augustine’s diseussıon of the MEIMOLY include SOIMe MOST deli-
cately sensıtıve of subjective self-analysıs, especlally ın
the Confessvons. T’hey Are far INOTEe nuanced and of wıder than
hıs possıble SOUTCES LO whıich SOIMNe commMentators ave drawn atten-
tıon In Latın rhetor lıterature 4) Hıs traınıng would ave made hım
veELrYy memory-conscious s but hıs reflections later WeTe metaphysıcal
1n Sıgnificant Was the rhetor’s CONSCIOUSNESS of MEIMMOÖOTLY ,
10010187 sıgnıfıcant ATe the parallels between Augustine’s an Arıstotle’s
teachıng 1t; 5))

Fiırstly, for both the basıs princıple establıshıng the ex1istence
of MEINOLY 18 substantıally iıdentical. Arıstotle insısts the exıstence
of MEMOTLY because there mMusSt be orıgınal ımplantatıon of
perception which persısts, that subsequent rememberıng Oaln

TAaW ıt If ıt dıd not persıst 1n MEINOTY, ıt could not be recalled 6)
Augustine speaks of somethıng ultımate an first whiıich hes ın the
INEMOLY,

where also fınd those contents whıch thınk of for
the fırst tıme, and where the inner word 18 egotten... from
the understandıng 1C already ex1ısted ın the INCHLOLY, but
WasS latent there, although even thought ıtself, unless ıt had

MEMOTLY 7n ıts OWN, would not return LO OSe thıngs whıch
1t; had left ın the MEeIMOLY when ıt; thought of other thıngs
Secondly, evVvell though Arıstotle’s posıtıon that ONeEe oes not

remember 1n the present hat OLE eXperl1eNCceESs ın the present »
LO be contradıcted, EeEVenNn CONCeLVably delıberately cContra-

dieted, by Augustine’s paradoxıcal assertıon of the poss1ıbılıty of

b 2925
Ssee Y ATES, "The (l1ceronlilan Art of eMOTYy’ 1n Medioevo Eınascıvmento,

Studı uN Omore dı Bruno Nardı I ‚9 KFlorence 1955, 878 f 9 SCHMIDT-DENGLER,
"Die ‘Aula Memor1ae’ In den Konfessionen des heiligen Augustin’, 1n Revue des Etudes
Augustimennes 14, 1968, especlally x ]

Commentaries Latiın doxographic works could have proviıded the ink.
De Memorıia el Remimniscentia I’ 451
De T ’rınstate 21; hoc eti1am primum Cu: cog]ıtaremus invenimus,

et gıgnıtur intımum verbum... de intelligentia QUAC In emorT12 ]Jam fuer1t, sed atebat
et 1psa cogitatıo quamdam Suam memorl1am nN1ısı haberet, NO  } reverteretur

QUAC 1ın mMmemoOTI1a reliquerat, Cu lıa cogitaret’.
cat. &: 451 31 ef. ] 449 NOr 18 there MEMOTY of the present, but

only perception’.
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MEMOTY of the present 9), and eveln though Arıstotle fortvore
denles there IN0 be MEMOTY of the future 10) whiılst Augustine even

INOTE paradoxıcally ASSEeTTtS the röle of INEMOLY wıth regard to the
future 11), there Was the possıbılıty of takıng the words of Arıstotle
that ONe oes not remember In the present hat ONe eXxperlences
iın the present 12) —— IN dıfferent {rom their evıdent ON‘  D
If the present 1S LO be Just MOVINg pomt of unextended NOW
which 18 the boundary between past an future accordıng to Arıs-
totle’s PhysSıcs 13), the experlence of tıme would ave only the
unselfeonsec10us intensıty of the dancers of Plotinus’s Image 14) But
ıf ıt WeTrTe admıtted that tıme exnpervenced Was essentially not of

pomt but of brief contınuum through which the intention of the
mınd contınues 15), Iın whıch ONe 2X017 one’s bearıngs an 1ın whıich
self-consc1o0usnNess Was ınvolved, and ıt WeTe conceded that the
centre of attention Was always temporally httle behind hat it
percelved, no0t only because it Was engaged ın lınking ıts actual
experlence ıth past eXperleNCeES but also because tıme Was ınvolved
1n expressing tO ıtself hat ıt Was eXxperlencing, and the explanatıon
of thıs tıiıme-ınvolvement lay 1n the IEIMOTY which would become
the sInNe NON otf coherent eXper1enNce, then the Arıstotelian prın-
c1ıple, Praeter ıntentionem auclorıs, could Justiıfy the g1Vving to the

De T’rinitate XIV, D e>.  In praesenti quod sıbi est INCNS, memorTI1a SInNe
absurditate diceanda est”.

10) cat. 449 10-11 °It 18 impossible LO remem ber the future, which 18
object of conjecture speculation’.

11) Confessiones X) 8! In ula ingenti memorlae INe6846 eadem copla
etiam similitudines vel exXxpertarum vel els, UUAas eXpertus Sunmnm, ereditarum
allas atque alias et 1pse contexo praeter1t1is atque hıs etiam futuras actıones et
eventa et, SDCS, et haec omn1a TUrsSus quası praesentla meditor’.

12) Ssee :
13) VIIL, 263 23.95
14) 7 Ennead I 4, ıf this chorus dances always (dei), its dance 18 COM-

pleted at ‚ach instant ; there is thus nstant NOL place 1n which ıt ll not be complete ;
an thus there 1l be desire an it; ll Ccasure neither NOTLT tıme ıts.dance;
In CONSCHUECNCE, it, will not remem ber it CMr a 117 (following Brehier).

15) Augustine the 6CVQa:!  NCce of the present “id solum est, quod
dicatur ; quod tamen ıta raptim futuro In praeteriıtum transvolat, ut NL morula
extendatur... utem nullum. habet spatium'’ (Confessiones X' ‚9 1 9 20) But
°‘Et tamen perdurat intentio’ (2b n  9 an length of time 18 measured iıts eXxpecta-
tıon the IMEIMOTY (2b.) HKor tıme "distensio anımae’, Confessiones XL, 26,33
2 9 ef. Iso Commentary Psalm XXXVIIL,
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MeMOTY of central epistem1c röle and, of necessity, involvement
1n experlence of the present

Thırdly, the teaching of the De emorıa et Reminıscentia I1 16)
that MEINOLY 18 self-consc10us 18 strikıngly parallel to Augustine’s
teachıng MeEMOTLA Sun 17) Fourthly, there 18 surprısıng number
of detaıled textual siımılarıtiıes between Augustine’s treatment
MEIMOÖOLY an the De emorıa el Reminiscentiua. The cCOomparıson
of perception by the POWEIS LO Wa  54 recelving seal 18 ONe of
the normal Sto1lc images, but ıt, o0€eSs In Arıstotle’s text 18)
T’he imposs1ıbılıty of WwWwaTter recelvINg 1mpress1on OCCUTS ın both 19)
oth that the PTOCESS of recollection 18 not under the control
of the wiıll 20) 7 an both consıder In connection ıth MEIMOTY, States
of madness an condıtions of confusıon between hat 1s real and
1Mag1nary 21) Fıinally, Augustine States that he arranged hıs materı1al
1n form whıch 18 consıstent and consecutıve and that it could easıly
be re-learnt ıf forgotten, and thıs 1s remınıscent of the desıderata
for recollection of Arıstotle 22)

But despıte these sımılarıtıes, whiıch cannot ave een medıated
to Augustine DYy neo-Platonısm because ıts hermeneutic transforma-
tıon of Arıstotehan themes had relegated the MemOTLA LO uy partly
ın ıts MEIMOÖLY of VoUS, but partly iın ıts attachment LO hat Was

unreal, there AaATe undoubtedly dıfferences from Arıstotle’s teaching.
The MOST strıkıng 1s that for Arıstotle MEIMOTLY 1s not 1n VOoUS 23)

Commentators ave trıed LO characterıise the nature of the
Augustinl]an MmemoOTrLA OVeLrl and above ıts Arıstotelhlan cCounterpart.

Hor Schmaus ıt; 1s ear OUT conception of ‘consciousness’,
‘the of one’s mınd’ 24) For Söhngen, 1n fact the MmemoOrLa

16) 452 26-28
17) De T’rınıtate XILV, 6, "mentem SCHLDEI Sul memini1sse’. As for Augustine

self-knowing an self-loving were condıtıon of knowing loving anythıng else, self-
remembering would probably be condition of remembering anything Ise.

18) De Trınstate X 9 2’ 3: De M emorıa Remimniscentia I’ 450 392 (also In De
Anıma IL, 12, 4%4. 1 9 an ILL, 12, 435

19) De T’'rıinıtate 20. ; De Memor1ia... 1, 450
20) De T’'rınıtate X 9 4’ 7’ De Memoria... 2‚ 453
21) De T’rınıtate 20. ; DEe Memor1ia... 1, 450 31
22) De TUNNT 3, 4, De Memoria... 2. 459
23) It 18 another ase of the divide between M1N! an body hich Aristotle could

not bridge De Memor1ia.. 1, 450 T  Q ff VOoUS cannot make itself dependent phan-
tasms involve itself 1n ıme.

24) ° Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des Hl Augustinus  » Münster 1927, 3924
"kommt unNnserem Begriffe ” Bewusstsein’, ‘Gedankenkreis’ nahe’.
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performs 1ın the Confessvones hat ıntellectus 0€eSs INn the Artıstotelian
system of Thomas 25) HKor Gu1ltton ın general WaY, the INEIMOLY
1s the faculty Dy whıich the soul 1s present IM0) ıtself » 26) For Cille-
ruelo, ıt 18 the ÖOTgahO de perduracı1ön, dıstens1ön, unıfıcacıon
CONservacıon 27)

It 18 a, ]] of these thıngs, and somethıng INOTe If ıt 0€es overlap
1ıth the place of intellect 1ın the Thomuist part of the Arıstotelian
tradıtıon, ıt st1il] has 1ts PUTI€ IEIMOLY aspeCct. It 18 that from which
knowledge whıch 1S not under consıderatıion 1S called LO be present;
an perhaps ere ın the least elegant part of the theory ıts ontent
includes together intellectual an other not]ons 28) FKor the INEMOLY
always has 1ts content, whether cogıtatıng ıt not, even ıt 1s
only MEMOTY of the qelf188  E. Booth  performs in the Confessiones what intellectus does in the Aristotelian  system of Thomas » ®). For J. Guitton « in a general way, the memory  is the faculty by which the soul is present to itself » ®%). For L. Cille-  ruelo, it is the «organo de perduraciön, distensiön, unificaciön y  conservaciön » 27).  It is all of these things, and something more. If it does overlap  with the place of intelleet in the Thomist part of the Aristotelian  tradition, it still has its pure memory aspect. It is that from which  knowledge which is not under consideration is called to be present;  and perhaps here in the least elegant part of the theory : its content  includes together intellectual and other notions ?8). For the memory  always has its content, whether cogitating it or not, even if it is  only memory of the self « ... we betake ourselves to the inner memory  of the mind by which it remembers itself, and to the inner under-  standing by which it understands itself and to the inner will by  which it loves itself, where these three things are always together  at the same time, and always have been together at the same time,  from the moment when they began to be, whether one thought of  them or whether one did not think of them » ??).  The mind, being incorporeal, is already known to itself; as with  Aristotle’s transcendent mind its self-presence is complete. From  the memory which contains it, it has to make this self-knowledge  conscious 3). However, that it should consciously know itself, it  has with the deliberation of Aristotle’s embodied mind to express  25) ‘Der Aufbau der augustinischen Gedächtnislehre, Confessiones X, 6-27’ in:  Die Hinheit in der Theologie, Munich 1952, p. 72.  26) J. GUITTON, ‘Le temps et l’&ternit6 chez Plotin et Saint Augustin’, Paris  19593, p. 244. Based on De Trinitate XIV, 7, 10 : ‘Si nos referamus ad interiorem mentis  memoriam qua sui meminit’.  27) “Pro Memoria Dei’, in : Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 12, 1966, p. 69.  28) Confessiones X, 9, 16: ‘quae de doctrinis liberalibus percepta nondum  exciderunt’; %b. 12, 19: ‘continet memoria numerorum dimensionumque rationes et  leges innumerabiles’.  29) De Trinitate XIV, 7, 10: (ef. n. 26) *.  ubi haec tria simul semper sunt, et  semper fuerunt ex quo esse coeperunt, sive cogitarentur, sive non cogitarentur”, cf.  the child’s self-knowledge : ‘non ignorare se potest, sed cogitare se non potest” (ib. 5, 7).  30) cf. ib. 6, 9: ‘Res quippe incorporea intellecta conspicitur et intelligendo  cognoscitur... ita sibi nota erat, quemadmodum notae sunt res quae memoria con-  tinentur, etiamsi non cogitentur’.betake ourselves to the inner INMEMOTY
of the mınd by which ıt; remembers ıtself, and TO the inner under-
standıng by whıch 1t; understands ıtself and to the inner 111 bYy
which it loves ıtself. where these three thıngs ATe always together
2RF the Samne tıme, and always ave een together 1 the Same tıme,
from the moment when they began LO be, whether ONlle thought of
them whether ONne dıd not thınk of them » 29)

The mınd, beıing Incorporeal, 1s already known LO ıtself ; ıth
Arıstotle’s transcendent mınd ıts self-presence 18 complete. From
the MEIMOTY which contaıns ıt it has LO make thıs self-knowledge
CONSCIOUS 30) However, that ıt should cCONsScCL0usly NOW ıtself, ıt
has ıth the delıberatıon of Artıstotle’s embodied mınd LO CXUIESS

25) ‘ Der Aufbau der augustinischen Gedächtnislehre, Confessiones A B
Ihıe Kinheit un der T’heologie, Munich 1952,

26) GUITTON, "Le emMps el l’eternite hez Plotin et Saint Augustin’, Paris
244 Based De T’rinstate AAV, 7’ OS referamus ad iınteriıorem mentis

memorlam QuUa Sul meminiıt’.
27) "Pro emorTIa Dei’, Revue des Etudes Augustimennes 12, 1966,
28) Confessiones X, 9! "quae de doectrinis liıberalibus ercepta nondum

exciderunt’ ; b 12, “continet emoT1a NUMETOTU: dimensionumgque ratıones et
leges innumerabiıles)’.

29) De T’rinitate XLV, 7, (ef. 10 26) ubıi haec trıa. simul SCH1DET sunt, et
SCILLDET fuerunt YyUO sSSe coeperunt, S1ve cogıtarentur, S1ve NO  - cogıtarentur’, ef.
the child’s self-knowledge NOn 1gnorare potest, sed cogıtare NON potest’ (2O 5)

30) eft. b 6‚ 'Res quıppe INncorporea intellecta conspicitur et intelligendo
cognoscıtur.. ıta s1bı nota erat, quemadmodum notae sunt Iecs QUAaC emorT1a CON-

tınentur, etiamsı NN cogıtentur'.
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ıtself to ıtself 31) But the dıfference from Arıstotle 18 vVeELYyY clear :
for hım the self-presence of VOUS Was ıIn undıstended timelessness,
hardly relatable LO human embodıment. Hor Augustine, EevVeln

though the Mens W as tıme-distended, 1t; Was still present LO ıtself.
But thıs distensıon iımposed uDOL i the duty of tending, through
ECSTAaSY, LO eternıty concelved In Christian terms 32)

Takıng OVeTr the funetion of VOUS 1ın Plotinus ıth ıts complete
self-presence, the eMOTLA a 180 took OVerLr the funetion of uyX ıth
ıts funetion of bringing together the multiıphcıty of eXperlenNCces into

unıty, not only the COININON of Arıstotle relatıng sımul-
taneous but separate sensalta but bringing together experlence spread
out through tıme. Gathering these together and self-gathering, it
reproduced ,T the level of the indıyıdual MEeNs the desıire of uy
LO emulate the tımeless intense contemplatıon of VOUS 33) 1If Augus-
tıne SWUNgS unmıstakably ıIn the Roman-Stoie tradıtıon of indıyıdual
MEens aWaYy from the Greek-Arıstotehan tradıtıon of transcendent
VOUS, he consented IK0) speak 1n language acceptable LO both Keleetic
tradıtıon had faced eTe 1mpasse exactly parallel Arıstotle’s
OW. Augustine’s traversing of thıs impasse could even hıttle
urther an fınd place for ONe-IN-MmanYy transcendence of the NeO-

Platonist Lype In explanatıon of the inherence of Inen 1n the
Christian (+odhead. Plotinus made MEMOÖLY indıcatıon of beıng
earthbound an weak 34) Augustine found weakness in MEIMOLY
which he wıshed LO rectıLy —— Q weakness whıch OuUt of ıts
ınvolvement ın tıme ; forgetfulness W as regrettable part of human
lıfe Hor ıth be 1s not the Same LO NOW HKor NOW
Man y thıngs whıch lıve 1ın SOINeEe Mannler through OUE MEINOTY, and
3,1s0 dıe 1n SOINe INanller through forgetfulness, and, therefore, they
ATe longer In OUTLr knowledge, yet ATe, N! when Q knowledge

31) ıb I IM CcCu. INneNsSs 1psa norvıt QqUu' approbat, S1C est eadem
notitla verbum e1us, ut el sıt PDar OMNINO que aequale, atque identidem...’.

32) References LO eCSTasSYy in Commentaries Psalms N@  zen 9 I) I ‚9 ILL, 10),
B.@® G (1L, Ö); (36), OGILL (ILL, 2) HKor Augustine’s search for timelessness,
See Commentary Psalm XXXVIUILIL, ‘ Kıst; illud simplex quaero’, an Psalm
(IL, 10) aeternitas, 1DSa Del substantia est quildquid 1D1 est nonnis]ı est'. 'T'’he
reference LO eXSLasSYy clearly alludes to neo-Platonism. Hor parallels to ‘est)’ ef. KEnneads
ML { d V, DA (of voÜs), V, D, 13 (of the ((00d), V .9 7‚ (as saıld of the .o00d 18 not

sald of an y other thing), V 9 8’ (of the One)
33) G Prev1ous note
34) See Ennead I 3, ‘the good soul 1S the forgetful’.
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has slıpped irom and perished 0Out of OUT mınd, yet lıve» 35)
It Was 21 ONCeEe brillhant insıght into the of wholesale unı1-
fıcatıon of knowledge an lInversion of neo-Platonist speculatıon
IK0) gıve IK0) the despised human MEIMOLY the Samıe funetion the
self-gathering and knowledge unıfıcatıon of theır Luxn an provıdıng
the poss1ıbılıty of the LO self of theır VOUS. Ags shall See
ıt, Was another briılhant aN! parallel insıght LO take from the NeO-
Platonist hypostases the conception of theır being the ultımate
centres of CONSCIOUSNESS, an therefore LO be the condıtjions of
meanıngfulness an ıntellig1bılıty by lınkıng together the dısparate,
an to apply thıs LO the human Mens In makıng the MEMOTLY 1n
the indıyıdual MEens 36) play substantıally the sSame röle 1n knowıng

the hypotases, ıth deep, often undiısclosed, self-conscio0usnNess
condıtıon of CONSCIOUSNESS of anythıng else, Augustine 1n fact

had reconstructed the elements of Arıstotehan analysıs 1ın the De
Anıma {I11 In such WaYyY that ıt embraced the phenomena of the
other Artıstotehan subjectivıty StETUCtUTES. HKor thıs cComprehensıveness
the price LO be paıd Was the indıstinetion of CONTENTS from
intellectual cContents, an! the assertion of iıllumınatıon the SOUTCe
of intellıgıbılıty — but ıth stated hımıt how far into
experlence ıt; would penetrate.

Fundamentally ımportant ın Augustine’s thınkıng, the MEMOTLA
18 dısplayed 1n LWO dıfferent WaYysS whıch correspond ıth twoO
qualitatively dıfferent approaches LO the question of self-knowledge.
In the Confessvons partıcularly and the Vommentarıes the Psalms,
HEL Y 18 continually being related LO the CONSCIOUSNESS of the
passage of tıme ; the interest hes In cComıng LO kınd of self-knowledge
whıch 18 INOTEe empiırıcal knowledge of one’s OW. qualities, pursued
under morTa|l compulsıon. HKor thıs kınd of knowledge there 1s
endıng 101516 ıpse Caplo OoOtuUum quod 37)

35) De T’'rınitate 1 9 quia NO  - hoc est nobis CSSEC, quod est Multa:
quı1ppe NOVIMUS UUAaE PECT memorl1am quodam modo vıiyunt, ıta et oblivione quodam
modo moriuntur atque 1deo CU. ılla Jam NO  w sınt, In notiıtıa nOostra, NS tamen
et CUu. scıentla nOostra N1MO Japsa perlerit nobis, NOS tamen V1Ivy1mus/’.

36) Some triadie structures ATrC asel MENS, others include MEMOTLA. SCHMAUS
wrıtes that memOTLA 18 direction of the actıvıty (eine Tätigkeitsrichtung) of mMmeENnS’
(*Die psychologische Trinitätslehre.. 313)

37) Uonfessiones A, S, ef. BLOND the orlıentatıon of the MEMOTY-
teaching of the Confessiones : ‘St Augustine grasped before Bergson that, the funda:.-
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'Thıs personalısm an thıs sensıtıvıty to the pPassage of tıme an
ıts bearıng self-consclio0usness 18 quite: dıfferent from the phılo-
sophıcal quality of De T’rınıtate VILL-XV Here another of
wrıting 18 evıdent : metaphysıcal, non-empirıcal, non-anecdotal, an
almost tiımeless. Har from speakıng of the dısproportion of subject
IK0) object ıt speaks of theır equalıty INeNSs et, AINOT et notiıtıa e1us...
498 perfecta sunt aequalıa sunt » 38) 'The ontent an ıts contıinual
allusıyeness ave in mınd always the neo-Platonısm which he wıshed
LO combat, tOo make certaın that the SUpeT10T insıght of Chrıstian
phiılosophy would make ıt the legıtımate e1Ir of Graeco-Roman
philosophical tradıtıon. The ultımate subject matter Z 6he eternal
Godhead E 16 the type of analysıs 1mpose iımmobuiılıty the
content, Just they dıd ıth the neo-Platonıiste.

Augustine Was certamly of the dıfference between the
LWwO approaches which, under the aspect of self-knowledge, 18 CON-

taıned 1ın the distinetion between oLUum and totla. Thıs corresponds
approximately LO the dıfference 1ın Knglısh between all» an
« whole»; ONe Caln gıve one’s attention LO the whole of object
wıthout takıng al of ıt 1ın So Augustine wrıtes

ıt 18 absurd LO claım that the mınd —. MENS) o0es not
NOW whole hat it; knows. do not Sa y that ıt; knows all,
but that hat ıt knows ıt knows whole When ıt, therefore,
knows something of ıtself whıch ıt cannot NOW eXcept whole,
ıt knows iıtself whole But 1t; knows ıtself knowıng SOINeEe-

thıng, and ıt; cannot NOW somethıng eXcept whole T'here-
fore, ıt knows ıtself whole 89)

mental econdition of all CONSCIOUS actıvıty 18 to continue In duration, an that ıt; 18
CONSCIOUS 1s due LO this duratıion’ (*Les Conversions de saınt Augustin  3 Paris 1950,

183) But the De T’rınıtate considers simultaneıty ell duratıiıon.
38) 0° c4t. I 4! BLOND’S N&  ( of the dıvergence of SCHTCS

of Augustine’s works aCcCcCounts for the mistake 1n his plausıble judgement that “Unlike
Plato, Aristotle an Plotinus, Augustine could not draw deep knowledge of
philosophers wh had preceded him; it; Was natural that he led LO draw much
INOTE hıs OWI1L background, reflecting less books than things an himself’.
(09) Cal atever the De T’ranstate 18, it 18 certainly not development
only out of hıs OWI)l inner experilence.

39) De T’rıinstate X’ 4, “Sed absurdum est dicere, 19103  - e ‚0Lam scıre quod
scıt. Non dico Otum scıt ; sed quod scıt tota scıt. Cum ltaque aliquid de scıt, quod
nısı tota 1910761 potest, 0tamMm scıit. Scit alıquid scıentem, NeC potes qu1quam scire
nNısı Lota Scıt ig1tur totam)’
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Yet Augustine proposed connect.on between all-ness and whole-
NESS, and ıt 1s possıble LO uSe thıs of reconcılıng the se]f-
knowledge of the De T’rınıtate (whole-ness) ıth that of the (Jon-
fesSLONES (all-ness)

when the mınd knows ıtself whole, that 18, knows ıtself
perfectly, 1ts knowledge xtends through a ]] of ıt 40)

That 1t, should NOW ıtself whole makes 1t, possıble LO NOW MIl
of ıtself ; the dıstınetion iınto kınds of self-knowledge 0e€eSs not COT-

respond IM0 distiınetion 1ın the subject matter

Augustiman Noetıc

Sımilar DO Arıstotle’s 1ın Man y respects, Augustine’s epistemo-
logy yet lacks clear 23CC0Ount of the nature N! mode of formatıon
of unıversals. 'Thıs has een noted by (Alson N! Alvarez 41)
In general erms, the teachıng intellectual knowledge of Augustine
would be related, ONe would SUPPOSE, LO LWO of hıs charaecteristie
teachıngs : hıs doetrine of ıllumınatıion, and hıs teachıng the
eternal LTEeEAaSONS

Augustine certaınly accepted that there WerTe intellıg1ıble entities,
but he dıd not Seem. LO Sa y that the mınd made them 1n erms of
the Arıstotellan sStructures they would be relatable LO that of
Metaphysıwcs XIl (on which Porphyry had wrıtten Commentary 42}
N! hıs analogy ıth the medıatıon of lıght INOTeE lıke Plato’s than
that of De Anıma L But ought rather LO beheve that the
nature of the intellectual mınd 18 formed LO sSee these thıngs,
which, accordıng IM0) the dısposition of the Creator, ATe subjoined LO

40) I 4, *"mens VeTO CUu. O0Tam novıt, hoc est perfecte novIıt, PeCI otum
1US est notitıa, 1us’.

41) GILSON, “*Introduetion l’etude de saınt Augustin” Paris 1943, 115 E
ÄLVAREZ, ‘E conocımıento racıonel la, abstraceiön Agust:  ın',  in 1ın ( iudad

de Diros s 196L1, 41 ÄLVAREZ plausıbly that the place of un]ıversa.-
lising iın Augustine Was In the TCa where the MEMOTLY relates ıts 1mpressions
to the eternal truths, the basıs of a 11 knowledge, an! then conveyed the resultantly
formed intelligıbles LO the intellectual MEMOTY.

42) 'There Ar’C however of confirming that Augustine learned of the
Aristotelian problematic thıs WAaYy; the exıstence of the commentary 18 only known
TOM remarTk ın Simplicius’s S1X cCeNntury commentary of the De (/oelo (*In Aristotelis
de (loelo Commentarla’, edited HEIBERG, Berlin 1893, 503, Iine 34) .

BEUTLER, ‘Porphyrios’, In ° PAUuLyYsS-WIssowA R  9 XAALL, 1! column
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intellig1ble thıngs iın the natural order, 1ın Sor%t of ıncorporeal lıght
of ıts OW kınd » 43) Though he certaımly beheved 1ın specıal ıLlluımına-
tıon from dıyıne wısdom In hat properly belonged LO dıyıne revela-
tıons 44) he a lso certamly beheved that iıllumınatıon from dıyıne
truth Was NECESSaLY 1ın a ]] human knowledge 45) The posıtıon whıich
Augustine get OuUt 1n the early dıalogue, De Magıstro, remaıned
substantıally unaltered

when 1t 18 question of thıngs whıich behold ıth the
mınd, namely, ıth OUT ntellect aN! FeasON, g1ve verbal
eXpression realıtıes whıich dırectly perceıve present
In that inner hıght of truth by which the inner INahl, he 18
called, 1s enlıghtened N! made appy But, erTe agaln, if the
ONe who hears words Sece5> those thıngs hımself ıth that
clear an inner CYC of the soul, he knows the thıngs whereof
speak DYy contemplatıng them hımself, and not DYy words.
Therefore, EVEeN when Sa y hat 18 true, ‚N! he SsSees hat 1s
true, ıt 1S not who teach hım HKor he 18 being taught, not
by words, but by the realıtıes themselves made known LO
hım by the enhıghtenıng actıon of (}+0d from wıthın 46)
Of the understandıng of revealed Chrıstian teachıng he could

wrıte Deus docet se]ent.i1am insınuando cognıtıonem

43) De T' rınatate XLIL, 1 ’ "sed potıus eredendum est mentis intellectualis
ıta condıtam SSe naturam, ut rebus intellig1bılıbus natural;ı ordine, disponente Con-
ditore subjuncta S1IC ista videat 1n quadam Iuce Su1 gener1s Incorporea).

44) Commentary Satm X  9 ]' 9 'Deus ıtaque pCI se1ıpsum qula Iux
est, illuminat plas mentes, ut YUUAC divina dieuntur vel ostenduntur, intelligant’.

'h1s ılluımıination could be quıte personal : ° Domine Deus une, Deus Iriniıtas,
UQaECUMLYUE dixi ın his lıbris de LUuO, agnoscant et tu1 S1 Qqua de INCO, et tu 18NOSCE,
et tun Amen (De T’rınıtate 28, öl) ose who Aare puzzled Ver hat they ought
to expect of thıs illuminatıion 1l ave LO be satısfıed wıth the ANSWET of deeper
nsıght an jJudgement vVer scripture-philosophy relationshIip.

45) ( Commentary Salm CXVLIL; Sermon 2 9 "Nulla: quıppe creatura,
QquamvIıs ratıonalıs et intellectua.lä‚ Se1pSOo Jluminatur, sed partıcıpatıone sempıternae
verıtatıs accenditur’.

46) 0° C 1 9 ‘Cum Vero de h1ıs agıtur, UUAC mente CONSPICIMUS, ıd est
intellectu atque ratiıone, quidem loquimur, UYUAC praesentla contuemur 1n ılla
interiore Iuce verıtatıs, UU& 1pse qu] dieitur homo inter10r, illustretur et fruitur : sed
tum QUOQUE nOoster audıtor, S1 et 1pse illa sSecTreto simplicı verbo videt, norvıt quod
dico SUÜ:  © contemplatione, 1O  - verbis mels. Krgo hune quidem doceo verxa dicecens vera

intuentem ; docetur nım NO.  - verbiıs meı1s, sed 1PS1S rebus Deo intus pandente Manı-
testis

47) Commentary Psalm CX VUIL, Sermo F7 (D 20 ‘Deus, quando vult docere,
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The place of dıyıne ılluımınatıion 1n other epıstemological contexts
Was the disecernment of unchangıng ıntellıg1ıble reahlıties an 1ın the
assıstance for the Jjudgement LO assent to hat Was Correct

It 18 the provınce of the SUpeT10T TEeASOoN LO Judge of these
corporeal thıngs accordıng to incorporeal an eternal TeE4ASOoNS
whiıch, ıf they werTe not above the human mınd, WOUuU certamly
not be unchangeable; an yet unless somethıng of OUTr OW.
WeTe subjoined LO them, should not be able LO employ them

standards by which I® Judge of corporeal thıngs. But
Judge of corporeal thıngs accordıng LO the standard of dimens1ıons
an fıgures, which the mınd knows, remaın unchangeable 48)

The background to thıs hes 1n both the noetic of Plato an Old
Testament Wısdom speculatıons, but the neatness of the conceptiıon
bears the martk of the systematısatıon of the neo-Platonıist conceptiıon
of VOoUvUS an 1’07]7'd.. \r would be miısleadıng I0} separate rehlg10us
inspıratıon entirely from the normal ıllumınatıon of the mınd, for
the sSame (+0d gy1VeES lıght ın both Following Plato Arıstotle made

speculatıve ıdentificatıon of the rel1g10us and philosophical CON-

ceptions of mınd and ıts actıvıty, ıdentifyıng thınkıng ıth the
1vıne ». Neo-Platonist demythologisation had the SsSamne intentijon.

The Case ıth whiıich Augustine passed 1n hıs early works between
relıg10us and phılosophical categorles indıcates the continulty an
unıty 1n hıs knowledge. Agaın 1ın the De Trınıtate he speculatıvely
ıdentifie phılosophical wıth doctrinal relig10us posıtıons.

Where Augustine’s posıtıon had ground ın COIMIMNMON 1ıth phılo-
sophical speculatıon he systematıcally opposed the kınd of transcend-
eNCce g]ven by neo-Platonism to the hypostases. In the matter of
ep1stemology 1t meant 1n fact return, whether CONSCLOUSLY nO0T,
LO posıtıon NeaTrTeTr IM0) Artıstotle’s.

prıus dat intellectum, SıNe QUO YUAaC ad divinam doectrinam pertinent, homo NO  -

Te: discere... quando Deus docet, S1IC docet aperiendo verıtatem.).
48) De T ranstate 3QUR 2‚ "Sed sublimioris ratıon1ıs est judicare de istis COTPDO-

ralibus secundum ratıones incorporales et, sempilternas : YUas nıs1ı 130002 mentem
humanam essent, incommutabiles profecto 1O:  - essent, atque his N1ısı subjungeretur
alıquıid nostrum NO  - secundum Ccas judicare de corporalibus. Judicamus
autem de corporalibus ratıone dimensionum atque figurarum yuamı incommuta bılı-
ter INanere INDEeNS NOVTI
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Aristotelian rather than neo-Platonast Erıstemology
() Because the beıng of Nan Was not iıdentical ıt.h knowıng 49)

and the intelliıgence not already ılled, because ıdentical ıth a ]]
intellectual knowledge upon whıich ıt, W as always actıvely iıntent,
he 1n fact asserted agaınst neo-Platonısm the Arıstotehan posıtıon
of potentaalıty for knowledge 49a) Kven the De Magıstro, whiıich
speaks of knowledge exıstıng before instruetion 50)‚ a.lsO quıte clearly
speaks of potentlalıty LO be instructed DYy Chrıist, the only true
teacher 51) And INnan Ca  - be possessed DYy the desıre LO NOW
objects aN IK8 learn ScleNCce of whıch he Was hıtherto lgnorant 52)

Augustine’s explanatıon of the INanler ın which involvement
ıth materı1al thıngs harms the soul 18 1n fact moralısıng embro1ildery
of the basıs of Arıstotle’s conceptıon of sensatıon

because they AaAIe bodies whıich ıt has loved outsıde of ıtself
through the SENSeS of the body, an ıth which ıt has become
entangled Dy kınd of daily famıharıty, ıt, cannot brıng them
into iıtself though into COUNTLY of incorporeal nature, and,
therefore, ıt astens together theır images, whiıich 1t; has made out
of ıtself, and forces them into ıtself. WKor 1n formıng them ıt g1ves
them somethıng of ıts OW. ESSeENCE (Dat enım e1Is formandıs
quı1ddam substantıae suae), but ıt, a l1so keeps somethıng by whiıich
it; May freely Judge of the spec1es of these ıimages; thıs 1S hat
18 called INOTE precısely the mınd, namely, the ratıonal under-
standıng whıch 18 kept ın order LO Pass Judgement. Hor
perceıve that have, In COIMMNMMNON ıth the beasts. those parts
of the sou1] that AT informed by the images of bodies quae

sımılıtudinıbus informantur) 53)
There 1Ss Passage ıIn De Anıma 1L, of which thıs Ma y be extended
interpretation ; 1s that which 18 receptive of the form of

49) X 1 9 nNnon hoc est nobis C8SC, quod est, no8s8se’.
498.) nnecad E 63 which aCCcePTtS SOINE potentlalıty Iın the SCIHSCS but not

in intellectual knowledge. It 18 possible TO SCE imıted parallelism between Aristotle’s
an Augustine’s ideas of the actıvıty of knowing In De Anıma 111 the miıind must make
hat ıt, has LO know; In Augustine the mind must cogıtare (ef. hıs etymology of cogılare
In De T’rınıtate X 9 37 an CTYTEATE TOM i1ts inner memory eXpressed verbum.

50) 092 C 12, 6 qui posset, antequam Joquerer, 1psa interrogatus
exponere’,

51) 1 9 ille, qula tu adhuc 1O.  - potes discere’.
52) See De T’rınstate X) . 1
53) X 5,
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sensıtıve objects wıthout the matter, Just A the WaX rTeCceEIvVeEs the
1mpression of the sıgnet MNg wıthout the lIron the gold 54) Thus
he dıd not follow Plotinus’s explıicıt re]ection of sensatıon passıve
reception of form 55) and hıs attempted explanatıon of ıt In terms
of shock of external object 56)

C) The simılarıt]es between Augustine’s a3CCount of the MEMOLY
aN Arıstotle’s ave already een drawn, an 1ts absence from VOovS
has een NOTtTe dıfference 57) Plotinus followed Arıstotle’s
transcendent subjectivıty structure faıthfully 1n makıng 1ts actıvıty
tımeless and MEIMOTY for 1t UNNECESSATY. Kven though Augustine
made the self-reflecting MEINOLY take OVeTr the röle of self-knowing
VOUS the ultımate centre of subjectivıty, and even though he
ollowed the neo-Platonıistes ın makıng free use of the basıec princıple
of the COININON s Arıstotle concelıved 1t; As of noet1ic
systematısatıon, thıs extensıon of the latter and the dissımılarıties
of the former ATrTe insufficient LO make Augustine’s subjectivity SETUGC-
Lure far removed from Arıstotle’s empirıcal SETUCTUTES In Augustine
the MEIMOLY embraces the actıvıty of Arıstotle’s internal COMIMNMON

embracıng ell ın continulty hat the COININON
oes ıIn sımultaneıty. Artıstotle eft the DPOWETIS ıth consıderable
independence, an only ımpressionıstically related them LO overall
princıple. T’hat the ımagınatıon functioned 1n condıtiıons of ONnN-
SClOUSNESS (1n dreams when the sıght W as not functlonıng), 2aN!
Was capable of makıng mıstakes, inclined hım not LO Tea it A

indubiıtable internal W 58) The InaCccuracles of the imagınatıon
(concelvıing black aN! quadruped bırds) Were, for Augustine,

argumen for the of the ımagınatıon wıthın the MEIMOLY
whiıich ıt TEW 59), A W as ıts contrıbution LO remmnıSCeENCE 60)

Doubly unlıke Artıstotle In ıts confıdent systematısatıon an ıts
memory-centredness, Augustine’s structure W as yet INOTe 1ke ıt, 1n
hıs reJectıon of the rıg1dıties of superhuman neo-Platonısm an In
ıts acceptance into human actıvıty of lıvely varıabılıty accounted

54) 02 CL, 1 E 4924 18-19
55) NNECA 1I4:; 6! (explicitly rejects the image of W3a  b recelving form) ; 6‚
56) i 8)
57) See WD 187-188
58) De Anıma L
59) De T’rınitate X 9 1 E} O: 20 A
60) 7, 1 and 8,
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for not by the independence of the facultjes but the adaptabılıty of
the contaınıng MEIMOLY ıtself.

d) ost 1ke Arıstotle 18 Augustine’s diseussıion hat prompts
cognıtıve actıvıty into actıon. In knowledge, eVvVen ıf the W
has IN0 be directed IK0) the object by the intentıon of will, there 1s
question but that the W reCEIVES the form of 1ts knowledge
from the object 61) That ıntellıg1ble realıties ATEe apt IM0) be receı1ved
by the intellect 62) dıspenses ıth the eed for agen intelleect.
T’he acceptance of passıvıty 1n the cognıtıve POWEIS gets hım quıte
apar from Plotinus’s 1eW He ÖOa  - be credıibly supposed LO be
famıhar ıth the dıfficulties of Arıstotle’s cComMentatoOors iın [{1-

cılıng the QCCOUNTS of knowledge In Metaphysucs X11} N! De Anıma
TH 63) That he Was for the former Ca  e be inferred from ÜWwO eEXTtS
1n the De T’rınıtate

D mMUust obvıously hold fast LO thıs princıple that
everythıng whıich NOW begets the knowledge of ıtself wıthın
uS 9 the SamIne tıme. Hor knowledge 1S orn from both, from
the ONe who knows and the object that 1S known’ 64)

11) knowable thıngs, whether they precede 1ın tıme
begın LO be T the Samne tıme, beget knowledge and ALICc not
begotten by ıt; 65)

The alternatıve posıt1ons In the second XIrAaCcT correspond ıth
the posıtions 1n the long-standıng debate Arıstotle’s COIN-

mentators OVerTr the seemıngl1y opposed posıt1onNs taken In De
Anıma 144 and Metaphysucs Naı Hıs optıon for the posıtion that
intellectual objects ATEe not ecreated by the mınd but themselves create
the knowledge, Iın makıng ıt the fulfiılment of potentialıty of mınd,
O DOSCS hım LO the neo-Platonıist denı1al of there being ANYV potentlalıty
1n knowing. Awareness of thıs debate would demand far deeper
appreclatıon for the reconcıllıatıon of the LWO EeXTtSs together than
that provıded DYy Stöckl : °Wıthout object knowledge.

61) 5E B,
62) A, 15, ista videat 1n quadam Iuce S11 gener1s incorporea...’
63) Or UD 192 an I

64) De T’rınıtate L 12, l1quido tenendum est quod OmMnIıSsS T’EeSs AMCUMYUC
COgNOSCIMUS congenerat 1n nobis notitiam Sul. utroque nNnım notiıitıa parıtur,
Cognoscente et cognı1ıto’.

65) b XLV, 10, 6 S1ve tempore praecedentia, sıve sımul SSe incıplentıa,
cognosclbilia cognıtionem gıignunt, 11O.  - cognıtıone 1gnuntur
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But the subject must be actıve 1ın thıs knowledge‘ 65) The fırst
Xtract has the sSamne ıdea that the object actıvely produces NOW-
ledge, but ConNgeneral 67) oes not INeaI that the mınd 18 passıve LO
the object’s actıvıty that would make the object alone truly ‘generate’
the knowledge. In the actıvıty of the subject (also present 1ın sensatıon)
mıght there not be ecleetiec proposal for the inclusion of resıduum
of actıvıty f{rom the VOUS of De Anıma ILL, 1O shorn of the tran-
scendent dıyıne nature whiıich had harassed the commentators for

long ®

66) ‘Geschichte der christlichen Philosophie ZUT Zeıt der Kırchenväter’, Mainz
1891 an Aalen 1968, 303

67) ‘Congenerat...’ 1s remıinıscent of Passage ın the Adversus Arvum of MARIUS
ICTORINUS : “sed quon1am tunc cognoscibilia et habetur et, dicitur, CU. est NO-
scentila : relatıvra sunt en1im, et INVLCEM tenent et narvunt aut invi1icem interimunt’
(1V, 'ext edited by HENRY an HADOT, Corpus Secriptorum Ecclesiasticorum
Latinorum 1 X KK part I’ Vıenna Elsewhere HADOT has thrown doubt
whether Augustine had read this (v. L’Image de la Trinıite dans ’Ame chez Vietorinus
et, ‚.hez Augustin », 1n Studia Patristica exte und Untersuchungen Vol 8S1,
Berlin 1962, 433)

Additional evıdence that Augustine mMa y have read the Adversus Ärıum TOM
the WaYy In which he rejects self-knowledge of twınnıng quası geminatur,
ut et illıc sıt, et hıic, id est, et, ubi conspicere, e ubı CONspicCI possit ; ut 1n sıt; CONSPI-
cClens, nte cCONspicua’ (De T’'rınıtate XIV, 6, The gemınatur could ell have In
M1IN! the innocent1y expressed V1IEW of VICTORINUS, intent 1n defending the equality
of the Father an the Son, an usiıng the lJanguage of noetic, which would have denied
the unıty of the Trinity Dy making the Son to be produced outsıde the Father. Cf.

Crl cum autem videt, geminus xıistıt et intelligitur videns et quod videtur’
(ILL, 2 > (intelligentia) intellexit semet1psam, hoc quodam modo gemıina facta,
velut intus et, forı1s, fılıus est gen1itus ab exıstentla Patris’ (LV, 31) More radically,
Augustine’s erıticism bears PLOTINUS’S idea that; the self-thinking of VOUS Was

inevitably loss of sımplicity. HADOrT has draw attention LO paralle]l eXTS (e.g Ennead
VL, 7, 39) 1n his commentary the Adversus Arvıum ( VICTORINUS, "Traites T’heologiques
Sur la Irimiite’ I ‚9 Sources hretiennes 6 E Parıs 1960, 935) MARKUS agrees
ith HADOT'’s negative conclusions about Augustine’s knowledge of VICTORINUS’S
text (*Marius Vietorinus an Augustine’, 1n Cambridge Philosophy, Cambridge 1967,

340) There he incautously characterises Augustine’s trinıtarıan theology a  a  S being,
by Comparıson wiıt. VICTORINUS’s, ‘at 39161° INOTE scr1ptural In 1ts approach an less
metaphysical In procedure’. But, the metaphysical approach 18 of the highest 1MpOT-
tance, an the scriptural setting much of the metaphysics had the Samne wrıter
1n mind : PORPHYRY, the writer of Contra Christianos, for whom the gospels WeTe6

tıssue of contradiecetions.
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T’he Aırms of the De T’rınıtate

The princıple PUTPOSC of z 18 the elucıdatıon of the
signıf1cance of the De T’rınıtate 1ın ıts teachıng self-knowledge.
Before begınnıng thıs task ıt; wıll be LO the pomnt LO Su the number
of related a1MSs whiıch Augustine had {rom the moment when he
evıdently makes Ne  < beginnıng RF the openıng of Book I1L

Let turn OUT attention LO these subjects whıich shall
analyse 1ın 11OTe inter10T INannNner than the WaYy ın whıch
ave reated them before 68)
a) The work began antı-Arıan wrıting, an that intention

continued. Arıans had brought together neo-Platonist subordıina-
tionıst trıades an serıptural eEXTtS which seemed LO ave subordina-
10nıst meanıng. By demonstratıng non-subordinated trınıty
the human mınd Augustine could construct Case for the lıkellhood
of non-subordinated Irmity In the (+0dhead. An effectıve crıtique
of neo-Platonism would deprıve Arıanısm of ıts intellectual support.

b) Probably INOTeE ımportant 1n the second part W as the eed
to COMPOSE statement of orthodox Christian belhef 1n the Irmity
ın terms of the Graeco-Roman phılosophıcal tradıtıon 1.e wıth
relatıonshıp IK0) the strongly structured an comprehensıve 1160-

Platonısm of Plotinus and Porphyry, showıng at the Samle tıme that
thıs behef Was the product of the Chrıistian scrıptures 69)

C) T’hıs meant ın SOINe respects erıtical reJection of 1e60-

Platonist themes an eXPTESSIONS, an In other respects delıberate
erıtical acceptance of ıts iıdeas into the SyStem. 'The spirıt Was 91
ONCeEe orthodoxly Christian an phılosophiıcally ecleetic AsEÄat eclec-
tıcısm which offered model 1n ıts philosophiıcal structurıng of hOw

68) 09 C2l., I QUAaEC modo interlore quamı super10T7a tractabımus'’.
69) HYor example, the three scriptural extracts In De T’rinitate, X ‚9 57 ATre most

pertinently placed to relate the argument orthodox Christian teaching in WaYy
most likely to attract the attention of neo-Platonist reader. They COINE not much

conclusions but, 1n musıc, the intervent.ion of repeated high transcendent note
after the development of lower an busiıly groping Passase, which they answer :

the first two reassurıng echo, but the third sharp an! crıticısıng dominant199  St. Augustine’s « notitia sui »  The Aims of the De Trimitate  The principle purpose of this essay is the elucidation of the  significance of the De Trinitate in its teaching on self-knowledge.  Before beginning this task it will be to the point to sum up the number  of related aims which Augustine had from the moment when he  evidently makes a new beginning at the opening of Book VIIL :  «Let us turn our attention to these subjects which we shall  analyse in a more interior manner than the way in which we  have treated them before » %8).  a) The work began as anti-Arian writing, and that intention  continued. Arians had brought together neo-Platonist subordina-  tionist triads and scriptural texts which seemed to have a subordina-  tionist meaning. By demonstrating a non-subordinated trinity on  the human mind Augustine could construct a case for the likelihood  of a non-subordinated Trinity in the Godhead. An effective critique  of neo-Platonism would deprive Arianism of its intellectual support.  b) Probably more important in the second part was the need  to compose a statement of orthodox Christian belief in the Trinity  in terms of the Graeco-Roman philosophical tradition i.e. with  relationship to the strongly structured and comprehensive neo-  Platonism of Plotinus and Porphyry, showing at the same time that  this belief was the product of the Christian seriptures %9).  c) This meant in some respects a critical rejection of neo-  Platonist themes and expressions, and in other respects a deliberate  critical acceptance of its ideas into the system. The spirit was at  once orthodoxly Christian and philosophically eclectic — that eclec-  ticism which offered a model in its philosophical structuring of how  68) Op. cit., 1, 1 *... quae modo interiore quam superiora tractabimus’.  69) For example, the three scriptural extracts in De Trinitate, XI, 5, 8 are most  pertinently placed to relate the argument to orthodox Christian teaching in a way  most likely to attract the attention of a neo-Platonist reader. They come not so much  as conclusions but, as in music, the intervention of a repeated high transcendent note  after the development of a lower and busily groping passage, which they answer :  the first two as a reassuring echo, but the third as a sharp and criticising dominant  O  ... ‘“Nolite conformari huic saeculo’ ...’  ‘quandoquidem Deus fecit omnia bona valde’ ...’  ‘“Eritis sicut dii’ ...  With the first two neo-Platonists would be agreed; but the third was a criticism  of neo-Platonist presumption : their search for ecstasy equated with original sin.“Nolite conformarı hulec saeculo’
‘quandoquidem Deus fecıt Oomn1a on& valde’
‘Eritis sicut di  3?

Wıth the first two neo-Platonists would be agreed ; but the third Was erıticism
of eo-Platonist presumption their search for ecstasy equated ıth orıgınal 81n
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relıg10us and phılosophıcal cCOoNceptions mıght be brought ınto
sıngle construct, and DF the Samıe tıme provıded Augustine through
complete works, translatıons. commentarıes 2,N! doxographies, ıth
eNcyclopaedıc colleetion of phılosophical ıdeas from the Dast Partı-
cularly NEGCESSALCY Was the replacement of the continulty between
dıyıne and human wıth the separatıon of indıyıdual Mens and
transcendent God, A 1ın the conception of 'exchange of natures’,
the Chrıistian doectrine of A  9 quıte scrıpturally based, taught
less than substantıal dıyınısatıon of 12na  >

d) Consequently there had LO be quıite fresh beginnıng In the
accountıng for the structure of personalıty. Conseciousness and gelf-
CONSCIOUSNESS wWweTe LO be made personal. Agaılnst Plotinus, though
not Porphyry, they had LO be insısted characterıstie of (+0d
As for INanl, it had to be unequ1vocally maıntaıned that hıs mınd
Was absolute princıple of hıs OW. menta|l actıvıty. Triadıe actıv-
ıt]ıes attrıbuted to both the One an VOUS WeTiTe unequ1vocally and
delıberately asserted of the human mınd In ıts OW. rıght an AaAsSO.-

celated ıt.h the characterıstics of uy  N> and together they WeTe posıted
1n the MEens of Stole1ısm and the MEMOTLA. of composıte OT1g1N. The
conceptıion of self-knowledge condıtıon of knowledge of anythıng
else, taken from the Arıstotelhlan tradıtıon, W as shorn of alLYy tran-
scendence ıIn ıts SOUTCGeEe N! neo-Platonıist developments, an applıed
LO stiIucture ındıyıdually complete ın the Parva Naturalıa
>Ral Nıcomachean Ethıcs of Artıstotle. And 1n thıs aZUtTONOMOUS StETUG-
ture, treated tımelessly an unanecdotally, there 18 comprehensıve
reference N6 cognıtıon of kınd Of the tıme-bound, riıchly
anecdotal 1eW of the Confessvons there 1s LO Tea ın thıs
thesıs.

Subjectwwity unassısted by friendshin
Ags CONSEQUENCE of the autonNomMYy whıich he attrıbuted LO

indıvıdual, wıthout undervaluıng frıiendshIip Augustine dıspensed
ıth the place of frıiend In cCOomInNg LO self-knowledge ; only when
ONe had COIMeE true self-knowledge could Olle correctly value one’s
fr:end. De T'rınıtate tText probably alludes LO the sectıon In Plato’s
Alcıbıades whıich the friend’s röle ıth see1ıng oneself
reflected 1n hıs eye-pupıl 70) The 1dea 1Ss rejected the grounds

70) See Augustiniana 274 1977, 380
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that the hıghest clarıty must be the knowledge of the self LO ıtself;
As ıt.h the primacy of self-love, the prımacy of self-knowledge Was

metaphysıcal necessity. (Provıded they wWwWeTe related LO the love
an knowledge of (+0d there W as not necessarıly AalLY prıde ou
them ; and the priority of self-love OVeLr love of ne1gbour could evVen

claım dıyıne warrant 71)
The mınd cannot love ıtself uıunless it a 180 knows ıtself, for

how Ca  ; it love hat ıt oes not know ® Or ıf aln yoNe SayS that
the mınd by general speclal knowledge beheves that it 1s
such, it experlences others, he 1S speakıng 1n VOLY oolısh
INanneTr HKor whence oes mınd NOW nother mınd ıf ıt oes
not NOW ıtself ® (Unde enım i1Nens alıquam mentem novıt, S1

NON novıt C)
HKor not AS the CYC of the body Sec6e5 other CYCS wıthout NOW-

ng itself, 0€es the mınd NOW other mınds N! oes not NOW
1tse Hor see bodıies through the CYCS of the body, because

cannot refract the rays which shıne through them an touch
whatever SCEe, aN! reflect them back ınto the CVES themselves,
eXcept when AT lookıng into MITTOT. But thıs 1S subject
that 1s diseussed Very subtly and vVeELrY obscurely, untıl it Ca  -

be clearly shown whether ıt 1s actually S whether ıt 1S not
But whatever mMa y be the nature of the W DYy whıich
SsSce through the EYVES, certaımly do not See the W

ıtself, whether ıt be Tays anythıng else, ıth the CYCS, but
seek it ın the mınd ; an ıf 1t; IS possıble, comprehend

ıt; ın the mınd. As the mınd ıtself, therefore, gathers the NOW-
ledge of corporeal thıngs through the bodıly SCNSCS, ıt galns
the knowledge of incorporeal thıngs through ıtself, SINCE ıt 1S
incorporeal. Mens Cr 1psa sıcut INncorporearum notıtlas
PEI SEIHNSUS COTDOTIS collıgıt, IC 1INcorporearum PEeI semet1ıpsam.
TgO et semetıpsam PELI 1psam novıt, quon1am est 1NnCorporea) 2)

It 18 hardly poss1ıble that later Dassasec o0es not allude LO Alcıbrades
Here he Seces real danger that 1n beıng Over-1ımpressed by hat

71) "Thou shalt love thy neighbour thyself”, Lemnticus 1 9 an atthew 2 9
(and parallels). Sermo CXXVUIL, 3’ utem nondum nost] dilıgere te, timeo

desciplas proximum tuum sicut te 38, 715), an Commentary Psalm CZ VULL;
S, ‘Quomodo Crg dılıgıit proximum tamquam selpsum, qu1 nescıt et selpsum’.

JURNABY considers the controvers]ial aspeCct of: the prlor1ty of self-love (*Amor Deın’,
London 1938, 116 {f)

72) De T’rınatate I 3! ir ÜHASTAING, 'St. Augustin et le probleme de la
connalssance AV’autrun study In three parts 1ın meditative style, written TOM
the first EeErsoN, based wıde N} of LEeXTtSsS FEevue Phrilosophique 151, 1961,
152, 1962, {if; 153, 1963, 293 {f)
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ONe thınks One Sees 1n other people, ONe Ma y apply quıite unreal
conception of oneself LO oneself. And IK0) searchıng iınto the CyYES
of others ıt 18 only satısfactory look into MITTOT LO obtaın good
reflection of oneself ; but the immedıate WaYy 1n whiıich the mınd
knows ıtself has analogy ıth thıs

Behold ! the mınd geeks tO NOW itself an 18 inflamed ıth
thıs desıre. T’herefore, it loves, but hat oe€es ıt love ® Itself ?
But hoW, sSInce ıt oes not yet NOW itself, and one 6178  - love
hat he 0o€eSs not know ® Or has ıt become acquamted ıth
ıts OW beauty 1ın the Same WaYy usually eaT about peoplewho AT absent by of report % Perhaps, then, ıt oes
not love ıtself 3T all, but the image whıich ıt forms of ıtself, an
which mMa y be far dıfferent {rom itself Or the mınd forms

ımage that 18 lıke ıtself, and, therefore, when ıt loves thıs
ancıed ımage ıt loves ıtself then, perhaps, it knows other mınds
from which it forms ımage of ıtself, and ıt 1s already known
LO ıtself generıcally (genere 1PS0). But why then oes ıt; not
NOW ıtself, SInce ıt; knows other miınds, nothıng Can be INOTe
present LO ıtself than iıtself ® But ıt WerTe ıth the mınd ıth
the EYVES of the body, LO which the CYyES of others AT better
known than ıts OW: CYCS tO themselves, then let, ıt not qeek
ıtself for ıt; 111 fiınd itself. HKor CYES 311 sSce themselves
eXcept 1ın M1TOT ; NOT Are to belıeve 1ın an WaYy that such

ma y be also sed for the contemplatıon of ıncorporealthıngs, that the mınd should NOW ıtself ıt WeTe 1n
mMI1TTOT 73)

Admıiıttedly the parallelısm 1S not complete 1ın Alcıbiades it Was

question of seekıng the reflection of oneself 1n the CYC of frıend,
not Just searchıng the CYyES of others. But the princıple of Augustine
undercuts 1ts argument : the frıend, the alter EQO, cannot possıbly
be known LO ONne s ONe 18 able tO be known tO oneself ; and eTrTe he
ASLEES ıth Plotinus that the mınd Öa  ; 1n WaYy look WF ıtself from
utsıde 74)

The place of iriendshıp 1s no0t absent from Augustine’s account
of self-knowledge, but ıt, oes not ave the of dependence
the other whıich Plato DaVE ıt He 18 prımarıly concerned ıth how
ıt 18 possıble to recOYNISE another soul ]Just, an! therefore ovable 75)

73) De T’rınitate X’ 3,
74) nNnNecad. V, S, 11l VOUS can stand aWay an ith bodily CYCS

apprehend itself’.
75) De T’rinitate VL  ‚9 Ö, Here there 18 parallel In Arıstotle wh' taught that

'friendship 18 virtue, involves virtue’ (Nıcomachean Kthics VIIL, 1155 4), an
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« He therefore who loves 101enN ought LO love them, eıther
because they AIe ]Just that they Ma y be Just. So ought he
LO love hımself also, eiıther because he 1s ]Just that he mMa y
be Just, for 1n thıs WaYy he loves hıs ne1ghbour hımself wıthout
al y danger

Hor Augustine the Nan capable of frıendship 111 make certaın that
he has somethıng contribute before makıng frıiendshıp an that
they wıll be unıted ın the possession of the hıghest of ıdeals.

Augustine’s Structure of Subzectwwiuty
In the setting of indıyıdual MENS, human subjectivıty 18

consıdered wıthout eıther attention LO the obscurıng of knowledge
through SIN and evıl place for the eed of dıyıne ılluımınatıon 76)
KEeleetie systematısıng of subjectiviıty, especlally the neo-Platonist
transcendent hermeneutic of Arıstotle, had already placed self-know-
ledge DF the Centre of a ]] other knowiıng ; Augustine’s transposıtıon
of transcendent categorles LO the indıyıdual Nens took thıs PTOVEN.,

As always insıstıng the priıor1ty of self-knowledge CONSEQUENT
the ımmed1acy of self-presence, an ıth thıs self-knowledge
the only of knowiıng other souls, Augustine beg1ıns hıs

examınatıon of self-knowledge In o0k 11L

° Hor hat 1s ıntımately known, an hat knows ıtself LO
be ıtself (seque 1psum eSSCcC sentit), than that through whıch
a ll er thıngs AIe lıkewıse known, that 18, the soul (anımus)

that the best kind of friendship 1s not jJust Out of personal usefulness COININON pleas-
SUuTe, but, I1LOTE rarely, N those who love ach other for the sake of the er
(20 ch 3) Cf£. Iso sharıng “friend’s CONSCIOUSNESS of hıs ex1istence’ (2b L 1170

1152 Sce Augustimana DU 1977, 127)
HADOT suggests of thıs an other similar De T’'rınıtate eXTtS that ‘the philosophical

SOUTCeEe TOomM which Augustine borrowed the conceptual material of the De T’ranstate
had SOTINE relatıonship ıth the Nıcomachean MC8  e an he thinks 1n terms of Pop-
phyry’s ost commentary (*L’Image...’ ın Studia Patrıstica VI, 440 Augustı-
NLANa 21 1977, 76)

76) Here hastıly finished dissertatıon Dy STUMPF, “Selbsterkenntnis und
Ilumination beı Augustinus’, unıch 1944, 18 really attempt to Sa y hOow Augustine
should have wriıitten self-knowledge 1n the De T’rınıtate ıf he had related it; LO Ilu-
minatıon. Hıs conclusions Ar In the spirıt of Augustine — though unsupported by
an y references. ‘Self-knowing aCct of knowledge 18 therefore spiritual (geistiges)
light through which the soul becomes of itself’ (Pp 39); and ‘When the mind
(Geist) shines 1ts light, then the lıght of the Og08S shines (p 103)

'The dissertation has VeEry few references LO neo-Platonism.
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ıtself. FKor recogNn1se the mMmovements of bodies a 180 from
theır resemblance IK0) ourselves, and from thıs fact perceive
that others lıve besıde ourselves, SINCE also INOVe OUT bodyIn lıvıng observe these bodies be moved. HKor even when

lıvıng body 18 moved.. notice that somethıng 1s presentwıthın that bulk (moles), such 18 present 1ın US, that AIe
able LO INOVe OUT bulk 1n sımılar WaY, and thıs 18 the ıfe an
the soul. Nor 1S thıs the property, LO speak, of human prudence
and Te4ason HKor eVen beasts the fact that not only do
they themselves lıve, but also that they lıve ıth others like
them and ıth One another, and that ourselves do Nor
do they SsSee OUT souls eXCcePpTt through the mMOovements of OUT
bodıes, an that ,T ONCe an vVexLy easıly by SOTT, of natural
Tamıharıty (quadam conspıratione naturalı). T’herefore, NOW
the sou|[ of al yOoNE a a, ]] from OUT O W. an {rom OUT OW.
believe of hım whom do not NOW For Are not onlyCONSCIOUS of OUT Soul, but Can also NOW hat OUT soul 1s
by studyıng OUTLT OW.  9 for ave soul’
Unaware of the varıety of subjectivıty structure 1ın Arıstotle’s

works, Schneılder proposed that self-Teeling” from inner
characterised Arıstotle, Stolc1sm and Augustine together ‘the
specıfıc form of sensıtıve lıfe’ 78) However, the place he refers LO
In Artıstotle (*De Anıma TEL Anfang’) explicıtly denies the existence
of aD Y self-consc10us besides the POWETIS themselves 79)’
whiılst the PAassage he refers LO 1n Augustine, almost ıf he had heard
of thıs Artıstotelian theory, explicıtly denles the self-consciousness
of each external and that In INnan thıs funetion 18
performed bYy the L1LEeAaSON 80) Agaılnst Arıstotle’s assertion that ıf
self-consc1iousness 1Ss taken AWAaY from the indıyrıdual SeNses there
would be infınıte reESTESS 81) Augustine aSSEerTts that the PTLOCESS
termıinates ıth the LTeCasonNn Thıs certamınty, unlıke the dıvergence
of Arıstotle’s sStructures ıth theır perceptiveness and eater elegance,
Was prepared for by centurles of ecleetiec systematısatıon. KEclec-
tiıc1ısm and Romanıtas ıIn theır hermeneutical transformatıon of
Arıstotehlan varlıety an profundıty werTe gulded by LWwWO unquestioned

77) 02 C VIILL, 6‚
78) "Seele und ein. Ontologie bel Augustin uUun! Aristoteles’, Stuttgart 1957, 167
79) 4925 15-16
80) De Tbero Arbıtrıo El; 3’ Nnon nım QuUO sSens colorem vides, hoc eodem

vides eti1am 1psum videre... Quidquid est alıud QuUO sentirı potes INNe quod SCIMUS,
ministerium ratiıonıs est’'.

81) 425
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epıstemologıcal er1ıterı1a. First, the desıre for sımple form 1ın whiıich
a,|] knowıng could be comprehended ; 1n sensatıon and ın intelleetion
that meant the control of actıvıtles concelıved of perıpheral
OUTeTr by inner centre of reference and self-consc10usNesSs. Secondly,
there W as the presumptıion that thıs form applıed analogously LO
both Therefore Porphyry Sa  - INncoNgTULtY 1n applyıng the pattern
of the COININOIN embodyıng epıstem1c princıple of the
MOST unıyversal s1gnıf1cance EeVEelI LO the level of the One ıtself 82)
Conversely, Augustine felt hımself free apPLY neo-Platonıist noetlie
and erotic princıples attrıbuted vOo the hypostases LO the indıyıdual
MNens But theoretical comprehensiveness Was not enough : the
of the presidıng 1TEAaS5OI could be made include moral actıvıty A

well thınkıng. Therefore when the Judgıng actıvıty of 1e4S0ON 1s
deseribed it 18 not Just epıstem1c Judgement of separatıng and
unıtıng, but moral Judgement of value well

Iın regard In8 those thıngs whıch Are below LEASOL, that
18 of bodıly thıngs an the bodıly SeNses an the inner
hat else but TEeAaSOoN (ratıo) usSs hOow ONe 18 better than
another, an how 1EASON 18 nobler than ALı Y of em Thıs could
no0t happen unless ıt Judged them)’ 83)

It 1s true that precedent O&  - be found for thıs 1ın the aberrant
structure of De Anıma 111 84) ıth which Augustine’s utılıtarıan
product has much 1ın COMMO, but style N! method ATe wıdely
apar 'The ecleect1ic spırıt Was ımpatıent of anythıng but the fınal
result of reflection, educed LO ıts sımplest eXPTESSION ; and inner
self-conselousness could be g]ıven ıth complete ease A place 1n thıs
pattern

In De Trıinıitate thıs pattern 1s developed ınto generalısed
82) Q Vommentary the Parmenıudes, ir X H. 23 LO XIV, 4) following HADOT’s

version (*Porphyre et Vıcetorinus I, Parıs 1968, In the Same WaYy that
the of sight does not attaın the audible etc.St. Augustine’s « notitia sui »  205  epistemological criteria. First, the desire for a simple form in which  all knowing could be comprehended; in sensation and in intellection  that meant the control of activities conceived of as peripheral or  outer by an inner centre of reference and self-consciousness. Secondly,  there was the presumption that this form applied analogously to  both. Therefore Porphyry saw no incongruity in applying the pattern  of the common sense as embodying an epistemic principle of the  most universal significance even to the level of the One itself ®2).  Conversely, Augustine felt himself free to apply neo-Platonist noetic  and erotic principles attributed to the hypostases to the individual  mens. But theoretical comprehensiveness was not enough : the range  of the presiding reason could be made to include moral activity as  well as thinking. Therefore when the judging activity of reason is  described it is not just an epistemic judgement of separating and  uniting, but a moral judgement of value as well.  in regard to those things which are below reason, that  is of bodily things and the bodily senses and the inner sense,  what else but reason (ratio) tells us how one is better than  another, and how reason is nobler than any of them? This could  not happen unless it Judged them’ ®3).  It is true that a precedent can be found for this in the aberrant  structure of De Anıma III 8*), with which Augustine’s utilitarian  product has so much in common; but style and method are widely  apart. The eclectic spirit was impatient of anything but the final  result of reflection, reduced to its simplest expression; and inner  self-consciousness could be given with complete ease a place in this  pattern.  In De Trinitate IX this pattern is developed into a generalised  82) Cf. Commentary on the Parmenides, fr. XIIL, 23 to XIV, 4, following HADorT’s  version (‘Porphyre et Victorinus II’, Paris 1968, pp. 108-9): ‘in the same way that  the power of sight does not attain the audible (etc.) ... but there is a power which  transcends them, which distinguishes their object, which knows their identity and  their difference... in the same way one can say that the power according to which the  voös that cannot return to itself sees is different, superior to the distinetion between  knowing and known and beyond these two by its majesty and power’.  83) De Libero Arbitrio II, 6, 13 (translation by M. PonTIrEx, 0.S.B., Westminster  and London 1955, pp. 90-1).  84) See ch. 4: ‘by mind I mean that part by which the soul thinks and forms  judgements’ (429 a 23); ch. 7: ‘when (the thinking soul) asserts or denies that they  are good or bad’ (431 a 16-17).but there 18 which
transcends them, which distinguishes their object, which knows their identity an
their cQAifference... ıIn the SaIne Way 01415 Cal Sa y that the according LO which the
VOUS that cannot return LO itself SCcECESs 18 dıfferent, Super10r LO the cdAistinetion between
knowing an known an beyond ese LWO by ıts majesty an power’.

83) De Tibero Arbaiatrıo I ‚9 6, (translatıon bDy PONTIFEX, 0.S5 W estminster
an London 1955, 90-1)

84) See ch M1N! 10621 that part by which the soul thinks an forms
judgements’ (429 23): ch "when (the thinking soul) ASSEeTtSs denies that they
Are good bad’ (431 i
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theory of the necessity of self-knowledge condıtıon of knowledge
of anythıng else. It Was not Augustine’s personal d1SCOVery but
transformatıon of neo-Platonıist conceptions accordıng to the Status
of indıyıdual mınd, perhaps intent eternıty, but involved 1n
tıme. HKor Plotinus an Porphyry self-knowledge aN! other knowledge
1n VOUS essentlally iıdentical not only condıtionally inseparable,
ıth ontologıcal, though not temporal, prlor1ity of self-knowledge
OVerTr knowledge of anythıng else. The movement of return uDON
oneself, Was the condıtıon of ıdentity, integrIity, completeness
though ıts self-knowledge W as iundamentally CONSECQUENCE of NOW-
ledge of the One and the of separatıon from ıt 'The transposıtıon
of the characterıstics of thıs hypostatıc self-knowledge LO the indıvıd-
ual iınvolved the eed LO develop the MEIMOLY the faculty of tıme-
bound self-knowledge and CONSCIOUSNESS IN0 connect hat Was separate
ın tıme ell dıverse. As the essent1a|l ıdentity of self-knowledge
and object-consc10usness 1s transformed into self-knowledge
condıtıon of object CONSClLOUSNESS, the ontologıcal prlor1ity of self-
knowledge becomes temporal priority ; ıt exıists 1n the chıld 85)
and the unselfeonse10us before ıts 18 adverted Partly

CONSCYUENCE of character1sıng the funetion of ratıo faculty
of Judging, the complete ıdentity of subject an object 1ın the orıginal
StEructuUre of Artıstotle 18 replaced DYy dianoetiec superlor1ity, remaınıng
undıvyıded OVer hat ıt has tOo Judge. 'Thıs presidence a y do InNOoTe

than emphasıse element already iın Arıstotle but Judging
between opposıtes dıd not aTISe 1n the cognıtıve actıvıty of VOUS.
oltıtıa SUr 18 inter10rT cıtadel whose ex1istence 1s condıtıon of
there being 200074 knowledge of anythıng else, because ıt, becomes
ıdentified ıth INENS ıtself.

De Trıinitate oo0k Self-Lovıng and Self-Knowing
ook begıns ıth serıpturally-based statement of the

Christian conceptıon of the search for God, affırmıng the coherence
of belıef based authorıty ıth truth sought by the understand-
1ng,87), after which account of the ITrmity ends ıth the statement

85) De T’rinitate XIV, D,
86) f De Anıma ILL, 7) 431 18-20 "The ast, thing LO be affected 18 single

entity anı single MeanNn, although 1t; has INOTE than ONne aspect’.
87) Loc CH., 1, "De eredendis nulla infidelitate dubitemus, de intelligendis

Nu. temerıtate affırmemus ;: In iıllıs auctorıtas tenenda est, h1s verıitas exquirenda)’.
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from John Deus charıtas est Augustine’s intention 18 LO
buıild brıdges ıth neo-Platonist thinkıng, for the Kvangelıst's
statement has ıts COouNterpart 1ın Plotinus’s desecr1ıption of the One207  St. Augustine’s « notitia sui»  from Z John IV : « Deus charitas est». Augustine’s intention is to  build bridges with neo-Platonist thinking, for the KEvangelist’s  statement has its counterpart in Plotinus’s description of the One:  «... desire and substance are one and the same thing with him » 88).  Though the One is remote from man, Plotinus said (broaching the  theme which is Augustine’s own) « we can sometimes see in ourselves  a nature like his » 8°). Therefore to go from the image to the supreme  principle was to pursue a relationship sought by Plotinus himself :  « We are not yet speaking of heavenly things, not yet of God  the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, but of this imperfect  image (de hac impari imagine), which is an image nevertheless,  that is, of man » ®).  That Augustine should begin this book with an account of God  in terms of love and speak of the divine image in man firstly in terms  of love is probably a deliberate counterpart to the Platonic doctrine  of €pws which reappears strongly in Plotinus as the way to God and  ecstasy : €pws is born from the soul in its effort at the contemplation  of the One; it is «a being worthy of the object it contemplates » °}1).  And « one arrives there if one is of a loving nature, and if from the  beginning one has the disposition of a true philosopher » ®2). Justified  by the Plotinian text that we can sometimes see in ourselves a nature  like that of the One he applies the triad of loving which is attributed  to the One as ‘Father of Reason’ in Ennead VI %), who is «at the  same time object loved, love, and self love» %2) to the human mens,  slightly changing its order: « Ego et quod amo et ipse amor» %4).  Initiating a type of analysis with concordant totalities of mens,  notitia and amor (so unlike the empiricism of the Confessions with  its self-mystery), Augustine asserts that in the case of self-love,  as in self-willing, the love or will is equal to the mens.  88) Ennead VI, 8, 15 : tradrö n Epeoıs Kal H 0doia. Translation follows BREHIER.  89) Ennead VI, 8, 15 (following BR£HIER).  90) De Trinitate IX, 2, 2.  91) Ennead IIT, 5, 3 : all of Ennead IIT, 5 is coneérned with Epws.  92) 7b. V, 9, 2.  93) Op. cit., 8, 15 : The triad is repeated again in De Trinitate XV, 6, 10.  938) kal EpdojoV Kal Epws 6 aUTOS Kal adroD Epws (ib., translation follows BRE£HTER).  94) De Trinitate IX, 2, 2.desıire and substance AIe ONe an the sSamıe thıng ıth hım » 88)
Though the One 18 TemoOte from Man, Plotinus sa1d (broaching the
theme whıch 1s Augustine’s OWNn) 6Ca  s sometımes sSee 1n ourselves

nature lıke hıs » 89) Therefore LO JO from the ımage LO the SUDIEIMNE
princıple Was to PUTSUE relatıonshıp sought by Plotinus hımself :

We ATe not yet speakıng of heavenly thıngs, not yet of (+0d
the Father, the Son an the Holy Spiırıt, but of thıs imperfect
ımage (de hac 1mparı 1magıne), which 18 image nevertheless,
that 18, of 90)
That Augustine should begın thıs book ıth 2CCOunNt of (G0d

In terms of love and speak of the dıyıne image 1n Inan firstly ın erms
of love 1s probably delıberate COuNterpart IK0) the Platonie doectrine
of EPWS whıch reEaPPEAIS strongly 1ın Plotinus the WaYy LO G(G0d an
ECSLaSY EPWS 18 OTN from the soul ıIn ıts effort 91 the contemplatıon
of the ÖOne;: ıt 18 being worthy of the object 1t contemplates » 91)
And ONne aTT1IVeS there ıf ONe 18 of lovıng nature, an f from the
begınnıng ‚0)41% has the dısposıtıion of true phılosopher » 92) Justified
DYy the Plotinian Lext that Ca  S somet.ımes sce 1n ourselves nature
lıke that of the One he applıes the trıad of lovıng whıich 1s attrıbuted
to the One ‘Father of Reason’ 1ın Ennead VI 93) who 18 21 the
SsSamne tıme object loved, love, and self love» 9aa.) LO the human MENS,
slıghtly changıng ıts order : KıgO et quod z et 1pse aAM OT } 94)
Inıtıatıng type of analysıs 1tn concordant totahıtıes of MENS,
notıtra and TNOT (so unlıke the empir1cısmM of the Confessvons ıth
ıts self-mystery), Augustine asserts that 1ın the Ccase of self-love,

1n self-willıng, the love Ul 18 equal LO the MNMens

88) nnecad Y S, TG.ÜTÖ EDEILS KaLl QOUOLA. Iranslatıon follows BREHTER.
89) Knnead V ‚9 8! (following BREHIER)
90) De T’rınıtate I Z
91) nnecad ILL, D, a ]] of Ennead IIL, 18 econcerned wiıith EDWS.
92) V, 9}
93) 09 n S, 'The triad 18 repeated agaln in De T’rınıtate 6‚
93a) KL  H EPAOWLOV KaLl EPWS aQUTOS KaLl  H UTOU EPWS (1b., translatıon follows BREHIER)
94) De T ’rınstate L 2)
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But hat oes LO love oneself INcaln, other than to wısh
LO be ıth oneself LO eN]Oy oneself. And when allLyOLNEC wıshes
hımself be Just he 18, then the wıll 1s equal LO the mıind,
and the love 1S equal LO the lover 95)

And thıs love, which 18 equal LO the self of the lover, 18 not extrinsıe
equalıity but substantıal ıdentity. Augustine Aargues

And ıf love 18 substance, ıt 1S certaımly not body but spiırıt ;the mınd 18 not body but spırıt. Net love and mınd AT not LWwoO
spirıts, but ONe spirıt ; not L wo but ONe eSSeNCce 96)

Only after thıs eXerCISE, based the primacy of love In the command-
mMments of Seripture but CONCeESSIVeE 21 ONCceEe LO the Platonıc tradıtiıon
of the prımacy of EPWS and LO the spırıt of Romanıtas 1n style, o0e€es
Augustine turn to the question of self-knowledge for «the mınd
cannot love ıtself unless i a 1s0 knows ıtself, for how ÖOa  - ıt love
hat ıt oes not know ? » 97) The sımplıcıty of the later expression
oes not quıite lose ıts allusıyeness LO the ramblıng, unrelated Greek
themes of daımonıc EPWS an the precept LO Know I’hyself ».

The INens knows ıtself through ıtself 'ergo et semet1ıpsam PDPEI
1psam novıt, quon1am est, INcorporea’ 98) and thıs there

1s equalıity between itself anı ıts self-knowledge. Thıs 1S remıinıscent
of Passage In Plotinus whıich makes the self-knowledge of the One
depend the absence of OfhernesS - 7e. that there 1S perfect
colincıdence between ıtself ‚N! ıts self-knowledge : who has
dıfference 1n hımself 18 always present (to hımself)’ 99)

95) ‘Quid est autem S nıs]ı s1ıbi praesto SSsSe velle ad firuendum se ?
Kt CU. tantum vult CSSC, quantum est, Dar mentiı voluntas est, et amantı INOT

aequalıs’. To complete the parallelism of the account there 18 Iso Lext, In PLOTINUS
which equates the One ıth hıs ll He 18 entirely will Hıs 1l 1S hımself’ (Ennead
VE S, 21) By contrast the 1l of uxn 18 uncertaın (20 1 4! 17)

96) De T'rıntate, Icc. crl Hr 81 aliqua substantıa est AaINOÖT, NO  e est uti1que COrDUS,
sed spirıtus NeC 1LE COTDUS, sed spirıtus est. eque tamen ‚1L1110OT et, INeNS duo spiritus,
sed 11US spiritus ; Dec essent]ae duae sed una There 18 partıal parallel to this In
PLOTINUS "T'hat OUrTr good 1S there 18 shown by the VCIy love inborn (ovulDuTOS) ıth
the soul’ Ennead VL 9’

97) De T’rınıtate I 3! "Mens Nnım 1psam 1O.  w potest, niıs] eti1am
noverıt Na Qquomodo mat quod nescıt

98) 3!
99) EKEnnead A, 9‚ Sententia of PORPHYRY develops Plotinus’s thought;

for thıs SOUTCE of De T’'rinitate x 3’ ef. Augustimana 2 9 19 393, c 146
Iso ınfra chapter for Stoic assoclations.
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And there 18 the Same equalıity between the human Mens

N! ıts self-knowledge there Was between ıtself and ıts self-love.
In both there 0 be dyad °But Just there ATe Lwo thıngs,
the mınd and love, when ıt; loves itself, there ATe LwoO thıngs, the
mınd N! ıts knowledge, when ıt knows ıtself’ 100) And the LWwO
dyads Ca  - be conflated LO form trıad, embracıng together knowledge
and love ın WaYy that (Jreek thought had one “"T’herefore,
the mınd ıtself, ıts love and 1ts knowledge AT kınd of trınıty ; these
three AT ONEe, and when they ATe perfect they Are equal‘ 101)_

IThus LWO neo-Platonıist conceptions of the self-love and the
self-knowledge of the One AT sımplhıfıed 1n themselves an ATe

interrelated and then applıed LO the human MMNens Its self-knowıiung
and self-lovıng ATIe detached from dıyıne self-knowıng N! self-lovıng.
The possıbılıty of attaımment of thıs perfect equality In the human
Mens makes ıt; clear that there 1S eed for INa  - LO seek absorption
of mınd an soul iınto transcendent whole ; 1t; became concelıvable
LOO that the mınd could generate ıts OTIN of truthfulness In sef-
knowing, aN! moral OTIN through ıts self-lovıng. So ıt; set
moral iıdeal A clearly s the neo-Platonist, but unmıstakably human.

Important CONSECYUECNCES follow from thıs conceptıon of mental
trlad-ın-unity. I mınd, ıts self-knowledge an self-love Ca  S be
iıdentıifiıed mınd completely present LO ıtself ıIn self-knowledge,
N! In self-love not two spiırıts but ONe ı$ ollows that the NOW-
ledge bDy MNens of other thıngs an ıts love of other besıdes ıtself ATe

extens1ons of ıts self-knowledge N self-love. So CONSCIOUSNESS
PT'  S self-consc1lo0usness : not the bındıng StETrTUCLUTE of the
entire noet1ec COSINOS, not insıght ınto the nature of thought,
but CONSCHUENCE of the realısatıon that self-love aN elf-know-
ledge MNeal the complete of Mens LO ıtself. Derıyed from
the I1NOTE transcendent conceptions, the rejectıon of transcendent

100) De T’rınitate J: 4, “Sıcut autem duo quadam sunt, INeENS et INOT e1us,
OU. amat; ıta. quaedam duo sSunt, I1NENS et notiıtıa e1lus, CU. NOVI1

101) Igitur 1psa InNneNS et INOT et notiıtıa 1US trıa quaedam sunt et haec trıa
1U sunt ; et CUu. perfecta Sunt aequalia sunt’. Love aN! knowledge ATr brought
together Dy PLOTINUS, though not systematıcally, ın the contemplatıon of the One
by VOUS VOUS EPV EPÖV yiverTaı (Ennead @ 7, 39) possible origin 1ın PORPHYRY
for the desecription of the unıty of the triad 18 gı1ven by PE£PIN, "Une Nourvelle Source
de saınt Augustin : le C  NTNLA de Porphyre SUur I’ Union de l’ame et du COTpPS’, 1ın *
Revue des Ktudes AÄncıennes 66, 1964,
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and separated faculty alone made possıble ıntegrated structure
of subjeectivity. Sımllarly there would be loving of anythıng else
unless there werTe fırst self-loving

'the mınd Can also love something else beside ıtself by the
sS4ame love by which ıt loves ıtself. Sımilarly, the mınd o€Ss not
NOW itself alone, but also mMan y things Therefore, love an
knowledge AT not ın the mınd 1n subject, but they are
also there substantıally the mınd ıtself 18 102)
S!

“üf the love by which the mınd loves ıtself CcCeases LO be, then
the mınd wiıll also to love a the Samme tıme ; lıkewise,the knowledge by which the mınd knows ıtself CEeasSes LO be,the mıind wıll als LO NOW a the SsSame tıme’ 108)
Thus self-love and self-knowledge search for that; equalıity ıth

themselves which Plotinus made out LO be the law of knowiıng, an
strıving after knowing, anı the eGCAaSurTe of truth 104)

When the miınd, therefore, knows ıtself fully an nothingelse ıth ıtself, then ıts knowledge 1s equal In8 1t, because ıts
knowledge 18 not from another nature when ıt knows ıtself.
And when ıt perceives ıtself fully an nothıng MOTEe, then ıts
knowledge 18 neıther less NOT greater than ıtself » 105)

When the mınd knows ıtself, and takes complaısance ın 168e
loves ıtself, ıt has to CXPIESS ıtself LO ıtself ıIn verbum which 18 ONe-
the-less, through ıts substantıal LO ıtself, ıdentical an
equal LO ıtself

102) De T’rınıtate x 4, ‘Mens autem qQUO amat, potes: et
aliud praeter Item NO.  5 sola cognoscıt INENS, sed et ‚hıa. multa. Quamobrem 11O.:  -
INOT et, cognitio tamquam ın subjecto insunt menti1; sed substantialiter etiam ista, sunt
sıcut 1P8a mens’

103) 5) "Amor autem QUO INnens amat, 81 SsSe desinat, sımul et 1la desinat;
Sse I1tem notitıa Qua INnenNns novIıt, 1 SSec desinat, sımul et Jla desinat)’.

104) nnecad V ‚9 6’ 'everything seeks not the alıen but itself” : N] V, 57
‘“essential] truth 18 not accord ith anything else, but accord ith ıtself’ (following
BREHIER). The theme of mind iın equality ıith ıtself an 1ts Stoic or1gın ArTe discussed
In the next chapter.

105) De T’'rınitate 4, ‘Mens VeTrO CUu: > 1psam cognoscıt, 11O.  — superat
notiıtıa SU3a ; qula 1psa cognoscıt, u qulidquam alıud, pPar 1l est cognıt1o,
CU. 1psam cognoscıt. Kit CUu.: 0tLam nıhıl amplius percı1pit, NeC MInOTr NeC mMa jor
est;’
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When the mınd knows ıtself an hat ıt knows,
thıs Sammme knowledge 18 1ın such WaYy ıts word, that ıt 18 wholly
and entirely ParL ıth %, 18 equal LO, an identical ıth
16, because ıt, 1s not the knowledge of lower CSSCNCE, such
the body, NOLT of hıgher esSseNCce such (+0d And sınce NOW-
ledge has lıkeness LO that thıng which ıt, knows, namely that
of whiıich ıt 18 the knowledge, then 1n thıs Case ıt has perfect
and equal lıkeness, because the mınd ıtself, whıich knows, 18
known. And, thereifore, knowledge 18 both ıts image and ıts WOrd,
because ıt, 18 eXpression of that mınd and 18 equalled LO ıt,
by knowing, and because hat 18 begotten 1s equal to ıts be-
getter 106)_
In thıs WaYy neo-Platonist CONCcepts of knowıng and lovıng Ca  -

be satısfactorıly employed for Christian conceptlons. The model for
human knowıng 18 not the One wıth ıts purıty of self-love, self-wıllıng
an self-knowing 1OT the transcendent all-knowing, self-knowıing VOUS,
drawıng I1NeN DYy love into eCSLasSYy knowledge ; the human mınd
has ıindependence an the ecasurTe of ıts knowing 1s equalıity
ıth ıtself, the ecasuTe of ıts moralıty 1s love an 11 which
exactly Corresponds wıth itself, 1ın relatıonshıp LO whiıich a ]] other
knowing an a‚ 11 other wıllıng should fall into theır natural place
De Trinıtate eine I'nterpretation des delphischen yvAbı EQUTOV

Theıler has wrıtten that «the greater part of ook LO
sectıon 16 1s wıthout relatıonshıp LO the Trinity; ere 1s found
ınterpretation of the delphıc oracle’s vvı eEaUTOV 107)

But Augustine had 1n V1eW far INOTeEe CONteEMPOTATY than
the Oracle : perhaps, though Theıler oes not Sa y S| Porphyry’'s
OW. commentary °Know thyself” addressed LO Iamblıchus, of
which only few fragments remaın 10 8)

106) De T’rınıtate EL "Kıx QUO colligıtur, qula CU.: ImNens 1psa novıt atque
approbat, 81C est1, eadem notitija verbum elus, ut el sıt par omnıno et aequale, atque
inferlo0r1ıs essentljae notiıtıa est, sıcut COTDOTIS ; Qu' SUperT10TI18, sıcut Dei Kit OU.

habeat notitıa similitudinem ad 62 re. quam nOvIt, hoc est, Culus notitlıa est ; haec
habet perfectam et aequalem, qu& INENS 1psSa, QUuUaC novIit, est nota. Ideoque et imago
et verbum est, qula de ılla exprimitur, 6158 cognoscendo eidem coaequatur, e est
gignenti aequale quod genıtum est.

107) IT’HEILER, “Porphyrios un! Augustin’, republished ıIn : Forschungen ZU/

Neu- Platonismus, Berlin 1966, 2920
108) See UD Augustimana 27 I97% 392, 1, 143
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Speculatively synthetic though ıt Was, the T1g0UT of the meta-
physıcal reflection self-knowing and self-lovıng In 0o0k kept
ıtself wıthın neo-Platonist terms of reference. Yet Plotinus’s CONCeTrN
iın self-knowledge extended IN0 loss of oneself and re-d1sCcoVvery.
These interests Are a 180 pursued 1ın o0k X yet wıthout the heart
angulsh of the Confessions ÖT the moralısıng of the Sermons In fact
wıth that combınatıon of ethıcal ıth metaphysıcal outlook whiıich
Was neo-Platonısm’s OW:

'The dıfficulty In self-knowıng 1s due LO the UNNEGCESSATY obscurıty
whiıich {rom lookıng for the self for something unknown
and strange

What 0€eSs the mınd love therefore, when 1t ardently seeks
180 NOW ıtself whıle ıt; 18 unknown tO ıtself212  E. Booth  Speculatively synthetic though it was, the rigour of the meta-  physical reflection on self-knowing and self-loving in Book IX kept  itself within neo-Platonist terms of reference. Yet Plotinus’s concern  in self-knowledge extended to loss of oneself and re-discovery.  These interests are also pursued in Book X, yet without the heart  anguish of the Confessions or the moralising of the Sermons : in fact  with that combination of ethical with metaphysical outlook which  was neo-Platonism’s own.  The difficulty in self-knowing is due to the unnecessary obscurity  which comes from looking for the self as for something unknown  and strange :  « What does the mind love therefore, when it ardently seeks  to know itself while it is unknown to itself... ? »  «... has it become acquainted with its own beauty in the same  way as we usually hear of people by means of a report ? Perhaps  then, it does not love itself at all, but the image which it forms  of itself, and which may be different from itself » 109).  Augustine insisted that the self was not so remote nor was the  process so difficult. If the mind is present to itself so completely,  the search for true self-knowledge, even where it does not seem  succesful, is in fact self-knowing :  «this is indeed very remarkable, that it does not yet know  itself, and it already knows how beautiful it is to know itself ! .  But where does it know its own knowing if it does not know  itself ? ... For it knows itself as seeking and not knowing, while  it seeks to know itself » 110),  Reminiscently of a passage in Plotinus where he insists that  a being which knew itself in part by another part could not know all  (7zö mäv) of itself 11!), Augustine continues that this line of argument  would lead to a contradietion :  109) De Trinitate X, 3, 5: ‘Quid ergo amat mens, cum ardenter seipsam quaerit  ut noverit, dum incognita sibi est? ... An ei fama praedicavit speciem suam, sicut  de absentibus solemus audire ? Forte ergo se non amat, sed quod de se fingit, hoc amat,  longe fortasse aliud quam ipsa est...’  110) 7b. ‘“Et hoc quidem permirabile est, nondum se nosse et quam pulchrum  sit se nosse, jam nosse ! ... Ubi ergo nosse suum novit, si se non novit? ... Novit enim  se quaerentem atque nescientem, dum se quaerit ut noverit’.  111) Annead V, 3, 1.has ıt become acquaınted ıth ıts OW. beauty ın the sSamnme
WAaY AL usually eaTt of people by ot report % Perhapsthen, it Ooes not love ıtself ,T all, but the ımage which 1t, forms
of ıtself, an which Ia y be dıfferent from ıtself » 109)_

Augustine insısted that the self Was not TemMOtTe NOT Was the
PTOCESS dıffieult If the mınd 1s present LO ıtself completely,
the search for true self-knowledge, even where ıt oes not See1

succesful, 1s In fact self-knowing
« thıs 1s indeed vVoLYy remarkable, that it oes not yet NOW

ıtself, and ıt already knows how beautıiful ıt 18 LO NOW ıtself !
But where oes ıt; NOW ıts OW knowing ıf ıt, oes not NOW
ıtself ® For ıt knows ıtself A seeking and not knowıng, whıle
ıt seeks LO NOW ıtself 110)
Kemimiscently of Passage 1n Plotinus where he insısts that

being which NeW ıtself In pPart by another part could not NOW a,|]
(r  O TEV) of ıtself 111) Augustine continues that thıs lıne of argumen
would ead LO contradıcetion

109) De T’'rınitate X’ 3‚ 'Quid CrZO mat MENS, CU. ardenter se1lpsam quaerıt
ut noverıt, dum incognita s1iıbi est; ?212  E. Booth  Speculatively synthetic though it was, the rigour of the meta-  physical reflection on self-knowing and self-loving in Book IX kept  itself within neo-Platonist terms of reference. Yet Plotinus’s concern  in self-knowledge extended to loss of oneself and re-discovery.  These interests are also pursued in Book X, yet without the heart  anguish of the Confessions or the moralising of the Sermons : in fact  with that combination of ethical with metaphysical outlook which  was neo-Platonism’s own.  The difficulty in self-knowing is due to the unnecessary obscurity  which comes from looking for the self as for something unknown  and strange :  « What does the mind love therefore, when it ardently seeks  to know itself while it is unknown to itself... ? »  «... has it become acquainted with its own beauty in the same  way as we usually hear of people by means of a report ? Perhaps  then, it does not love itself at all, but the image which it forms  of itself, and which may be different from itself » 109).  Augustine insisted that the self was not so remote nor was the  process so difficult. If the mind is present to itself so completely,  the search for true self-knowledge, even where it does not seem  succesful, is in fact self-knowing :  «this is indeed very remarkable, that it does not yet know  itself, and it already knows how beautiful it is to know itself ! .  But where does it know its own knowing if it does not know  itself ? ... For it knows itself as seeking and not knowing, while  it seeks to know itself » 110),  Reminiscently of a passage in Plotinus where he insists that  a being which knew itself in part by another part could not know all  (7zö mäv) of itself 11!), Augustine continues that this line of argument  would lead to a contradietion :  109) De Trinitate X, 3, 5: ‘Quid ergo amat mens, cum ardenter seipsam quaerit  ut noverit, dum incognita sibi est? ... An ei fama praedicavit speciem suam, sicut  de absentibus solemus audire ? Forte ergo se non amat, sed quod de se fingit, hoc amat,  longe fortasse aliud quam ipsa est...’  110) 7b. ‘“Et hoc quidem permirabile est, nondum se nosse et quam pulchrum  sit se nosse, jam nosse ! ... Ubi ergo nosse suum novit, si se non novit? ... Novit enim  se quaerentem atque nescientem, dum se quaerit ut noverit’.  111) Annead V, 3, 1.el ama praedicavit specıem SUuUam, sicut
de absentibus solemus audıre ? Forte Crgo 1O.  - amat, sed quod de fingit, hoc amat,
longe fortasse alıud Quam 1PSa est...’

110) "Kt hoc quidem permirabile est, nondum et quam pulchrum
sıt 9 jJam212  E. Booth  Speculatively synthetic though it was, the rigour of the meta-  physical reflection on self-knowing and self-loving in Book IX kept  itself within neo-Platonist terms of reference. Yet Plotinus’s concern  in self-knowledge extended to loss of oneself and re-discovery.  These interests are also pursued in Book X, yet without the heart  anguish of the Confessions or the moralising of the Sermons : in fact  with that combination of ethical with metaphysical outlook which  was neo-Platonism’s own.  The difficulty in self-knowing is due to the unnecessary obscurity  which comes from looking for the self as for something unknown  and strange :  « What does the mind love therefore, when it ardently seeks  to know itself while it is unknown to itself... ? »  «... has it become acquainted with its own beauty in the same  way as we usually hear of people by means of a report ? Perhaps  then, it does not love itself at all, but the image which it forms  of itself, and which may be different from itself » 109).  Augustine insisted that the self was not so remote nor was the  process so difficult. If the mind is present to itself so completely,  the search for true self-knowledge, even where it does not seem  succesful, is in fact self-knowing :  «this is indeed very remarkable, that it does not yet know  itself, and it already knows how beautiful it is to know itself ! .  But where does it know its own knowing if it does not know  itself ? ... For it knows itself as seeking and not knowing, while  it seeks to know itself » 110),  Reminiscently of a passage in Plotinus where he insists that  a being which knew itself in part by another part could not know all  (7zö mäv) of itself 11!), Augustine continues that this line of argument  would lead to a contradietion :  109) De Trinitate X, 3, 5: ‘Quid ergo amat mens, cum ardenter seipsam quaerit  ut noverit, dum incognita sibi est? ... An ei fama praedicavit speciem suam, sicut  de absentibus solemus audire ? Forte ergo se non amat, sed quod de se fingit, hoc amat,  longe fortasse aliud quam ipsa est...’  110) 7b. ‘“Et hoc quidem permirabile est, nondum se nosse et quam pulchrum  sit se nosse, jam nosse ! ... Ubi ergo nosse suum novit, si se non novit? ... Novit enim  se quaerentem atque nescientem, dum se quaerit ut noverit’.  111) Annead V, 3, 1.Ubı ST ZO SUum novIıt, S] 11O.  - norvıt ?212  E. Booth  Speculatively synthetic though it was, the rigour of the meta-  physical reflection on self-knowing and self-loving in Book IX kept  itself within neo-Platonist terms of reference. Yet Plotinus’s concern  in self-knowledge extended to loss of oneself and re-discovery.  These interests are also pursued in Book X, yet without the heart  anguish of the Confessions or the moralising of the Sermons : in fact  with that combination of ethical with metaphysical outlook which  was neo-Platonism’s own.  The difficulty in self-knowing is due to the unnecessary obscurity  which comes from looking for the self as for something unknown  and strange :  « What does the mind love therefore, when it ardently seeks  to know itself while it is unknown to itself... ? »  «... has it become acquainted with its own beauty in the same  way as we usually hear of people by means of a report ? Perhaps  then, it does not love itself at all, but the image which it forms  of itself, and which may be different from itself » 109).  Augustine insisted that the self was not so remote nor was the  process so difficult. If the mind is present to itself so completely,  the search for true self-knowledge, even where it does not seem  succesful, is in fact self-knowing :  «this is indeed very remarkable, that it does not yet know  itself, and it already knows how beautiful it is to know itself ! .  But where does it know its own knowing if it does not know  itself ? ... For it knows itself as seeking and not knowing, while  it seeks to know itself » 110),  Reminiscently of a passage in Plotinus where he insists that  a being which knew itself in part by another part could not know all  (7zö mäv) of itself 11!), Augustine continues that this line of argument  would lead to a contradietion :  109) De Trinitate X, 3, 5: ‘Quid ergo amat mens, cum ardenter seipsam quaerit  ut noverit, dum incognita sibi est? ... An ei fama praedicavit speciem suam, sicut  de absentibus solemus audire ? Forte ergo se non amat, sed quod de se fingit, hoc amat,  longe fortasse aliud quam ipsa est...’  110) 7b. ‘“Et hoc quidem permirabile est, nondum se nosse et quam pulchrum  sit se nosse, jam nosse ! ... Ubi ergo nosse suum novit, si se non novit? ... Novit enim  se quaerentem atque nescientem, dum se quaerit ut noverit’.  111) Annead V, 3, 1.Novit en1m

quaerentem atque nescıientem, dum quaerıit ut noverıt’.
111) Ennead V 3‚
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'W hat shall W: therefore, say % That the mınd knows ıtself
ın part, and o0es not NOW ıtself 1n part 112),

Here he makes the dıstınetion between *whole’ an ‘a ll referred LO
above

W hen (the mınd), therefore knows somethıng of ıtself which
ıt Cannot NOW eXCcEePpT whole tota), ıt knows ıtself
whole (totam)' 113)

The aren dıfficulty Iın self-knowledge about through
inaccurate conceptualısatıon of hat it entails. The metaphysıcal

approach wıth ıts the princıple which lies wıthın
search for self-knowledge 18 the only of g1ving meanıng LO
the multiphicıty of these searches and, ın fact, of makıng clear the
kınd of knowledge which they 0o0k for but faıl LO find

The possıbılıty of beıng wholly self-concerned produces the
best ALLSW er LO the question

'why Was (the m1nd) commanded LO NOW ıtself ® It Was,
belıeve, that 1t, mıght consıder ıtself and lıve accordıng LO ıts
nature, that 1S, that ıt miıght desıire LO be ruled accordıng to
nature, namely under Hım whom ıt must be brought into
subjection, an ahbove those LO whom ıt; must be preferred :
under Hım by whom ıt, must be governed, above those whom
it mMust DOVEIN, For it 0€es Mal y thıngs through evıl desıres,

though ıt had forgotten ıtself” 114)
Perhaps not only neo-Platoniist noetle W as present 1n thıs reflection,
but ıts bearıng ıt Was lImmense Augustine W as 1n fact proposing
agaln that complete change ın focus whıich ATe fındıng repeatedly
1n the thought of the De Trindtate. Accordıng In0) Plotinus and Por-
pPhyry self-equality, evenh 1n thıs lıfe, Was only possıble 1n ecstatıc
unıon ıth the One; evell VOUS dıd not completely DPOSSCSS ıt And
1n hıs embodıied condıtıon, INa  - had ıllusory nature, incapable,
because no0t independent, of fındıng complete colncldence ıth
itself. In place of absorption ınto the dıvıne, Augustine insısted

112) De T’rınitate A, 4, 'Quid Crgo dieemus ? quod parte novıt,
parte 1O.  w noviıt

113) ef. WD 192 and an
114) 5, "Utquid ET ZO el praeceptum est, ut 1psam cognoscat ? Credo,

ut 1psam cogıtet, et secundum naturam Su2amı vivat, ıd est, ut secundum naturam
ordinari appetat, sub scilicet Cul subdenda est, 13890 quibus praeponenda est;
sub Ilo QUO reg]l debet, ‚P QUAaC PESCIC debet’.
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the Status of subjeetion 1n whiıich the human INneNSs remaıned the
centre of ıts personal actıvıty That fall owards not-being whiıich
Plotinus deseribed 115) would not be cCOosmı1c flaw, dıffusıon into
multiplicıty of everythıng outsıde the One there would indeed be

fall (*labıtur ın mInus et, MINUS quod puta amphıus et amplıus’),
but ıt would specıfically be morTal decline (*perdit securıtatem') ;
for LO lıve accordıng LO ıts nature meant to lıye In subjection God,
outsıde of whom there 1s possıbılıty of findıng thıs self-equality
(*nec 1psa s1b1, NeCc el qu1quam sufficıt recedentiı a,h ıll quı solus
sufficıt’) 116)

In place of ASCECE leadıng LO a W arenNness of the self-knowing
of VOUS through the self-knowing of LuxXN, Augustine proposed the
possıbılıty of the mınd’’s discernıng self-thınkıng which ıt has
not een wıthout. The WaYy LO discern thıs self-thınkıng 1s delıberately
LO discard e- an bodiıly-related experlıence an the burden
of 1magery whıich aACCOMPAaN them, and LO become of ONe-
self wıthın.

*LT the miıind, therefore, NOW ıtself, an not seek itself
though ıt WeIe absent : let ıt f1x the attention of ıts wıll, bDy
which ıt; formerly wandered OVel Man y thıngs, uDOoN itself, an!
thınk of ıtself. So Tr wıll SEE that there Was tıme when
it, dıd not love ıtself, an tıme when it dıd not NOW
16Se. but because ıt; loved another thıng ıth ıtself, ıt has
confused ıtself ıth thıs other thıng, and ıt WeTrTe W. tO-
gether ıth ıt And whıiıle ıt embraces diverse thıngs though
they WEeIC ONE, ıt Camne to regard ONe, thıngs that were
dıverse’ 117)_
The mınd Can be certaın that,; when, wıthout an y ımagınatıve

construction (zmagınale fıqgmentum), ıt thınks that ıt lıves, that ıt;
remembers, understands an loves ıtself, ıt 18 knowıng ıtself ;: for
then, wıth the Husserhan ETOXN), only ıtself 1s left

‘And 1f ıt adds nothıng from these thoughts (of materı1a|l] thıngs)

115) Ennead VI, 6!
116) De T’rınatate A, 5’
117) 8, "Cognoscat Erg semet1ıpsam, NEeC quası absentem quaerat, sed

intentionem voluntatis ua PEr Jia, vagabatur, tatuat 1n semet1psam, et cogıtet.
Ita videbit quod NUuNnyuamı NO  — amaveriıt, Nunquam nesclerıt sed aliud amando
CcCu confudit et conecreviıt quodam modo ; atque ıta dum sicut un um diversa
complectitur,z putarvıt sSsSe YUAaC diversa sunt’.
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to ıtself, to regard ıtself something of the kınd, then
whatever at; remaıns ıt of ıtself, that alone 18 ıtself? 118)_
HKrom thıs reflection he takes self-memory, self-knowledge an

self-love related essentlally. Thıs 18 the fıirst enNtry of eMOTLA
Sunr into the argument ıt; would be challenging LO neo-Platonıists
to ave the MEMOTY, despised eXcept for ıts recollection of hat
Was above ıt 119) fıt only LO be discarded 120) introduced image
of fully CONSCIOUS an self-consc1l0us de1ıty It takes the place of
MeEens 1n the trıad of o0k three mutually cComprehens1ıve act1v1-
tıes WeTITe LO be better ıimage of the Christian dıvyıne trı1ad than
faculty and two equıvalent POWETIS.

Firstly he ECXPTESSES theır mutual embracement 1n terms of
complete account of a 11 possıble palrıngs of their actıvıtles.

°Hor remember that ave INEIMNOÖTY, understandıng an
wiıll ; an understand that understand, wiıll an remember ;
an wıll that wıll, remember an understand: an RF the Same
tıme remember whole MEIMOÖTY, understanding an wıll
W herefore when a ]] ATt’e mutually comprehended by each ONGE,
an ATI®e comprehended wholes, then each ON ole 18
equal LO each other ‚0)41% whole, an each OoONne whole
1s equa LO a ll together wholes; an al these three AIe ONe

lıfe, ONe mınd an 0)415% essence’ 121)
That thıs statement 18 1ın enneadıc form 122) 18 sıgniıficant ıth relatıon

118) 1 9 °Kıx QUOTUM cogitationibus, SIl nıhiıl s1b] affingat, ut tale alıquid
Sse putat, quidquid el de remanet, hoc solum 1pse est’.

119) nnecad 1 4,
120) 1 3’
121) De TIN A, 11 "Memini nım habere memorlam, et intelliıgentiam,

et, voluntatem ; et intelligo intelligere, et velle, atque meminIisse ; et volo velle,
et memin1sse, et intelligere, otamque INneam memorlam, et intelligentiam, et voluntatem
sımul memin.1... Quapropter quando iny1cem singulis et tota omnl1la capıuntur,
aequalia sunt LOTta sıngula totis singulis, et Lota singula sımul omnıbus totıs ; et haec
mM&a unum, Uun:  s vita, MeNS, un:  © essentia.

122) Noted by HADOT : ‘L’Image de la TIrinite dans l’ame ‚.hez Vietorinus et
‚.hez Augustin’, In : Studıa Patrıstica VL, Berlin 1962, 436. According LO LYDUS,
1n whom the fragment 18 conserved, PORPHYRY had written of Chaldaean Oracle,
‘Divine 18 the num ber of the ennead, being formed three triads an constituting
the summıts of the theology of Chaldaean philosophy’ (ef. LEWY, ‘Chaldaean
Oracles and Theurgy’ (Recherches d’Arch6ologie, de Philosophie et d’Histoire
Cairo 1956, 105, 163); Porphyry’s enneadie arrangement of Plotinus’s writings
18 sıgniıficant here (HADOoT, "Porphyre et Vietorinus’ %. Parıs 1968, 262 and I1l:
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to the thesıs that Augustine had Porphyry’s phılosophy In mınd.
Whıılst leavıng tO the ext chapter 123) speculatıve apprecılatıon
of Augustine’s ennead, these hıstorical observatıons Can be made
ere Hadot has pomted Out the lhııkellhood that Porphyry constructed

ennead reducıble LO orıll whose horiızontal elements of beıng
1ıfe thought ave the vertical elements of Father Lıfe Intel-
lect 124) Elsewhere he has also Iınked Augustine’s ennead ıth OLlle
Iın Vıcetorinus

Irıplex 1g1tur In sıngulıs sıngularıtas et unalıtas 1n trinıtate’ 125)
The mutual contamment of the three POWEIS In Augustine’s ennead
an theır embracement by the INECHOÖLY, commended ıtself model
for the OChrıstian triad-ın-unity 126)‚ whereas Porphyry could not
reduce nıne-foldness LO unıty, an Vietorinus could only aSSeTrt.
ıt wıthout Justificatıon by argument.

Secondly, he CXAUILESSES theır mutua|l embracement ın terms of
coıncıdent unıty of a,|1 three together

We ave found the mınd ın the INEIMOLY, understandıngan 111 of ıtself ın that Just it Was always understood LO
NOW an always LO 111 ıtself, CF the SsSamıe tıme ıt always
remembers ıtself, always understands itself, an always loves
ıtself 127)_

T‘hıs inner trıad 1s the irreducıble nucleus, the essent1al self-knowing
actıvıty of the human mınd. Presupposed 1ın al Y cogıtatio, aWarenes
of it derıves from Er wıthout alterıng its but ıt; always exıists regardless
of ‚:.Wareness otf ıt Unvaryıng, always complete and continuous
through tıme

123) See the next chapter
124) ‘Porphyre et, Vietorinus’ I‚ 262-7, especlally 267
125) Adversus Arıum T  9 21; C.S.E.L. edn., 258) HADOT, "L’Image...’;,

435-6 triad of SSE Vvıvere intelligere 1s found In trıplicate.
126) KIBL (‘Augustin und die Patristik’, Munich 1923, 324) considers the

possibility of ennead ıth grill whose horizontal members ATe both identified
iıth the vertical Nes of SsSSe — ıintelligere an identified ıith Father, Son
an Holy Spirit. He SCESs resemblance ıth possible ennead ın Plato But it 18 not
Augustine’s authentie ennead, whose mutual embracement of mMmemMOTLA 8u — nNotıtıa
8SUur voluntas SUr g1vVes it T the Samne tıme siımple unıty.

127) De T’'rınıtate X, 12, ‘Mentem quippe 1psam In memorTI1a et intelligentia
et voluntate sulmet1ps1us talem reperlebamus, ut quon1am SCHLDCL 'g SCHLDETY UE

1psam velle comprehendebatur, simul etiam SCHLDCI Sul mem1n1sse, SCHMLDEIYUE
1psam intelligere et, comprehenderetur...”.
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De Trınıtate AT : Sımılarıtzes LO De Anıma I11,4 Self-Knowledge
HKor Plotinus, the body WerTe thrown 0U of harmony, there

miıght be actıvıty of 1TeCASON OT mınd, but ıt COU. Pass wıthout
there being W aTeNleSsS> of the fact 128) for Augustine it W as normal
an human for there IK0) be knowıng In the mınd whıch would not
become CONSCIOUS unless there WeIc delıberate Cogılatio. T'hıs W as

the natural WaYy of knowing ; thıs dıyısıon W as not In iıtself the COM-

of flaw ın man’s POWELIS. Kven though the mınd 18 imme-
dıately known LO ıtself, ıt 1s 1n eed of cogılatio 1n order CONSCI0UusLy

thınk of ıtself
°But grea 18 the W' of thought (cogıtatıonıs) that not

even the mınd ıtself Ha y place 1tSe. to speak, ın ıts OW.

s1g. eXCcEePT when 1t. thıinks of ıtself. And consequently nothıng
1s 1n the sıght of mınd, eXcept when ONe thınks of ıt (cogıtatur),
that not EVenNn mınd ıtself, by whıch 18 thought whatever 1S thought,
Can be In ıts OW sıght ın an y other WaYy than by thınkıng of
ıtself’ 129)

T’hat thıs self-thinkıng requlres ınterıor verbum ave already
SeenNn 130) but ıt would be inaccurate LO CONcCcelve thıs formatıon of

thought of the qelf makıng dıyısıon 1n ıtself

1s 7 it; WEeICe, doubled, that ıt 18 both there >nl here,
that 1S, both where ıt Ca  S SEeE and where ıt; Can be secen When
the truth 18 consulted ıt; oes not g1ve alıy of these answers...’ 131)

But thıs 18 not the actıvıty of the trı1ad of mutual equıvalences of
MENS, notıtıa Sun and AMMOT Sun of 0o0k I 1T the ennead of mutual
contaınment of the palırıngs of MEMUINSSE SUN,; an velle
of 0o0k 132) HWor thereın hes the eSsSeNCce of Augustine’s sub]ec-
tıvıty SETUCTLUTE ırrespectıve of its EeVerLr becomıng CONSCIOUS, the
inner actıvıty of mınd 18 continuous through tıme from the moment

128) Knnead (B 4,
129) De T’rınıtate XI1V, 6, “Tanta est tamen cogıtation1ıs VIS, ut NEeC 1DSa INeENSs

quodam modo In cConspectu SUÜ!  ® ponat, nısı quando cogıtat; per hoc ıta niıhiıl
In CONSPeCtu mentis est, nıs]ı unde cogıtatur, ut NEeC 1psa INENS, ua cogıtatur qui1dqu1d.
cogıtatur, alıter possıt SsSe In Conspectu SUO, nısı 1psam cogltando’.

130) I; See WD 210271 an Il. 106
131) XANG; 6’ quası geminatur, ar et iıllıc aıt et hic, id est, et ubl

cConsplcere, et ubı conspicı possıt... Nıhıil horum nobis verıtas consulta respondat’,
132) See W 215-216
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of ıts cComıng ınto existence ; and the outer and CONSCIOUS actıvıty
of knowing and wılling other objects besiıdes the self 18 dependent

the inner an unceasıng self-temembering, self-knowing an
self-loving. 'To remarkable degree the CONSCIOUS, delıberate self-
thınkıng Corresponds LO the kınd of self-knowledge 1ın Arıstotle’s
De Anıma 111 when the mınd delıberately turns ıts attention LO
ıtself 183) the deep continulty of SC 18 counterpart LO the
tımeless self-thinking of pure thought 184) And thıs 18 1ın aCCOTd ıth
the cComprehens1veness of Augustine’s structure which attrıbutes to
MENS limıted element of the dıvıne VOoUS of Arıstotle an the 1e60O-
Platonısts.

Consc1ıously unconsclously, Augustine ollowed Artıstotle’s
thought ın recognısınNg siımultaneous 135) an continuous time-aware-
esSs 136) necessitatıng faculty the mediıum of coherent experl1ence.
But the conclusions went beyond Arıstotle’s 1n proposing the INEMOLY

the NEGCESSALY contaılner of a ll eXper1eNCe, the total co-ordınator
of cognıtıion. So prımary dıd ıt; become 1ın hıs thought that he felt
obliged ask whether MEMOTLA. Sun were ın fact by ıtself the essentjal
actıvıty of the mınd that notıtıa SuUunr and voluntas Sun Camme after
it eVvVen temporally derıvatıve cogılatio. ° Hor ıf thıs 1s S then the
mınd 0es no%t ave these three thıngs, that ıt remembered ıtself,
understood ıtself, and loved ıtself ; but ıt only remembered ıtself,
and afterwards when ıt began LO thınk of ıtself (cogıtare Se), then
it understood and loved ıtself’ 137)_ And thıs ould INeanl that the
image of the Irinıty could not be found 1n self-knowing and self-
lovıng, but only 1n self-remembering 188)

133) De ÄAÄnıma ILL, 430 D( SUDTO Augustinmanda 2 E 1977, 113, 122, 128-129
134) 429 5-10 IS attempt LO bridge the distance between divine, tımeless

PUTC (self-conscious) thinking and 1ts human counterpart.
It has been interpreted along ıth Metaphysics LL asserting

that object thınking 1S at the SaIne time self-thinking. thıs self-thinking 18 at
least something like, perhaps ıdentical wıth, the divine state of full self-knowing.
C: Augustimana 27, 1977, 123, Iso 113, 121, 130.

135) De Anıma IHEM 2! 426 De Sensu Sensıibilibus 7! 447 11l
136) De Sensu et Sensibilibus 7‚ 448
137) De T’rinitate AAV. 6‚ enım hoc ıta est, NON habebat; haec trıa, ut Sul

meminisset, et intelligeret, et, amaret : sed meminerat tantum sul, et tea CU.:

cogıtare coepit, tunc intellexit atque dilexit).
138) 7, ‘videbatur quidem 1mago illıus trinıtatis et ad solam memorlam

pertinere’.
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He gTants that actual thınkıng Ma y TaW the LTESOUTITCES of
the MEMOLY

‘the DAaZC of the mınd 1S formed ın rememberıng from those
thıngs whıch ATe contaiıned ın the MEIMIMOTY, an! SOINE such
thıng WasSs 1n hım when he remembered before he thought...

NO referring LO understandıng Aas that whereby under-
stand when actually thınkıng, that 18 whereby OUT thought 1s
formed er the f{indıng of those thıngs which had een present
ın OUT MEMOTLY, but of whiıich WeTIe not thinkıng’ 139)'

In thıs Ccase there 18 objeet 1n the MEMOLY which, ıth the lovıng
attention of the knower, produces knowledge 1n hım ‘1 referrıng
to WL love, dilecetion that whiıich unıtes thıs chıld wıth ıts
parent, an 1S In SOTNEe WaYy COININOLN LO both’ 140) 'T ’hıs 1S VeLY lıke
the dehlıberate self-thınkıng of De Anıma I11 which requıred the
interpretatıon of choıice and 3E

But 1n the Ccase of inner self-knowing, an continumg In the
sSamıe 1magerYy, there 1s exception to the princıple ‘cognoscıbılıa
cognıtionem gıgnunt, NON cognıtıone gignuntur' : ıth complete
self-presence thıs knowıng 18 dıiyısıonless that of Arıstotle’s
dıyıne VOUS. Krom thıs princıple of self-knowledge of mınd through
ıts self-presence ıt 18 clear that the Inner element In mınd cannot
be self-memory alone

‘Hor (mınd) 1s not adventitious to ıtself, ıf to the mınd
already exıstıng, there WerTe LO OCOINE {rom somewhere else that
SAaIne se]f not already exıstıng; ıf 1t. dıd not COINEC from
somewhere else, but ın the mınd already exısting, there WerTe
orn the mınd ıtself not already exısting, Just there aT1SES
1n the mınd whıich already exısted, the faıth which dıd not exıst;

the mınd SEeEeS ıtself, ıt WeTe set In ıts OW. MEMOTIY,
after it had earned LO NOW ıtself by recollection ; Just
it WerTe not there before it. NeW ıtself, since from the moment
that ıt; egan tO be, 1t has certamly ceased tOo NOW ıtself,

ceased LO remember itself, ceased TLO love ıtself” 141)
139) 118  A f QUAaC memoOoTI1a continentur, recordantis aCIes informetur...

et tale) In 1lo Tat ubiı ante cogitationem meminerat... Hanc utem 1NUNC dico
ıntelligentiam, Qua intelligimus cogitantes, id est, quando e1Is repertis QUAC memorT1a4e
praesto uerant sed NO  -} cogiıtabantur, cogıtat1io nosträ formatur’.

140) et 6a voluntatem, SIve am orem, vel dilect1ionem, QqUaC istam
prolem parentemque con]Jungıt, et quodam modo utrisque commMuUunIlsS est'’.

141) 10, 'neque nım adventitia sıbi (mens) est, quası ad 1psam QUAO
Jam erat, venerıt alıunde eadem 1psa QqUae NO  } erat; aut NN aliunde venerit, sed
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It 1s rıdieulous to SUPPOSE that self-knowing would ave LO COMmMme
iınto exıstence at later tıme wıthın the MEMOTY of the self. Wıthouft,
an necessiıty LO above ıtself In order LO discover ıtself N! wıthout
an y cırcular thınkıng of out-going and return upoNn ıtself 142) (as
the neo-Platonists supposed), thıs thınkıng, whether consclously
nO0%, offered eıren1cally modıfıiecation LO the Lwo self-knowledge
sıtuatıons otf Arıstotle’s De Anıma 111 In order IM0) create sub]jec-
tıvıty Structure which Was humanly complete. In ıts oNnsSsumMate
eclectic1ısm Augustine’s sStructure could take In an interrelate other
elements (ın the nature of MEMOTLY and wıll) which May be traced
LO indırect, even Conce1vably direct, knowledge of Arıstotehlan
EXTtS ‘Human nature, therefore, has een formed that
o0es ıt; not remember ıtself, 0es it no0t NOW ıtself,
0o€eS ıt not love iıtself” 143)_ Such Japıdary statement, though,
breathes forth non-Greek spirıt : °clarıtas’ and ‘Romanıtas’,
which yet cConveyed [M[MOTE authentically than Cicero an Varro the
ımpression of that W aN! modesty of mınd whıich SOES ıth
connatura|l STAasSp, 1ke Artıstotle’s hımself, of those realıtiıes Teated
by hım 'meta-physical’.
Conclusion

Augustine’s conceptıon of self-knowing 1ın the De T'rınatate 18
In fact resolution of the Arıstotelian problematiıc whose transcen-
dent sıde had COMe LO hım ın the completely T1Z0T0US an all-ınclusive
form of neo-Platonism. KReJecting theır transcendent conception of
S  nd, he yet incorporated the characteristie of prımary self-knowing
ınto hıs conceptıon of the indıyıdual IMNeNns which, though 1t; had ın
part Roman Sto1lc background, kept Arıstotelhlan röle of Judging,:
not. only the value, whether g00d bad, of ıts objects, but a lsoO
separatıng and unıtıng the objects of experlence.

1DSa QUAaE jJam erat, nata sıt; 1PSa QUAaEC 1O.  S erat; s1cut, In mente UUa jam erat,
orıtur fides YUAC NO.  - Tat : aut post cognıtiıonem Sul recordando 1psam velut In
memorT1a Sua constitutam videt, quası NO  5 1bı fuerıit antequam 1psam cognosceret ;
CU. profecto QUO SSCc coepnit, NUNYUam Sul mem1n1sse, NUNQUam intelligere,
NUNquUam destiterit’.

142) See the next chapter
143) De T ’rınıtate XIV, 1 9 ‘Siec ltaque condita est INeNs humana, ut Nunquam

8l NO  - meminerit, NUuNnNquam NO  o intelligat, NUuNnquam NO  - diligat”.
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In addıtıon, from the materı1al princıpally presented to hım
by ecleetie neo-Platonısm (and ıth degree of Wareness of ıts
ultımate OUTCES for whıch Oal only conjecture), he dıd 1n fact
PUTISU€ the ecleetie path urther. He brought into ordered arTange-
ment the Arıstotehan teachıng of self-knowıiung an the Platonıst
teachıng EPWS, already linked together but only hesıtantly inter-
related Dy Plotinus. And he dıd thıs wıth dehberate hermeneutical
change : scalıng OWN theır notj]ions A re-thought Out by the NeO-

Platonıists LO the level of the indıyıdual wıth hıs MEeENS, hıs knowıng
integrated together OVeT hıs tıme-bound experıeNCce through hıs
EMOTIA. The indıyıdual Nan 1n terms of whom Augustine reinter-
prets thıs phılosophıcal data 18 nNOot, 1ıke the neo-Platonıist hypostases,
tımelessly thınkıng an self-thınkıng, NOT, 1ke the neo-Platonıist
inıtıant, findıng that 91 the hıgher stages of hıs unıon ıth the G00d,
hıs 111 18 transformed ınto PUTE thought. The true constitution of
the self 18 that 1t exısts an CS through these facultıes

‘Kgo mem1n1ı pPEeT memorT1am, ıntellıgo PEI ıntellıgentiam, z
PDET A OTEeIN Kıgo PE omn1a 1la trıa. memi1n1, 3220 ıntellıgo,
CDO dılıgo, Qqu1 1eC emoTIA Su NeC intelligentia, NeCc dılecti0,
sed 2aeC habeo’ l44)_

A% ıts ecentre the gelf 1S always and has always een self-rememberıng,
self-thinkıng and self-lovıng, whether 1t, has averted LO the fact
not Here ıts inner unvaryıngness resembles the changelessness of
the neo-Platonist conception ; but ıt 1S not agalnst ıts nature LO
embrace the varıety of ıts other experlıence 1t Passes through time.

(£0 he contınued) Kdward BOOTAH,

144) 22


