
St.-Augustine’s «notitia NITDS
elated Aristotle and the arly Neo-Platonists

SELF-K NOWLEDGE Ä UGUSTINE

b) Triadic Stuctures.

The extual analysıs ın the ast chapter has cshown that it 18 quıte
possiıble LO make analysıs of Augustine’s epistemology that 15 dyadıc.
Whether ın the mınd, the MCMOTY OT the SCHNSCS, the knower MaYy ave
een actıve in grasping the object, but the fact remaıns that it Was the
object, and not hımself, whıch produce the knowledge. However
Augustine’s De T rinitate 15 characterised DYy number of triadıc
STIrUCLUrES of knowing, whose 1r element 1S that of 11l 0)8 desıre ; theır
separatıon from the dyadıc 1NCS 1s not entirely rıg1 d ıll aDPDCaT The
SOUTCC, the modificatıon and the applıcatıon of triıadıc and occasıonal
enneadıiıc SITUCLUTES 1s the subject of thıs chapter.

Augustine s method ith the neo-Platonist legacy of triadic cConceptions.
The sımple aNSWEeTI the question, 'Why dıd Augustine make

much ofa triadıc analysıs of human cognıtion in the De Trinitate ” 1s that
he Was ookıng for analogıes of the Godhead ın the inner personalıty nOT

Just purely apologetics for readershıp that had preconceptions, but.,
a4s has een repeatedly salıd, d work 1C both had ın mınd and
belonged the Graeco-Roman philosophical tradıtıon d he OoOun it
And ere he INOTC eiren1C than polemiıc the lıterature of thıs
tradıtıon abounde in trıads of dıfferent 1n Whether noet1ic
creational the general princıpal 1iC lay behıind all of them Was that
for [WO {[WO erminı be brought together, inter-
mediary Was needed to bınd them together in theır sta of dıfference

However ıt IMaYy stıll be as  © in addıtion. phılosophically why
Augustine should cast around for triadıc structures, when he had
answered the questions what inıtiıates knowledge ”” and °how 1$ self-
knowledge poss1ible ?” dyadıcally; fOr dyadıc STITUCLUTE 1S sufficıent in
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iıtself. TIhe PTESCNCC of the dyadıc and triadıc Aas {WO alternatıve analyses
makes the metaphysıical character of the work stand out psychological
investigatıon would be INOTC t1ed tOo examınatıon of vıtal functi0ns,
potentialıties, the actıvıty of knowing which WOU all ave be faırly
strictly delimıted; metaphysıcal analysıs the other hand 18 pursued
not entirely regardless of the ex1istence of these factors, but LINOIC freely
and degree MOIC abstractly. asks °"hOW best descrıibe
knowıng and what princıples ATec involved In knowing and °"hOW 15
willıng elated knowıing?”, nOTL °hOW 0€es thıs partıcular faculty of
knowiıng function ? NOT °has the soul dıfferent parts ?”.
dıscern the princıples 1C ATC presupposed in the psychological
descr1iptions; fOT, ıf they dıd nOoTt ave them the psychological
investigatiıon of mınd COUuU nNnOTL ex1st. Augustine’s delıberate usec of the

of mens partıcularly equı1ps hım for such analysıs. embraces
intellectual and actıvıty, and eeps iın mınd theır unıficatıon.
Arıstotle’s notion of abstraction Was propose 4S CONSCHQUCNCEC of hıs
AaWAaTENCSS of the dıstiınction between sensatıon and hought; Augustine
took fOr granted the dıstiınctness of each and felt eed wWwe the
mode of formatıon of intellıg1ble realıties. Hıs conception of MCMOTY also
embraces the and intellectual memorIlies Aas ONC, and it 1s impossı1ıble

make distincetion between what from and hat
from spiırıt in the nature of the inter10r word 1C the agaın
undistinguished cogıitatio demands Sımilarly, Augustine’s notion of 11l
Can arlse, d in the De QOuantitate Anımae, in embodılie: cContext

directly lIınked the panoply of NeTVCS and other DPOWCTIS .
‘“ ıf what call strength, therefore, 1S made of mpulse from

the soul, the mechanısm of SINEWS and the weıght of the body, it
18 the ıll that supplıes the impulse : Fa 15 considerabily stimulated
DYy hope COUTALC, but retarde through fear and much LNOIC

through desperation (for fear, provided there be SOMEC hope, usually
increases strength)”
And it Call ar1ıse d princıple SCCI1 quite from bodıly DOWCIS,

indentifiable ıth love, ın hıs cogniıtional triads. And in thıs LNOTIC

spirıtual domaın, the interpenetration of the9intellect and ıll in

De Quantitate Anımae AA 38 (PL 32 *- igitur et uftfu anımae, el

quodam machınamento, el pondere CorporIs confıiunt hae qQUaC vires Vvocan({iur; voluntas
nutum xhıbet, qu1 pron10r {1t SDC ve]l audacıa, retundıtur autem tiımore, sed mu magıs
desperatione (nam in mefu CU] alıqua SCS subest, vehementiores 1res assolent)”.
Translatıon Dy x McMahon. S.35 The Fathers of the Church, vol 4, New OTrk 947
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theır CONLINUOUS selfknowiıng and lovıng, and the decreasıng HGTE

a  noftheır cognıtional aCTs \ U SOCS ıth INCICASINS intensIıLy,
iınvolves of hat psychologıcal analysıs normally separaltes

Very apt 15 the commant of enz clearly intended 4S Cr1iti1cısm
of al least the tıtle of the earlıer book Dy Schmaus ?)

CM 15 not the CAdsc that Augustıine invented psychological
eachıng the Irinıty rather the basıs of thıs psychology 15

development of metaphysıcal law derıved irom the analysıs of the
PTOCCSS of inkıng 1C {[WO hundred before OLINUS had
oun be general unıversal law of the development of mınd
I1qw 1C presides VT the objectificatıon of absolute mınd wıthın
the PTFOCCSS of self.- Knowledge and lıkewıse 15 hought of As rıngıng
the human mınd be the of DUIC mınd ”

He descr1ibes thıs law dASs oun OLINUS ASs ollows
self: ınkıng of aDSOlIuUTte mınd necessarıly ea trıadıc

CXDTCSS1ON far AS the intellect A hypostasıs bears wıthın it
the IMNıLy of the W of knowıng (Erkennen) (as potency),
understandıng (Erkenntnıis) (as act), and the known (dıe Erkannten)
(as 9 form and pattern).

The most important iıdeas ATC the separatıon of aDsSsOlute eing
for the production of dıalectica enNnsıion the regardıng of thıs
separatıon A4Ss alıenatıon which the (potent1a intellect
objectifies forms and lımıts iıtself the reiurn of the objectified mınd
uponNn ıtself (as tOo ıfs model), ıth ENMLOT DOON, EQAV1G, NLBOAN, the
basıng of ETLOTPDOON uDON the dynamıc eing of mınd that has ıll
i1recte': itself E&EPDOG, nO0O0G, Öpun, DEANSIG..
Here enz usually reasonable interpretatıon lapses

detaıl and detaıl In the first part of the second quotatıon he o€es
NnOoTt ofte that OLINUS 15 describing the fiırst text 1C he bases h1s
reflection not self-production ofVOUC, but the production of VOULC Out
of the One accordance wıth the epIstem1C princıple 1C OLINUS
shares ıth Augustine that knowledge begıns ıth the object CVCI

intellıg1bles So the 1C starts off the production of VOUC ere 15

the One iıtself and thıs ole trıadıc PTOCCSS therefore 15 not contaiıned
wıthin VOUC, but 15 partly external ıf urther enz has overlooked
OLMNUS basıc CT1U1C1SM ofAtıstotle nNOoet1ic that intellectual knowledge

“} BENZ, Marıus Vıctorinus un! dıe Entwicklung der abendlandıschen Wıllen-
metaphysı Stuttgart 9372 368

® SCHMAUS, Die psychologische Trinıitätslehre des Augustıns Münster 9727
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Cannot be Passagc from DOLENCY act °) VoÜc 1S unchangıng and an Yy
varıabılıty, such arrıvıng al knowledge, must be ocated in WOXN

Benz’s contention that Augustine ase‘ hımself law of ınkıng
1C. W ds derıved from OtINUS needs hıghly critical qualification. It
must be agreed that Augustıine WOU ave en interested in tradıcally
structured aCTts of self-knowıing ın the hypostases A SOUTCCS of materı1al
for analogıes wıth the Irmity, and dSs also provıdıng materı1al whıich would
be COINIMNON ground wıth neo-Platonısm., VeCI the structuring of human
mental (though an Y agreement WOU ave een critically
onceded agreement whose apologetıc tenoOour INaYy easıly and inaccurately
be taken fOor ‘influence’). enz had noted that Augustine had sa1d of the
love of external thıngs id alienarıi est ( But thıs cCannot be taken ASs

persistence of the plotinıan concept of N PDOO000C ıt CONCETINS the love of
external ’ thıngs. And in an Y CAdsc self-Knowledge ıIn Augustine 15
complete exception thıs law, for the self 1S immediıately and always self-
Knowiıng. gaıln, whıiılst Augustine’s posıtıon 18 that al all levels, includıng
the knowledge of God, cognıtion remaıns triadıc wıth place for wiıll,
OLINUS consıders that ıth knowledge al ıts ““hıghest and purest , that 18
in VOoÜcC, “lf ıll (BovAnoı1c) attaıns (the 0O ıt becomes hought
VOoNO16); and thus trıad, whose elements ATICc VOÜc, act of wiıll, and
iıtself AS object wıthın the Good, always becomes dyad Though VOÜC
WOU ere be satısfıed, another text of ıts eing turned to the g00d in
desıre} and In thıs the stuctiLure of ıts ““lovıng intellıgence ” remaıns
triadıc. ere 1s clearly resemblance ıth Augustine ıIn the of
ıll OT love in thıs trıad, but the parallelısm disappears ıf al the hıghest
degree of un1on, 11l love 15 Aa DSOTDE! into knowiıng.

enz tO ave merged together what has poıinted Out
OLNUS o€es nOot SCCIMH ave clearly dıstinguished and defined the
relatıon between the Conversion of intellıgence towards the One and its
Conversion towards ıtself*®). It should be remembered that the triadıc

% Y. 9, “ar ONEC es the word “‘mınd’ ıts IrueShat must be understood
by it 18 NOT mınd potentialıty whıch DassCS from of non-understandıng of
understandıng100  E. Booth  cannot be a passage from potency to act°) : voDc is unchanging and any  variability, such as an arriving at knowledge, must be located in vvxnN.  Benz’s contention that Augustine based himself on a law of thinking  which was derived from Plotinus needs highly critical qualification. It  must be agreed that Augustine would have been interested in tradically  structured acts of self-knowing in the hypostases as sources of material  for analogies with the Trinity, and as also providing material which would  be common ground with neo-Platonism, over the structuring of human  mental processes (though any agreement would have been critically  conceded agreement whose apologetic tenour may easily and inaccurately  be taken for ‘influence’). Benz had noted that Augustine had said of the  love of external things id amare alienari est ’). But this cannot betaken as a  persistence of the plotinian concept of zp60od0c : it concerns the love of  external‘ things. And in any case self-knowledge in Augustine is a  complete exception to this law, for the self is immediately and always self-  knowing. Again, whilst Augustine’s position is that at all levels, including  the knowledge of God, cognition remains triadic with a place for will,  Plotinus considers that with knowledge at its ““highest and purest””, that is  in voßc, “if will (BobAnoıc) attains (the Good) it becomes thought  (vönoıc);®) and thus a triad, whose elements are voOc, an act of will, and  itself as object within the Good, always becomes a dyad. Though vo5c  would here be satisfied, another text of its being turned to the good in  desire®), and in this the stucture of its ‘“loving intelligence”” remains  triadic. There is clearly a resemblance with Augustine in the presence of  will or love in this triad, but the parallelism disappears if at the highest  degree of union, will or love is absorbed into knowing.  Benz seems to have merged together what Hadot has pointed out  Plotinus does not seem to have clearly distinguished and defined: the  relation between the conversion of intelligence towards the One and its  conversion towards itself!°). It should be remembered that the triadic  ©) Ib. V,9, 5: ‘If one takes the v£;ord ‘mind’ in its true sense, what must be understood  by it is not a mind in potentiality which passes from a state of non-understanding to astate of  understanding ... but mind in act and eternally existent”.  7’) De Trinitate IX, 5, 9. cf. op. cit. p. 369 : ‘Augustine has grasped well the plotiniam  idea of alienation of mind, and certainly of an alienation of his own being : however he would  not allow the conception to be applies to the divine being’.  ®) Ennead VI, 8, 6.  9) Ib. VL, 7, 35 :*...carried out of itself and inebriated with nectar, (voDc) becomes a  loving intelligence in simplifying itself to reach this state of happy fullness’.  10) Cf. P. HADoT, Porphyre et Victorinus, Paris 1968, 1,.p. 320. ’Erıotp&gEWV can  mean in fact a return of voDg to itself or to its source. Ennead VI, 7, 37 brings the twobut mınd ın aCcTt and eternally ex1istent’.

De I rinitate 1 B cf. cıt 369 ‘Augustıine has grasped e]] the plotinıamn
iıdea of alıenatıon ofmind, and certamly of alıenatiıon of hıs OW being however he WOU
nOTL OW the conception be applıes the dıvıne eing

Ennead VL, Ö,
VI, K 35 * . carrıed Out of ıtself and ınebriated ıth nectar, (voDc) becomes

lovıng intellıgence in sımplıfyıng 1ftse reach thıs of appYy fullness
10) C HADOT, Porphyre efi Vıctorinus, Parıs 1968, L, 370 ETLIOTPEQOELV can

INcan fact urn of VOoÜCc ıtself ıts Ennead VI, y brings the [WO
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mMmMOovemen of outgomg and return 1S both the sStructure of the noetic
COSINOS aA4s ell dS epistemi1c. Porphyry took the MOovemen urther in the
diırection of systematisatıon by distinguishing **) between intellectua
beings 1C WeIC capable of thıs FeEtUrNnK, and DOWCTIS, OUun:
body, 1C| WeIC noL, and equatıng the ıth the trıad eing
inkıng lıfe, the ast element eıng constituted of the self-
regarding **). Proclus went urther and constıtuted it into law of the
constitution of all realıty 13)

The complete role of Oorphyry’s thought in Augustine’s ınkıng 15
evidently arge, though much remaıns unclear and 18 lıkely remaın
We ave Justificatiıon, however, in presumıng that there Was

deal of allusıon In Augustine’s TIrınıtarıan eachıng tO Porphyrıan trıads,
though the loss of much of hıs work makes confirmatıon of thıs
presumption impossible 14). Followıng adot, Ziegenaus *>) has
propose that Vıctorinus’s trinıtarıan speculatıons Caillc Out of
orphyry’s modiıfications Plotinus’s thought by g1ving the second One
ıts OW ınner dynamısm, Porphyry’s posıtıon ıillere from the
unqualıfie: subordinatıon of Plotinus’s hypostases makıng them TNOIC

equal, approxıimatıng IMOTC the Christian Trinıty

mMOvements together : ‘“ıt looks for iıtself and ıts author, it uUurn:! ıtself contemplate
and ıt KNOWS’ (Cnteseiv Kal OWUTO Kal TO NOLNOAV QUTO, Kal EMTILOTPAQOEV SV OEa
KaLl YVOpLOOV, followıng Brehier).

ll) Sententia 11 (F ADOT, orphyre101  St. Augustine’s «notitia sul»  movement of outgoing and return is both the structure of the noetic  cosmos as well as epistemic. Porphyry took the movement further in the  direction of systematisation by distinguishing‘*) between intellectual  beings which were capable of this return, and sense powers, bound to a  body, which were not, and equating the movement with the triad being  thinking — life, the last element being constituted of the state self-  regarding !?). Proclus went further and constituted it into a law of the  constitution of all reality *®).  The complete röle of Porphyry’s thought in Augustine’s thinking is  evidently large, though much remains unclear and is likely to remain so.  We have every justification, however, in presuming that there was a great  deal of allusion in Augustine’s Trinitarian teaching to Porphyrian triads,  though the loss of so much of his work makes confirmation of this  presumption impossible !*). Following Hadot, A. Ziegenaus*!°) has  proposed that Victorinus’s trinitarian speculations came out of  Porphyry’s modifications to Plotinus’s thought by giving the second One  its own inner dynamism, Porphyry’s position differed from the  unqualified subordination of Plotinus’s hypostases making them more  equal, approximating more to the Christian Trinity.  movements together : ‘it looks for itself and its author, it turns itself to contemplate  and it knows’ (Cnteiv... Kai adtO Kal TO TOLNOAV AUTÖ, KAl ETLOTPAPEV Ev tN DEa  Kai yv@picav, following Brehier).  *I) Sententia XL Cf. HADOT, Porphyre ... 1, p. 322.  1?) See fr. XIV of Commentary on the Parmenides (HADOT, ib. II, p. 111) lines 16-21.  But notice lines 15-16 give the order being — life — thought. Cf. H. LEWwY, Chaldaean  Oracles and Theurgy, Cairo 1956, p. 455: ‘Plotinus ... frequently designated CÄ@tı as  coordinate with öv and voDg; with (tacit) reference to this teaching Porphyry introduced the  noetic triad Öv-Cwn-vobs in his commentary on the Timaeus’. LEwY refers (op. cit.  p. 456, n. 57) to a text in PROcLUs’s commentary on the Timaeus (ed. E. DIEHL, III, p. 64  line 8 to p. 65 line 7, Leipzig 1906) quoting PORPHYRY (and THEODORUS (OF ASINE)) as  explaining the apparent difference of speed in the movement of the stars (= Star-gods)  by the variations of o0oia-vodc-ComnH in their constitutions and between themselves and  their end (mediations) (cf. PRocLus, Commentaire sur le Timee, translated and annotated  by A. J. FEsTuGIERE, O.P., IV, pp. 88-9, Paris 1968).  13) See: The Elements of Theology, proposition 35 (translation, Introduction and  Commentary, by E. R. Dopps, 2nd edition, Oxford 1963, p. 39): ‘Every effect remains in its  cause, procedes from it and reverts upon it’. But by propositions 39 and 45, this is restricted  to what is ‘self-constituted’ (i.e. what necessarily exists).  14) PEPIN’s suggestion that the mode of union of the triad mens — notitia sui — amor  sul is described in a form which comes from PORPHYRY is the single solid suggestion to date.  J. PEPIN Une nouvelle source de Saint Augustin, in : Revue des Etudes Anciennes 66, 1964, pp.  53-107.  '5) A. ZIEGENAUS, Die trinitarische Ausprägung der göttlichen Seinsfülle nach  Marius Victorinus, Munich 1972, pp. 91, 93.L, 6 P
12) see /r XIV of Commentary the Parmenides (HADOT, 7a IL, 11) lIınes 6271

But notıce lınes 5-16 g1ve the order eing ıfe thought. C. LEWY, Chaldaean
ÖOracles and Theurgy, C'a1ro 1956, 455 °“Plotinus frequently designated CO
coordıinate ıth OV  Ä and VOÜC ıth tacıt) reference thıs eachıing Porphyry introduced the
noet1ic trıad Öv-Cmn-VvoDc h1s commentary the imaeus)’. LEWY refers (0op Cıit.

456, 57) texti In PROCLUS’S commentary the 1maeus (ed DIEHL, 1L,
lıne 65 lıne Y Leipzıg quoting PORPHYRY (and I HEODORUS (OF ASINE))
explaımiıng the dıfference of speed In the movemen of the Stars Star-gods)
Dy the varlıatiıons of 00O10-VODCc-CON in theır constitutions and between themselves and
theıir en (mediations) (cf. PROCLUS, Commentaire SUurT le Tımee, translated and annotated
Dy AT FESTUGIERE, 0)  9 I 88-9, Parıs

13) See The Elements of eology, proposıtion 35 (translatıon, Introduction and
Commentary, DYy ODDS, 7Ind edıtion, Oxford 1963, 39) verYy effect remaıns 1n ıts

procedes from it and reverts upON it But Dy proposiıti1ons and 45, hıs 15 restricted
hat 15 ‘self-constituted’ (He hat necessarıly ex1sts).

14) PEPIN suggesti1on hat the mode of un1ıon of the trıad Mens notıtia S MOr

SI 1S deser1bed ıIn form 1C| from PORPHYRY 18 the sıngle solıd suggestion date
PEPIN Une nouvelle SOUTCEC de Saınt ugustın, in Revue des Etudes Anciennes 66, 1964,

15) ZIEGENAUS, Die trinıtarısche Ausprägung der göttlıchen Seinsfülle ach
Marıus Vıctorinus, unıch 1972, 93 93
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orphyry's eclectic identificatıon of the Plotinian trıad, derıved from
Plato’s Sophist, of ÜNAPELG-CON-VOÜC ıth the Chaldaean Oracles’ trıad
of KATY P-ÖLVALLG-VOÜG * ©) SaVC incentiıve and preceden
Augustine make assımılatıon and approprliations from neo-Pla-
Oon1ısm’s of examples. hat he NECW of Orphyry's Commentary

the Chaldaean Oracles 15 clear from the De (‚ ivitate Dei?") TOom
Lewy's work the Chaldaean Oracles ıt becomes clear that they
contaıned wealth of trıadıc structures, SOMNC IMNOTE valuable (because
INOTEC unıt1ıve) than others. Augustine had eed DrODOSC the
ex1istence ofa triadıc Godhead what Was NCCCSSaAL Y Was make clear the
super10r nature Christian conception derıyable from the Scrıptures
1C TOPNAYTY belıttled, and capable of formulatıon ıIn the profoundest
and MmMOst subtly dıstinguıshe: of neo-Platonist terms What IMNOTEC lıkely
than that Augustine WOU ave ear of the theory that the 1r PCISON
of the Trinıity has een ıkened 9hrough knowledge of the
Hecate-triads dSs they appeare ın the Oracles? He objecte: vigorously
the crude assımılatıon of the dıvine POWCIS human image of father,
SOIl and mother.

“I do nOoTt spea of thıs paralle IC makes the Holy Spirıt the
other Son of (G0d and the husband of the Father Perhaps it
111 be sufficıently answered by sayıng that thıs has offensıveness
in ıts carnal allusıon, hrough havıng LO 1n ou corporeal
conceptions and bır 18)
ugustine then has consıderable discussıon the approprlateness

of applyıng sexual imagery the Trmıity, IC takes about half of
Book X I1 That 15 cshould arıse Out öf the orıgınal allusıon known
triad of1C the 1r member Was femminıne indıcates the ıimportance
C Augustine attache': it WOU be CONsSoNantT 1C the
respectful attention 1C he DaVC LO OFrPAYTY in the De (ivitate Dei and

16) ADOT, Porphyre
17) Explıicıitly mentioned In AIX, 23 for er places SCC O’MEARA, Porphyry’s

Phiılosophy from Oracles In Augustine, Parıs 1953, 63
18) De T’rinitate AIl D °*Omliıtto Nım quale sıt Spirıtum Sanctum matrem Fılıu De1l

putare ei conjugem Patrıs ortassıs quıppe respondeatur aeC in carnalıbus habere
offensiıonem, dum COTDOTIS CONCepPLUS partusque cogitantur””. cf. LEWY, Cit:; 8 if fOor
T1A| in hymn of PORPHYRY whıich derıves from the aldaean oracles: Father of the

femminıne princıple intellect Creator of the world “CIhe femıinıne principle
“suckles’”’ the world-formıing intellect Dy of the ‘“eternally flowıing rays ”102  E. Booth  Porphyry’s eclectic identification of the Plotinian triad, derived from  Plato’s Sophist, of önapE&ıc-Emn-vodc with the Chaldaean Oracles’ triad  of rartHp-Söuvapıc-vobc!°) gave an incentive and a precedent to  Augustine to make assimilation and appropriations from neo-Pla-  tonism’s store of examples. That he knew of Porphyry’s Commentary  on the Chaldaean Oracles is clear from the De Civitate Dei‘”’). From  Lewy’s work on the Chaldaean Oracles it becomes clear that they  contained a wealth of triadic structures, some more valuable (because  more unitive) than others. Augustine had no need to propose the  existence of a triadic Godhead : what was necessary was to make clear the  superior nature of the Christian conception derivable from the Scriptures  which Prophyry belittled, and capable of formulation in the profoundest  and most subtly distinguished of neo-Platonist terms. What more likely  than that Augustine would have heard of the theory that the third person  of the Trinity has been likened to a woman, through a knowledge of the  Hecate-triads as they appeared in the Oracles? He objected vigorously to  the crude assimilation of the divine powers to a human image of father,  son and mother.  “I do not speak of this parallel which makes the Holy Spirit the  Mother of the Son of God and the husband of the Father. Perhaps it  will be sufficiently answered by saying that this has an offensiveness  in its carnal allusion, through having to think about corporeal  conceptions and births”’ *8).  Augustine then has a considerable discussion on the appropriateness  of applying sexual imagery to the Trinity, which takes up about half of  Book XII. That is should arise out of the original allusion to a known  triad of which the third member was feminine indicates the importance  which Augustine attached to it. It would be consonant which the  respectful attention which he gave to Porphyry in the De Civitate Dei; and  16) HADOT; Porphyre:::.; D- 260£fi  17) Explicitly mentioned in XIX, 23: for other places see J. J. O’MEARA, Porphyry’s  Philosophy from Oracles in Augustine, Paris 1953, p. 63ff.  18) _ De Trinitate XII, 5, 5:‘‘Omitto enim quale sit Spiritum Sanctum matrem Filii Dei  putare et conjugem Patris: fortassis quippe respondeatur haec in carnalibus habere  offensionem, dum corporis conceptus partusque cogitantur””. cf. LEWY, op. cit., p. 8ff for a  triad in a hymn of POoRPHYRY which derives from the Chaldaean oracles: “Father of the  God’s — feminine principle — intellect creator of the world. ‘“The feminine principle  “suckles”’ the world-forming intellect by means of the ““eternally flowing rays”’ ... the forms  which spring from her’ (op. cit. p. 13). On Hecate-Psyche, the cosmic soul in the Oracles, see  ib. pp. 83ff.the forms
whıich spring from her (0opD CIL. 13). On Hecate-Psyche, the COSmIC soul in the Oracles, SCC

ih
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should the hypothesıs of the of refugee of Roman NCO-

Platonists eing the destinatıon recıpıents of the treatıse be correct; the

style and matter would be approprlate for the rejection of eclectic
identificatıon of Porphyrıan trıad which the Trinıty made in such
cırcle, whıch Augustine eirenically consented tOo examıne al SOMMNC length.
Here indırect evıdence, in 1tı1ıon the dırect evidence of the De
(‚ ivıtate Del XA1AX, that Augustıine NEW of the Chaldaean Oracles, eıther
hrough Prophyry's early Commentary 0)1 4S commented later agaın in hıs
De Regressu Animae 19)

If he OUuUn the signıf1ıcance of thıs Hecate-triad gre.  9 15 ıt NOT

lıkely that, had he oun it ıIn the Commentary, he WOU ave een
interested in the Chaldaean triad ÖLVALLS-NATPIKOCG voDc-BOovAn 20) 4S

provıdıng model fOor the triadıc constitution of MeEeNS, notiıitıa and
voluntas, though not applicable ASs he Sa  < the Trinty 1)‘) OsSS1 he
Was also thinkıng of the Oracles’ erection of EPOC into bındıng COSmMIC
form when he WT that everythıng had 1ts in three res qud S1ıl,
GQUA hoc SIE, qUd sibi AMıICA Sıt %) Augustine dıd not follow Porphyry in hıs
usec of the trıad 00OLA-CON-VOÜC in self-conscıiousness AS form of
cırcular thinking**) of outgomng and return uDON the self, in hıs
Commentary the Parmenides. text in the Confessiones MaYy rıng
them together dSs three in ONe ..  quam sıt inseparabılıs vita eit una vıta eit

una mMenNs ef una essentıa, quUam den1ıque inseparabılıs distinct10 ei
dıstinceti10 ” 24) in the De Irinıtate the trı1ad 1 attrıbuted the S!
personalıty of the Son and also made correspond wıth the hiıerarchy
of eing sentient ıfe intelligence 26)

TODaAaDIle dS 1S the ımportance of orphyry's notilons fOr

understandıng Augustine’s apologetic, the dısappearance of much
of hıs work, ou Dy burning accordıng the decree of the Em:-

19) FOrTr the relatıon of the works the Oracles SCC HADOT, Citations de orphyre
hez ugustın, in Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 6, 1960, especılally 205-7,
complementary LEWY, H:, LEWY opınes that AUGUSTINE would ave
known Latın translatıon, ıb 451 and

20) NSee LEWY, IT
Zl) De I rinıtate 23,; 45 “I'rı1a un1us [9)  d\|  , NON sıcut humana poscıt intent10,

trıbus ıllıs person1s convenıiıre potuerunt‘.
22) De Diversıis Quaestionibus EXAX XLEE 18 (PE 13) The eme of self-coıncıdence

ere VEIYy much resembles PORPHYRY S Sententia >& B self-Knowledge whe;e it 1s

expressed in terms of MLALC.
23) As proposed DYy SCHEGLMANN and MADER, SCC ınfra 113
24) Op Cıt XL, IR 12 the condıtıon 1S that Mens 1S equıvalent intelligere.
25) Op Cıt NL 10,
26) A, 13716
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DCI OI Theodosıius I1 and Valentinian 188| of 448 27)’ reven us {irom COIMN-

firmıng that Augustine alluded hım Yet there 1S sufficıent evidence tOo

show **®) that Augustine Was systematically makıng comprehensive
sımplıfıcatıon of trıadıc and dyadıc descr1ptions of self-lovıng and self-
Knowıng IC INAaYy be oun in the Enneads. In De T rinitate he
con{ilate: trıad of self-love, 1C he educed dyad, wıth dyad of
self-knowledge, and followıng the ogıical law that [WO things 16 ATC

each equa A 1r AdIC equa. each 0)  er he postulated the existence of
trıad of Mens (later self-rememberıng), self-knowledge and self-love

The reduction of trıad dyad 1S always possıble provıde the elements
nclude only [WO terms And ıf VOoÜc and VONTOV AIC identical, the actıvıty
of von OÖ1LC Can be nCcIlude 0)8 dısregarded accordıng to context Here
should be of dıfference between the trıads of OLINUS and
those of Augustine. ven though Augustine’s cognıtional trıads become
decreasıngly aggregates LO the degree 1C they aATCc INOTEC inter10r, the
inter10rT trıads (and the dıvıne trıad) do nOoTt lose theır three elements ASs

Augustine postulates theır increasıngly complete overlappıng unıty2 By
the trıads ofOLINUS become increasıngly unıfıed the closer they

AIC oun the One In the ÖOne, VoÜc, VONO1C, VONTOV COMMC
aDSOlute unıty, effacıng each other In esach other *%). Lhıs Samne trıad 18 saıd
tO ex1ist also ın tself, where, whether in trıadıc form ÖT dyadıc
reduction thıs absolute unıty cannot exıst. In far A4s it 1s turned
the ÖOne., there 1S place for its virtual trıplıcıty SsShow tself, for In thıs
Case the subject (voDc) 1S IN but not identical ıth the Good, ıts object; and
therefore the 11l (BovbAno1c) of VOoÜC 1S revealed 4S 1r element in ıts
constıtution in the desire for the Good**). Thıs 111 for the One Can also

27) Codex Iustinianı L: We wısh that all h1s wrıtings, whıich provoke the WTa of
God and ATC offensıve souls, should not OM the hearıng of men The writings of
NESTORIUS WCIC condemned ın the SaJIne decree.

28) See infra,
29) hat thıs unıty 1S INOTC paradoxıcal and the resultant trı1ads AdIiC NOT dıalectical in

the Hegelıan 111 be explaıned In A artıcle ege and Augustine, be publıshed 1n
thıs reVIeW.

30) See Ennead VI, n
31) V, 5 In ıts rıadıc form, saı1d Dy DAHL (Augustin und Plotıin,

Phiılosophische Untersuchungen ZU Trinıtätsproblem un! ZUT Nuslehre, Lund 1945,
J ave ‘unmiıstakable resemblance‘’ AÄUGUSTINE’S trıads hıs
demonstrates how ımıted that resemblance 15.

32) Ennead Y S, °FOor the ıll tends the Good; but VOoDC 15 truly ın the
Good; it thus DOSSCSSCS the object Oowards the nl tends
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be desceribed 4S ‘love 33) the Calr equıvalence between wiıllıng and lovıng
15 in thıs WaY held by Plotinus, 4S it 1s Dy Augustine 34) The 1r element,
will, 18 called ‘because it 15 in conformity ıth the actıvıty of vVoÜGc ,
attaımnıng the Good, and "becomes houg 35) atever make of
thıs hıghest actıvıty of VOoÜc in the contemplation of the One eıng both
VONO1LC and OLANO1C, and, BovAno1Cc though tımeless, becoming VONO1C

ave SaYy that there 18 step unıty and purely orma triadıcıty In
going from the true trıad ofVOoÜC the ÖOne, whılst in VOoÜC the OCCUITENCC
ofll 15 INOTIC trıplicatıve than trıune, and precıisely because the orıgıinal
unıty 18 ost thıs trıplicıty 15 aggregated. ESIO0OW VOÜCc aggregatıon and
trıplicıty should increase INOTE

Augustine WOU ave rejecte purely Oorma triadıcıty in the God-
head hıs Trimity Was truly trıadic, AS it Was also in CONSCYHUCNCEC enneadiıc;
fOor the three Persons cannot be merged into SUDTEMEC sıngle Godhead
The OCCUTTENCEC of ıll in self-knowing O€es not dısappear in the unıon of
knower and object ; ıt 18 present in all the cognıtional trıads d the
dısposıtıve of the un1ıon of knower and object NOoOown Thıs form
of trıadıc epistemology SOCS back al east the place of love and desıire
fOr intellıg1bles, oun the hought of both ato and Arıstotle. But
g1ve such sıgnıfıcant place the ıll nabled Augustine integrate

33) C ib VI, r 35 Knowıing and willıng dIiC INOTC obscurely brought together ın the
One in VI, 5 ‘As for hım, transporting hımself ınto hımself, he loves hımself, he lOves h1s
DUTIC clarıty (QOYNV KAOapaV), SINCEe that which he loves in himself 15 motionless
and kınd of intellıgence OLOV voDc he 15 he wıshes be (EOEAEL)'. I1 wo remarks
of HADOT reach nearest the heart of the subject-matter :

1) °the schemas of the neo-Platonist chools 1C Can be discerned through the
Augustinıan trinıtiıes undergo kınd of metamorphosıs’ ’Image de la Trıinıte dans >5  ame
hez Vıctorinus el .hez ugustın, Studia Patristica VI, Berlın 1962, 440). But
dısconcertingly he Z0OC5S ask are there psychological, historical mystıcal [TCAasSONS

whiıich explaın why renouncing ontologıcal dogmatısm, Augustıine only admıts the evidence
of inter10r experlience POSSCSS certitude (ib 441-2)

11) ‘(1ıt 18 desirable ave study of the genesI1s of the Augustinıan schemas, those
complexes of thought in whiıich memorTIeES of Plotinus and Porphyry, scriptural quotations
and theological reflection make block 1C| it 18 almost impossı1ıble Tea oWwn
(Citations de Porphyre hez Augustin, in Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes (1960). 244)

As for the first, ıt 15 the proposa of thıs that Augustıine retaıned SOINC of the
certaıiıntıies and analyses made Dy neo-Platonist dogmatısm, and dıd not lımıt hımself
personal 'exXxperl1ence’ (presumably ofa non-metaphysıical kınd, which he sed CONSITUCL
dıfferent subjectivity structure). As for the second, thıs undertakes inıtıal
'decomposıition’ of Augustine’s schemas.

34) CX. De T'rinitate XL, 2 S1 (voluntas) tam violenta esL, ut possıt VvOocarı amMOT,
aut cupıdıtas, aut lıbıdo

35) Ennead V1I, S, ÖTEP BOobANO1LC E1 KalLl TLYODOO ÖLV TALTN VONO1C
YIVETAL.



106 00

into hıs of subjectivity the attentiveness (intentio) 16
characterıised StO1C epıstemology: integration 1C SOIMNC extent
OLNUS had already made. Besides the eed of the StO1C virtue of
AndOELa, he WTO of the eed °to turn OUT perceptions towards the
inter10r of ourselves and f1xX OUT attention ere 36) The comprehensıon
together of ultımately Platonist doectrine of EDOC and ultımately
Arıstotelıan doetrine of self-knowledge hrough theır re-workıng
together ın neo-Platonısm wıth SOINC StO1C Conceptlons 37) the garnering
of these ideas irom scattered places and obscure formulatıons. the
reinterpretation of them in radıcally sımple but embracıve idea Wds not
only hermeneutical LOUF de force: all the time ıt Wds ASs much speculatıve
eology In ıts search for dependable analogıes between human Mens and
Godhead Here the assertion of trıadıcıty, 111l OT love Joimning object tOo
knower, hrough CVCIY eve of human cognıtıon dS also in the dıvine,
ıle ıt MaYy derıve iın part from neo-Platonısm, conflıcts wıth ıts general
conception. Augustine NeCW that trıad of equa elements 1C| WeTiC
unıted wıthout merging Was the basıc form of all noet1Cc: nOoTt
CONVETSCNCEC towards unselfconscious unıty. Correct though 11CO-
Platonısmi’'s search for the Iinnocence of ONCNECSS WAaSs, ıts triadıcıty
Out LO be dıfferıng degrees of trıplicıty above 10 Wäas the DUTC unıty of
the One but thıs Was not only of God but also of the human Mens
ıth ıts fundamental constıitutive trıad

The Dasic, Constitutive triad of ‘mens’ MEMOF1A Sl velle; ItS
enneadic Versıon

though, accordıng tO Plotinus, wıth its self-Knowing and self-love,
the One Was in StTate of self-equalıty, VOÜC constituted self-knowing,
Was noTt fıt WEIC, ıt WOUuU be independent of the One OLINUS explaıned
the unıty of the ole sSystem ofhypostases Dy absence of self-equality
In VOoÜc (and WOXN eIr desıre for unıon wıth the One from IC they

36) V I 12 (followıng rehier) : Kal TO ÜVTLACH BAVÖLEVOV ELC TO E10©
EMNLOT PEOELV, KÜKET TOLELV INV NDOCOXTIV EYELW.

The O1C OCCHLIEHNGS of NDOCOYN attention) note': in the dıctionarıes of
STEPHANUS and LIDDELL and SCOTT ATIC sıgnıfıcant. It 15 nOtLt surprising fınd

consıderabily developed Roman uUsc of thıs conception INn ICERO’S employment of intendere,
and al the Samne time 1ts assoc1latıon ıth eachıng ACIeSs MentLıis po1n of attenti10n).
Intendere and AaCIies ATC brought together by CICERO (A cademica r10ra IL, 30)) and
Iso QUINTILIAN (Institutio Oratoria AlL, 2’ the ontext 18 of memorTYy) hıs 15
undoubtedly the background Augustine’s OW conceptions.

37) NSee In partıcular infira : 118 and and
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CamMlc, re theır in whiıich they WOU fınd self-equalıty, Was

TeAaSON why the ole noetic (and ıts ependent COSmOS) held together.
They emulated the self-equalıity which COu only be Ooun in the One
Agaımst thıs 16 W Augustine held that INan had hıs god-lıke independence,
and Was constituted that he COUuU. fınd hıs self-equalıity. For OtINUS
the unıverse Was held together Dy the self-equalıity wıthın the ÖOne, which
the ole COSI1NOS sought Dy desıre ; self-equalıity INan Was

impossı1bıilıty ıle he remaıned INa  - For Augustine INan OUnNn: self-
equalıty Dy inhering in God 38) but that self-equalıity W dads 1s OW As the
human Mens had irue independence, it Wäas longer in respect
TOUDIeE Dy desıire fOr ıts SOUTICEC Personal (includıng orıgınal) SIN, NnOL

COSMIC {law, explaiıned why the image ofGod had ost iıts self-equalıity and
needed BTACC retaın it, but thıs eed not intrude into study of ıts
constıtution. The se1lI-10ve and the selfknowledge of Mens must be
immediıately present ıt, potentially otal, and interrelated. The human
ESSCNCEC 1S thus made theoretically capable of total explanatıon; it 15
longer ser1es of imıted, f elegantly analysed, domaıns d S Arıstotle,

accıdental unıon of relevance and ırrelevance, realıty and unrealıty
4S ıth ato and the neo-Platonists. Especıally when the urther
substitution of memoria for Mens allows explanatıon be g1ven of the
continulty of self-knowledge and self-love, appropriately time-bound
StIruCcCLUTE of W 1s produced. The basıc structure of the Mens

COUuU be conce1ved of AdS trıad of selfi-memoTrTYy, self-knowing and self-
wiıllıng (or OVIng) always in of self-equalıity, though perhaps
obscured and therefore incompletely realısed ; and knowledge of other
thıngs, of16 it Was the condıtıion, m1g also be regarded ASs tri1adıc:
the less inter10r, the less trıune. In ıts poss1ble perfectibilıty, ıt Was model
of the dıvine ; In ıts poss1ıble defectibilıty unmistakably human.

Not only 1S thıs inner trıad of De T rinitate simplificatıon and
systematisatıon of Plotinıan (and poss1ıbly Porphyrıan) exX takıng in
Sto1C teachıng in 1ts comprehensıveness, nOoTt only dIC the trıadıc elements
necessarıly artıculated: Augustine thought they WEeTIC discernıble through

exercıse partly resemblıng the phenomenological reduction ETOXN
of Husser|, partly ascetical labour One must detach oneself from the
corrupting influence of materı1al thıngs, grea of miıstaken
imagınatıon of what the self really WAäs, and become that °"there

38) On “nherence‘ and elated not1ons in the De I rinıtate, SCC AI1, s “subhaeremus

intellıg1ıbılı incommutabıiılıiı veritatı ; ID FA "mens agetern1ıs rationıbus conspiciendis
vel consulendiıs adhaerescıt'; XVI, €l CU1US imago est valeat inhaerere’.
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Was tiıme when it dıd nNnOoTt love ıtselfand time when it dıd not
NOW tself: but because it OVe another ıng wıth tself, ıt has confused
ıtself ıth thıs 1ng, and has 4S it WEIC W: together ıth lt” 39)

hıs deep self-rememberıing, self-knowing and self-lovıng 15 inter10r
and continuous, whether ONC 15 of ıt noOL, though discernment of
ıt 1s NOTL excliude:

“ If we betake ourselves the inner INCIMOTLY of the mınd Dy 1G
ıt remembers tself, and {O the inner understandıng by i ıt
understands tself, and the inner 11l by 1C ıt loves tself, where
these three thıngs AdIC always together al the SAamnle time and always
ave een together al the Same tıme, {irom the moment when they
egan be, whether ONC hought of them OI whether OMNC dıd
not ın of (emM... .

Not only Can they be lost+*) they WeTiIC also present hrough the
UNCONSCIOUSNESS of childhood **) (even ıf chılaren ack the W of
cogıtatiıon and the understandıng of words *°): cogitation 1C 1s
NECCESSATY CVCN for the self conscl10usly to NOW itself**). and the spoken
word, ependıing the inter10r word 1C adds nothıing however to
what 1s thought from the INCHLOTLY 45) hıs supposıtıion MaYy sound
aprıoristic later agC ıt W as in ıtself corollary
apportioning each the attrıbute of self-Knowing VOoÜc in the
recogniısable form neo-Platonists had inherıted the conception from
Arıstotle. fthıs WEIC tOo be nNnOoTt timeless but present hrough tıme. it WOU
necessarıly ınvolve, together ıth self-memory, continuous existence
from the creatiıon of Mens Further, continual self-complaıisance, the

39) ; S, ‘Vıdebit quod NUMY Ua NO  - amaverıt, NUumMquam nescıerı1t : sed
alıud amando CU) confudıt el cConcrevıt quodam modo’. ıb X, 1 C} 16
quadem interliore 110 sımulata, sed (1 praesentia (non nım quıdquam Il est 1psa
praesentius) sıcut cogıtat Vivere ei mem1n1sse, eit intellıgere, ve OVI nNnım aecC in
SC, NC imagınatur quası exira 1la tetigerit, sıcut corporalıa QUaACqUEC tanguntur’”.

40) AIV 79 Nam S1 910 referamus ad interiorem menti1s memor1am qua SUul
memuinıt, ei interiıorem intelligentiam QJUuUa intellıgıt, ei interiorem voluntatem qua
dılıgıt, ubı aecC trıa sımul SCHMDET sunt, ei SCIHNDCI sımul uerunt quUO S5C Coeperunit, S1Vve
cogıtaretur, S1Ve NO  ' cogıtarentur.... CC ıb AIV 6,

41) XIV, 14, "Non amen in h1ıs tantıs infiırmitatis eft erTOTrISs malıs amıttere
potuıt naturalem memor1am, intellectum, e{ am orenı Sul

42) XIV 3: ‘(Infans)108  E. Booth  never was a time when it did not love itself and never a time when it did not  knowitself; but because it loved another thing with itself, it has confused  itself with this thing, and has as it were grown together with it’’?°).  This deep self-remembering, self-knowing and self-loving is interior  and continuous, whether one is aware of it or not, though discernment of  it is not excluded :  “If we betake ourselves to the inner memory of the mind by which  it remembers itself, and to the inner understanding 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  nöt think Of them ... 7).  Not only can they never be lost*!); they were also present through the  unconsciousness of childhood*?) (even if children lack the power of  cogitation and the understanding of words**): cogitation which is  necessary even for the self consciously to know itself**), and the spoken  word, depending on the interior word which adds nothing however to  what is thought up from the memory*°). This supposition may sound  aprioristic to a later age: it was in itself a necessary corollary to  apportioning to each person the attribute of self-knowing voDc in the  recognisable form neo-Platonists had inherited the conception from  Aristotle. If this were to be not timeless but present through time, it would  necessarily involve, together with self-memory, continuous existence  from the creation of mens. Further, continual self-complaisance, the  99) Ib. X, 8, 11: ‘Videbit quod numquam se non amaverit, numquam nescierit : sed  aliud secum amando cum eo se confudit et concrevit quodam modo’. Cf. ib. X, 10.16:%8  quadem interiore non simulata, sed vera praesentia (non enim quidquam illi est se ipsa  praesentius) sicut cogitat vivere se et meminisse, et intelligere, et velle se. Novit enim haec in  se, nec imaginatur quasi extra se illa sensu tetigerit, sicut corporalia quaeque tanguntur’.  +0) Ib. XIV, 7, 10: ‘Nam si nos referamus ad interiorem mentis memoriam qua sui  meminit, et interiorem intelligentiam qua se intelligit, et interiorem voluntatem qua se  diligit, ubi haec tria simul semper sunt, et semper simul fuerunt ex quo esse coeperunt, sive  cogitaretur, sive non cogitarentur...’. Cf, ib. XIV, 6, 9.  +1) Jb. XIV, 14, 19 : “Non tamen in his tantis infirmitatis et erroris malis amittere  potuit naturalem memoriam, intellectum, et amorem sui’.  +2?) Ib. XIV, 5, 7: ‘(Infans) se nosse ... non ignorare se potest, sed cogitare se non  poteat?’ The question is answered affirmatively.  43) Jb.  44) Ib. 6, 8.  %5) JOOTAL0:NO ignorare potest, sed cogıtare NON
poteat ” The question 15 answered affırmatively.

43)
44) 6,
45) 7,
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a1ım and CONSCHQUCNCC of self-knowledge *°) in the timebounded self-
MCIMOIY, demonstrates the PTFESCNCC of seIT-10ve

““nobody loves that 1 he o€s nNnOT remember, and that of
whıch he 15 completely ignorant.... Human nature, therefore, has
een Orme: that 0€Ss ıt nOL remember tself, o€es ıt
not understand tself, oes ıt not love itself””*’).

TIhe Arıstotelıan insıght that mınd’s knowing Was essentially self-
knowıing WOU necessıiıtate in timebound setting the concomıtants of
self-memory and self-love 1C 4S tiımeless, ıt WOUuU NOL ave Arıstotle
risked the dissolution of the personalıty Dy insisting the absolute
transcendence of hought; Augustine risked unclarıty in miınd’s
connection ıth transcendence Dy makıng the structure of subjectiviıty
independent and complete.

Normally the study of Augustine’s metaphysıcal psychology 15
carrıed out trıadıcalliy; it oug LO be carrıed Out enneadıcally. hıs 1S
inevıtable CONSCHQUCNCEC ofsubstıituting the actıveWof memorYy for the
entity of Mens

When self-knowledge and self-love AIiICc made equıvalent Mens, the
total interpenetration 1s the comprehension of each in the {[WO others,

{WO others in each 48) it 15 complexıity whıch 1S CAaS Y MAaANASC., But
when self-memorTy, ıth ıts characteristic actıvıty, takes the place of Mens

the pattern becomes enneadic: the self-reflection throug reduplication)
of the three facultıes and the LWO-WAY ınkage of each of the other three
paırs.

°° FOr noL only 15 each ON comprehended Dy each OMG, but all dIC

also comprehended Dy each ON  q For remember that ave
MCMOITY, understandıng and wiıll ; and understand that
understand, ıll and remember:; and ıll that wiıll, remember and
understand; and al the Samllc time remember IMY ole
understandıng and will *”):
46) ET SCHMAUS, Die psychologische Trinıtätslehre des Augustins, 238

Mınd wıshes attaın happıness. It must hereby be CONSCIOUS hat it 18 ıtself that Str1ves
for thıs en! 1S recognisable the bearer ofa desıre for happıness . However, thıs mMaYy NOTL

be before introspect1ıve analysıs. The ack of immediıate aWAaTeNCSS of self-love MaYy
be due the fact that ıt does NnOTL sShOw ıtself because ıt 15 satısfıed cf. ‘voluntas in 1psa
notıt1a conquiescıt, quod fıt in spirıtualiıum' (De TI rinitate 1 9, 14)

47) 18 "Nemo dilıgıt CU1US NO  — meminıt, quod penıtus nescıt109  St. Augustine’s «notitia sui”  aim and consequence of self-knowledge*°) in the timebounded self-  memory, demonstrates the presence of self-love :  “nobody loves that which he does not remember, and that of  which he is completely ignorant.... Human nature, therefore, has  been so formed that never does it not remember itself, never does it  not understand itself, never does it not love itself””*”).  The Aristotelian insight that mind’s knowing was essentially self-  knowing would necessitate in a timebound setting the concomitants of  self-memory and self-love which, as timeless, it would not have. Aristotle  risked the dissolution of the personality by insisting on the absolute  transcendence of thought; Augustine risked an unclarity in mind’s  connection with transcendence by making the structure of subjectivity  independent and complete.  Normally the study of Augustine’s metaphysical psychology is  carried out triadically ; it ought to be carried out enneadically. This is an  inevitable consequence of substituting the active power of memory for the  entity of mens.  When self-knowledge and self-love are made equivalent to mens, the  total interpenetration is the comprehension of each in the two others, or  ofthe two others in each : *8) it is a complexity which is easy manage. But  when self-memory, with its characteristic activity, takes the place of mens  the pattern becomes enneadic: the self-reflection (through reduplication)  of the three faculties and the two-way linkage of each of the other three  pairs.  “For not only is each one comprehended by each one, but all are  also comprehended by each one. For I remember that I have a  memory, understanding and will; and I understand that I  understand, will and remember; and I will that I will, remember and  understand; and at the same time I remember my whole memory,  understanding and will”” *°).  46) Cf. M. ScHMAUS, Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HI. Augustins, p. 238:  ‘Mind wishes to attain to happiness. It must thereby be conscious that it is itself that strives  for this end. It is recognisable as the bearer of a desire for happiness’. However, this may not  beapparent before introspective analysis. The lack of immediate awareness of self-love may  be due to the fact that it does not show itself because it is satisfied : cf. ‘voluntas in ipsa  notitia conquiescit, quod fit in amore spiritualium’ (De Trinitate IX, 9, 14).  4+7) Jb. 14, 18: ‘Nemo diligit cuius non meminit, et quod penitus nescit ... Sic itaque  condita est mens humana, ut numquam sui non neminerit, nunquam se non intelligat,  nunquam se non diligit’.  48) De Trinitate IX, 5, 8 : ‘Singula in binis ... Ac per hoc et bina in singulia, quia mens  quae se novit et amat, cum sua notitia est in amore, et cum amore in notitia...”.S1IC itaque
Ondıta est INECNS humana, ut NuUumdqU amı SUul1 19{8}  —_ neminerı1t, NUuNgUamı NON intellıgat,
NUuNguam NO dılıg!

48) De I rinitate1 5: ‘Sıngula in bınıs109  St. Augustine’s «notitia sui”  aim and consequence of self-knowledge*°) in the timebounded self-  memory, demonstrates the presence of self-love :  “nobody loves that which he does not remember, and that of  which he is completely ignorant.... Human nature, therefore, has  been so formed that never does it not remember itself, never does it  not understand itself, never does it not love itself””*”).  The Aristotelian insight that mind’s knowing was essentially self-  knowing would necessitate in a timebound setting the concomitants of  self-memory and self-love which, as timeless, it would not have. Aristotle  risked the dissolution of the personality by insisting on the absolute  transcendence of thought; Augustine risked an unclarity in mind’s  connection with transcendence by making the structure of subjectivity  independent and complete.  Normally the study of Augustine’s metaphysical psychology is  carried out triadically ; it ought to be carried out enneadically. This is an  inevitable consequence of substituting the active power of memory for the  entity of mens.  When self-knowledge and self-love are made equivalent to mens, the  total interpenetration is the comprehension of each in the two others, or  ofthe two others in each : *8) it is a complexity which is easy manage. But  when self-memory, with its characteristic activity, takes the place of mens  the pattern becomes enneadic: the self-reflection (through reduplication)  of the three faculties and the two-way linkage of each of the other three  pairs.  “For not only is each one comprehended by each one, but all are  also comprehended by each one. For I remember that I have a  memory, understanding and will; and I understand that I  understand, will and remember; and I will that I will, remember and  understand; and at the same time I remember my whole memory,  understanding and will”” *°).  46) Cf. M. ScHMAUS, Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HI. Augustins, p. 238:  ‘Mind wishes to attain to happiness. It must thereby be conscious that it is itself that strives  for this end. It is recognisable as the bearer of a desire for happiness’. However, this may not  beapparent before introspective analysis. The lack of immediate awareness of self-love may  be due to the fact that it does not show itself because it is satisfied : cf. ‘voluntas in ipsa  notitia conquiescit, quod fit in amore spiritualium’ (De Trinitate IX, 9, 14).  4+7) Jb. 14, 18: ‘Nemo diligit cuius non meminit, et quod penitus nescit ... Sic itaque  condita est mens humana, ut numquam sui non neminerit, nunquam se non intelligat,  nunquam se non diligit’.  48) De Trinitate IX, 5, 8 : ‘Singula in binis ... Ac per hoc et bina in singulia, quia mens  quae se novit et amat, cum sua notitia est in amore, et cum amore in notitia...”.Ac DCI hoc et ına in singulıa, quıa IMeCNS

quUac Ovıt ei amaLt, CUu) SUua notıtıa est in ei Cu in notitla....
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Wıth modicum ofre-arrangement the enneadıc structure becomes clear,
together wıth ıts total contaınment In the unıty of IMCMOTY.

Memuinı memiın1ı mem1n1
habere habere habere

memor1am intelligentiam voluntatem

ıntellıgo intellıgo intellıgo u€c INCam
habere habere habere memor1am el

memor1am intellıgentiam voluntatem intellıgentiam el
voluntatem sımul

mem1n1ı

volo volo volo ve
memiın1sse iıntellıgere

Not only dIC the DOWCIS represented vertically, OUnNn: together Dy theır
actıvıty, represented horiızontally Augustine relates tOo thıs ennead the
knowledge of other intellıgıbles. Sıgnıficantly he treats thıs kKnowledge 4S

extensıon of self-knowledge, fırstly in far thıs also requiıres the
PIESCHNCC of and 11l besıdes the intellıgence A the inseparable
constıtuents of mınd ““Qu1dquıid ıtaque intellıgıbılıuum mem1n1 ei volo,
COoOnsequenter intellıgo” ; secondly, by andlıng then of intelligi-
hılia 4S ıf it WEIC equıvalent IN telligentia SO) The riıchly subtle argumen
15 nOoTt halted al q1] for explanatıon of the orıgın and nature of the
former. hat he should regard the knowledge of intellıgıbles be the
identıty of object wıth knower 1S urther indıcatıon that he NECW the
content of Arıstotle’s noetic, perhaps hrough Orphyry’s Commentary

etaphysics XH., 16 May ave contaiıned allusıons tOo the posıtıon
in the De Anıma.

49) € . 18 Neque nım tantum a sıngulıs sıngula, et1am sıingulıs
omnıa capıuntur. Memiuinı nım habere memorl1am, eft intellıgentiam, et voluntatem :
ei intellıgo intellıgere, et velle, mem1n1sse; et olo velle, ei mem1n1sse, ei
intellıgere, [N1CAaMl memorlam, ei intellıgentiam, ei voluntatem sımul memi1n1).

50) hıs pPassagc makes the much-quoted PassSagc In 1 4, self-Knowledge
condıtıon of other kKnowledge 1n much INOTC Arıstotelian 1g!



Augustine 's «notitia SUL» D

Cognitional triads and the place of the will.

The internal triad ıth its enneadiıc expansıon introduces INOTIC

subtle basıs the of cognition. In the first place it explaıns why
although knowledge of other thıngs mMay be regarde d extension of

self-knowledge, it should not be SCCH only AS dyadıc unıon of subject and

object; fOor together ıth the actıvıty of intellıgence there 15 also that of
ıll and Self-memory eeps the knowledge of iıtselfpresent
itself hrough time; ıth the knowledge of other intelligıbles the
1S NCCCSSAIT Y sustaın them in continulty ofperception. hılst it mMaYy also
be the from whıch past knowledge 1S brought CONSCIOUSNESS, it 15

necessarıly ınvolved in present reflection ; it provıdes 1n wıth past
knowledge, and contaıns the PTOCCSS of knowıng hrough the elay in
time in whiıich the mınd CXPICSSCSH ıts knowledge LO itself °*). Self-wiılling,
which MaYy be regarded d the equı1valent self-loviıng, 15 the condıtion of

lovıng and wiıllıng other thıngs. An aCT of knowıng, rooted in self-
knowiıng, must ıIn CONSCQUCNCC entaıl aCctT willıng al least of wiılled
attention, rooted in self-lovıng. Wıth aCct which draws the
there ıll be trıad, resemblıng the ınner ONC, of9understandıng
and will ; but ın the Casc of dırect knowıng of intellıgıbles, though the

MECMOTY 1s indirectly involved, the first element of the trıad, that whıich

begets the knowledge, ll be the intellıgıble object iıtself. An analogy MaYy
urther be drawn between dırect sensatıon and intellectual knowledge
triadıcally conce1ved. In thıs WaY triadıc palttern of cognıtion Can be
deduced from the ıinner constitutive trı1ad of Mens AS ell 4S observed in
external Cırcumstances: the speculatıve and empirical approach aAIc

bonded together.
But, in the second place, the unvaryıng self-equilıbrıuum of the inner

trı1ad ıth the mutual cCO-incıdence of the three POWCIS, such that nNOTL ONMNC

MaYy be consiıdered ASs always primary, 1s not paralleled Dy theır equalıity in
external knowıng small hınt, fOor example, MaYy seit in motion

seemıngly disproportionate wiılled effort acquıre complete knowledge.
And, thırdly, the varıatl1ons of the three palırs of LWO-WAY lınkages 1ın the
ennead provıde the basıs for MOTEC epistem1Cc sıtuatlons than those 1C.

egın ıth the intellıgence mMaYy st1ir the ıll actıon, and the
11l MaYy inıtıate PTOCCSS of knowıng In far dS all external cogniıtion

51) Trıiplicıty (‘Dreifaltigkeıt) 18 therefore necessity of thought, metaphysıcal
law BENZ, CiE: 367

52) See Augustiniana 28; 1978, 186
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depends self-Knowing, self-willıng, and, Dy CONSCYUCMNICC self-
rememberıng, there remaın VeTI from the enneadıc constıitution of self-
knowledge consıderable number of startıng poımnts for analyses other
than of the partıcular trıadıc Lype 1C| Augustine made ; hıs ecleectic
reduction of the neo-Platonist noetic and erotic had ıts implıcatıons for
epistemology of al SOTTIS

Between [078) XI and XIV De I rinitate Augustine examınes
wıde of cognıtional aCts the plan of unıon of knower and object
through wiılled attention, rangıng from see1ıng (as representatıve of
sensatıon) LO ınkıng of (10d The ser1es 15 arranged in ascending
order (quodam modo gradatim)>*) of spırıtualısatıon and interlority,
IC corresponds 18 increasıng degree of unıty wıthın the trıad 54)

53) Op cCit Z
54) TIhe cogniıtional trıads AIicC lısted eIi0W In Augustine’s texi they ATC NnOTL always

gıven ıth completeness. In ‚dsSCc ll love eeps the attention of the percıpıent
the object, al the Samlle tiıme affıxing moral value dısvalue the Y (cf. SCHMAUS,
Die psychologische Irinıtätslehre des Augustinus, 218 °“Its moral WOT' ack of
WOT depends the IT'| lJement ın the T1a the wıll”).

(1) trıads of external objects, ıth sıght example : 1DSG res VISIO Aanımı intentıio
(Al, 29 Repeated In XL, Z ‘specles COrporIs iImpressa 1US imago SeNsSul voluntas
anımı QUaC re1i sens1ıbiılı SCI1SUM admovet in ıpsam Visıonem enet

11) trıads INCINOT Y emoarıa Interna VLSIO qQuUde {7{ copulat voluntas (IX,
35

11 trıads of sensatıon and cogitation, ıth ‘voluntasıo  E. Booth  depends on self-knowing, self-willing, and, by consequence self-  remembering, there remain over from the enneadic constitution of self-  knowledge a considerable number of starting points for analyses other  than of the particular triadic type which Augustine made; his eclectic  reduction of the neo-Platonist noetic and erotic had its implications for  epistemology of all sorts.  Between books XI and XIV ofthe De Trinitate Augustine examines a  wide range of cognitional acts on the plan of union of knower and object  through a willed attention, ranging from seeing (as a representative of  sensation) to thinking of God. The series is arranged in an ascending  order (quodam modo gradatim)*°*) of spiritualisation and interiority,  which corresponds to an increasing degree of unity within the triad °*).  W -«Opcak XV. 2}81  5*) The cognitional triads are listed below. In Augustine’s text they are not always  given with completeness. In every case will or love keeps the attention of the percipient on  the object, at the same time affixing a moral value or disvalue to the act. (cf. M. SCHMAUS,  Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HlI. Augustinus, p. 218: ‘Its moral worth or lack of  worth depends on the third element in the triad, the will’).  (i) triads of external objects, with sight as an example: ipsa res - visio - animi intentio  (XI, 2, 2). Repeated in XI, 2, 5: ‘species corporis - impressa eius imago sensui - voluntas  animi quae rei sensibili sensum admovet in eoque ipsam visionem tenet’.  (ii) triads of the memory : memoria - interna visio - quae utrumque copulat voluntas (1X,  3, 6)  (ii) triads of sensation and cogitation, with ‘voluntas ... copulatrix quasi parentis et  prolis’ (XI, 9, 16) — partly summary, though cogitation is new.  (iv) at the margin of the ‘inner man’ and exterior sensation is a development of  thought out of memory: ‘intus corporum similitudines ... impressas memoriae, ex quibus  cogitation formaretur, tertia voluntate utrumque jungente’ (XII, 15, 25).  (v) with faith (with which the consideration of inner knowledge begins — XIII, 20, 26)  are  a. triads of the sounds of the words in which it is embodied : ‘memoria ... verborum  soni, ... inde formatur acies recordationis eius, ... et voluntas recordantis atque cogitantis  utrumque (conjungens)’ (XIII, 20, 26).  b. atriad ofunderstanding the expressions of faith : ‘voluntas ... quae ibi conjungit ea  quae memoriae tenebantur, et ea quae inde in acie cogitationis impressa sunt’ (;b.) Yet, to be  perfect, the will must be turned into love (:b.).  (vi) next he considers the cognitional triad by which the mens needs to express itself to  itself (XIV, 6, 8). After repeating that the mens has no need to place itself before itself  (because all the time it is knowing itself), he likens the act of self-knowledge to a well-read  man bringing to consiousness knowledge lying in his memory. The situation of self-knowing  is like Aristotle’s learned man of De Anima III, 429 b 5-10 (cf. Augustiniana 27, 1977, pp. 121-  122). Augustine is emphatic that the interposition of cogitatio does not destroy mind’s  self-immediacy. He gives here two formulations of the triad.  a. ‘illud unde formatur cogitantis obtutus, in memoria poneremus; ipsam vero  conformationem, tanquam imaginem quae inde imprimitur; et illud quo utrumque  conjungitur, amorem seu voluntatem’.  b. ‘Haec autem duo, gignens et genitum, dilectione tertia copulantur, quae nihil estcopulatrıx quası parent1s ei
prolıs’ (Al. 9, 16) partıy SUMMATY, though cogıtation 15 LIECW.

1V) al the margın of the “inner man and exteri10r sensatıon 1S development of
thought Out of INCINOIY . ‘“intus sımılıtudıinesıo  E. Booth  depends on self-knowing, self-willing, and, by consequence self-  remembering, there remain over from the enneadic constitution of self-  knowledge a considerable number of starting points for analyses other  than of the particular triadic type which Augustine made; his eclectic  reduction of the neo-Platonist noetic and erotic had its implications for  epistemology of all sorts.  Between books XI and XIV ofthe De Trinitate Augustine examines a  wide range of cognitional acts on the plan of union of knower and object  through a willed attention, ranging from seeing (as a representative of  sensation) to thinking of God. The series is arranged in an ascending  order (quodam modo gradatim)*°*) of spiritualisation and interiority,  which corresponds to an increasing degree of unity within the triad °*).  W -«Opcak XV. 2}81  5*) The cognitional triads are listed below. In Augustine’s text they are not always  given with completeness. In every case will or love keeps the attention of the percipient on  the object, at the same time affixing a moral value or disvalue to the act. (cf. M. SCHMAUS,  Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HlI. Augustinus, p. 218: ‘Its moral worth or lack of  worth depends on the third element in the triad, the will’).  (i) triads of external objects, with sight as an example: ipsa res - visio - animi intentio  (XI, 2, 2). Repeated in XI, 2, 5: ‘species corporis - impressa eius imago sensui - voluntas  animi quae rei sensibili sensum admovet in eoque ipsam visionem tenet’.  (ii) triads of the memory : memoria - interna visio - quae utrumque copulat voluntas (1X,  3, 6)  (ii) triads of sensation and cogitation, with ‘voluntas ... copulatrix quasi parentis et  prolis’ (XI, 9, 16) — partly summary, though cogitation is new.  (iv) at the margin of the ‘inner man’ and exterior sensation is a development of  thought out of memory: ‘intus corporum similitudines ... impressas memoriae, ex quibus  cogitation formaretur, tertia voluntate utrumque jungente’ (XII, 15, 25).  (v) with faith (with which the consideration of inner knowledge begins — XIII, 20, 26)  are  a. triads of the sounds of the words in which it is embodied : ‘memoria ... verborum  soni, ... inde formatur acies recordationis eius, ... et voluntas recordantis atque cogitantis  utrumque (conjungens)’ (XIII, 20, 26).  b. atriad ofunderstanding the expressions of faith : ‘voluntas ... quae ibi conjungit ea  quae memoriae tenebantur, et ea quae inde in acie cogitationis impressa sunt’ (;b.) Yet, to be  perfect, the will must be turned into love (:b.).  (vi) next he considers the cognitional triad by which the mens needs to express itself to  itself (XIV, 6, 8). After repeating that the mens has no need to place itself before itself  (because all the time it is knowing itself), he likens the act of self-knowledge to a well-read  man bringing to consiousness knowledge lying in his memory. The situation of self-knowing  is like Aristotle’s learned man of De Anima III, 429 b 5-10 (cf. Augustiniana 27, 1977, pp. 121-  122). Augustine is emphatic that the interposition of cogitatio does not destroy mind’s  self-immediacy. He gives here two formulations of the triad.  a. ‘illud unde formatur cogitantis obtutus, in memoria poneremus; ipsam vero  conformationem, tanquam imaginem quae inde imprimitur; et illud quo utrumque  conjungitur, amorem seu voluntatem’.  b. ‘Haec autem duo, gignens et genitum, dilectione tertia copulantur, quae nihil estimpressas memorIl1ae, quıbus
cogitatiıon formaretur, tertia voluntate utrumque Jungente’ (XIL 3: 25)

(V) ıth faıth (wıth which the consıderation of inner knowledge begins AIIL, 20, 26)
AdIC

trıads of the sounds of the words in which it 1S embodıied 'memor1aıo  E. Booth  depends on self-knowing, self-willing, and, by consequence self-  remembering, there remain over from the enneadic constitution of self-  knowledge a considerable number of starting points for analyses other  than of the particular triadic type which Augustine made; his eclectic  reduction of the neo-Platonist noetic and erotic had its implications for  epistemology of all sorts.  Between books XI and XIV ofthe De Trinitate Augustine examines a  wide range of cognitional acts on the plan of union of knower and object  through a willed attention, ranging from seeing (as a representative of  sensation) to thinking of God. The series is arranged in an ascending  order (quodam modo gradatim)*°*) of spiritualisation and interiority,  which corresponds to an increasing degree of unity within the triad °*).  W -«Opcak XV. 2}81  5*) The cognitional triads are listed below. In Augustine’s text they are not always  given with completeness. In every case will or love keeps the attention of the percipient on  the object, at the same time affixing a moral value or disvalue to the act. (cf. M. SCHMAUS,  Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HlI. Augustinus, p. 218: ‘Its moral worth or lack of  worth depends on the third element in the triad, the will’).  (i) triads of external objects, with sight as an example: ipsa res - visio - animi intentio  (XI, 2, 2). Repeated in XI, 2, 5: ‘species corporis - impressa eius imago sensui - voluntas  animi quae rei sensibili sensum admovet in eoque ipsam visionem tenet’.  (ii) triads of the memory : memoria - interna visio - quae utrumque copulat voluntas (1X,  3, 6)  (ii) triads of sensation and cogitation, with ‘voluntas ... copulatrix quasi parentis et  prolis’ (XI, 9, 16) — partly summary, though cogitation is new.  (iv) at the margin of the ‘inner man’ and exterior sensation is a development of  thought out of memory: ‘intus corporum similitudines ... impressas memoriae, ex quibus  cogitation formaretur, tertia voluntate utrumque jungente’ (XII, 15, 25).  (v) with faith (with which the consideration of inner knowledge begins — XIII, 20, 26)  are  a. triads of the sounds of the words in which it is embodied : ‘memoria ... verborum  soni, ... inde formatur acies recordationis eius, ... et voluntas recordantis atque cogitantis  utrumque (conjungens)’ (XIII, 20, 26).  b. atriad ofunderstanding the expressions of faith : ‘voluntas ... quae ibi conjungit ea  quae memoriae tenebantur, et ea quae inde in acie cogitationis impressa sunt’ (;b.) Yet, to be  perfect, the will must be turned into love (:b.).  (vi) next he considers the cognitional triad by which the mens needs to express itself to  itself (XIV, 6, 8). After repeating that the mens has no need to place itself before itself  (because all the time it is knowing itself), he likens the act of self-knowledge to a well-read  man bringing to consiousness knowledge lying in his memory. The situation of self-knowing  is like Aristotle’s learned man of De Anima III, 429 b 5-10 (cf. Augustiniana 27, 1977, pp. 121-  122). Augustine is emphatic that the interposition of cogitatio does not destroy mind’s  self-immediacy. He gives here two formulations of the triad.  a. ‘illud unde formatur cogitantis obtutus, in memoria poneremus; ipsam vero  conformationem, tanquam imaginem quae inde imprimitur; et illud quo utrumque  conjungitur, amorem seu voluntatem’.  b. ‘Haec autem duo, gignens et genitum, dilectione tertia copulantur, quae nihil estverborum
sON1l,ıo  E. Booth  depends on self-knowing, self-willing, and, by consequence self-  remembering, there remain over from the enneadic constitution of self-  knowledge a considerable number of starting points for analyses other  than of the particular triadic type which Augustine made; his eclectic  reduction of the neo-Platonist noetic and erotic had its implications for  epistemology of all sorts.  Between books XI and XIV ofthe De Trinitate Augustine examines a  wide range of cognitional acts on the plan of union of knower and object  through a willed attention, ranging from seeing (as a representative of  sensation) to thinking of God. The series is arranged in an ascending  order (quodam modo gradatim)*°*) of spiritualisation and interiority,  which corresponds to an increasing degree of unity within the triad °*).  W -«Opcak XV. 2}81  5*) The cognitional triads are listed below. In Augustine’s text they are not always  given with completeness. In every case will or love keeps the attention of the percipient on  the object, at the same time affixing a moral value or disvalue to the act. (cf. M. SCHMAUS,  Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HlI. Augustinus, p. 218: ‘Its moral worth or lack of  worth depends on the third element in the triad, the will’).  (i) triads of external objects, with sight as an example: ipsa res - visio - animi intentio  (XI, 2, 2). Repeated in XI, 2, 5: ‘species corporis - impressa eius imago sensui - voluntas  animi quae rei sensibili sensum admovet in eoque ipsam visionem tenet’.  (ii) triads of the memory : memoria - interna visio - quae utrumque copulat voluntas (1X,  3, 6)  (ii) triads of sensation and cogitation, with ‘voluntas ... copulatrix quasi parentis et  prolis’ (XI, 9, 16) — partly summary, though cogitation is new.  (iv) at the margin of the ‘inner man’ and exterior sensation is a development of  thought out of memory: ‘intus corporum similitudines ... impressas memoriae, ex quibus  cogitation formaretur, tertia voluntate utrumque jungente’ (XII, 15, 25).  (v) with faith (with which the consideration of inner knowledge begins — XIII, 20, 26)  are  a. triads of the sounds of the words in which it is embodied : ‘memoria ... verborum  soni, ... inde formatur acies recordationis eius, ... et voluntas recordantis atque cogitantis  utrumque (conjungens)’ (XIII, 20, 26).  b. atriad ofunderstanding the expressions of faith : ‘voluntas ... quae ibi conjungit ea  quae memoriae tenebantur, et ea quae inde in acie cogitationis impressa sunt’ (;b.) Yet, to be  perfect, the will must be turned into love (:b.).  (vi) next he considers the cognitional triad by which the mens needs to express itself to  itself (XIV, 6, 8). After repeating that the mens has no need to place itself before itself  (because all the time it is knowing itself), he likens the act of self-knowledge to a well-read  man bringing to consiousness knowledge lying in his memory. The situation of self-knowing  is like Aristotle’s learned man of De Anima III, 429 b 5-10 (cf. Augustiniana 27, 1977, pp. 121-  122). Augustine is emphatic that the interposition of cogitatio does not destroy mind’s  self-immediacy. He gives here two formulations of the triad.  a. ‘illud unde formatur cogitantis obtutus, in memoria poneremus; ipsam vero  conformationem, tanquam imaginem quae inde imprimitur; et illud quo utrumque  conjungitur, amorem seu voluntatem’.  b. ‘Haec autem duo, gignens et genitum, dilectione tertia copulantur, quae nihil estinde Oormatur acles recordatıionIıs e1us,ıo  E. Booth  depends on self-knowing, self-willing, and, by consequence self-  remembering, there remain over from the enneadic constitution of self-  knowledge a considerable number of starting points for analyses other  than of the particular triadic type which Augustine made; his eclectic  reduction of the neo-Platonist noetic and erotic had its implications for  epistemology of all sorts.  Between books XI and XIV ofthe De Trinitate Augustine examines a  wide range of cognitional acts on the plan of union of knower and object  through a willed attention, ranging from seeing (as a representative of  sensation) to thinking of God. The series is arranged in an ascending  order (quodam modo gradatim)*°*) of spiritualisation and interiority,  which corresponds to an increasing degree of unity within the triad °*).  W -«Opcak XV. 2}81  5*) The cognitional triads are listed below. In Augustine’s text they are not always  given with completeness. In every case will or love keeps the attention of the percipient on  the object, at the same time affixing a moral value or disvalue to the act. (cf. M. SCHMAUS,  Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HlI. Augustinus, p. 218: ‘Its moral worth or lack of  worth depends on the third element in the triad, the will’).  (i) triads of external objects, with sight as an example: ipsa res - visio - animi intentio  (XI, 2, 2). Repeated in XI, 2, 5: ‘species corporis - impressa eius imago sensui - voluntas  animi quae rei sensibili sensum admovet in eoque ipsam visionem tenet’.  (ii) triads of the memory : memoria - interna visio - quae utrumque copulat voluntas (1X,  3, 6)  (ii) triads of sensation and cogitation, with ‘voluntas ... copulatrix quasi parentis et  prolis’ (XI, 9, 16) — partly summary, though cogitation is new.  (iv) at the margin of the ‘inner man’ and exterior sensation is a development of  thought out of memory: ‘intus corporum similitudines ... impressas memoriae, ex quibus  cogitation formaretur, tertia voluntate utrumque jungente’ (XII, 15, 25).  (v) with faith (with which the consideration of inner knowledge begins — XIII, 20, 26)  are  a. triads of the sounds of the words in which it is embodied : ‘memoria ... verborum  soni, ... inde formatur acies recordationis eius, ... et voluntas recordantis atque cogitantis  utrumque (conjungens)’ (XIII, 20, 26).  b. atriad ofunderstanding the expressions of faith : ‘voluntas ... quae ibi conjungit ea  quae memoriae tenebantur, et ea quae inde in acie cogitationis impressa sunt’ (;b.) Yet, to be  perfect, the will must be turned into love (:b.).  (vi) next he considers the cognitional triad by which the mens needs to express itself to  itself (XIV, 6, 8). After repeating that the mens has no need to place itself before itself  (because all the time it is knowing itself), he likens the act of self-knowledge to a well-read  man bringing to consiousness knowledge lying in his memory. The situation of self-knowing  is like Aristotle’s learned man of De Anima III, 429 b 5-10 (cf. Augustiniana 27, 1977, pp. 121-  122). Augustine is emphatic that the interposition of cogitatio does not destroy mind’s  self-immediacy. He gives here two formulations of the triad.  a. ‘illud unde formatur cogitantis obtutus, in memoria poneremus; ipsam vero  conformationem, tanquam imaginem quae inde imprimitur; et illud quo utrumque  conjungitur, amorem seu voluntatem’.  b. ‘Haec autem duo, gignens et genitum, dilectione tertia copulantur, quae nihil esteft voluntas recordantıs cogıtantıs
utrumque (conjungens)' 20, 26)

trıad of understandıng the eXpress1ons of faıth ‘voluntasıo  E. Booth  depends on self-knowing, self-willing, and, by consequence self-  remembering, there remain over from the enneadic constitution of self-  knowledge a considerable number of starting points for analyses other  than of the particular triadic type which Augustine made; his eclectic  reduction of the neo-Platonist noetic and erotic had its implications for  epistemology of all sorts.  Between books XI and XIV ofthe De Trinitate Augustine examines a  wide range of cognitional acts on the plan of union of knower and object  through a willed attention, ranging from seeing (as a representative of  sensation) to thinking of God. The series is arranged in an ascending  order (quodam modo gradatim)*°*) of spiritualisation and interiority,  which corresponds to an increasing degree of unity within the triad °*).  W -«Opcak XV. 2}81  5*) The cognitional triads are listed below. In Augustine’s text they are not always  given with completeness. In every case will or love keeps the attention of the percipient on  the object, at the same time affixing a moral value or disvalue to the act. (cf. M. SCHMAUS,  Die psychologische Trinitätslehre des HlI. Augustinus, p. 218: ‘Its moral worth or lack of  worth depends on the third element in the triad, the will’).  (i) triads of external objects, with sight as an example: ipsa res - visio - animi intentio  (XI, 2, 2). Repeated in XI, 2, 5: ‘species corporis - impressa eius imago sensui - voluntas  animi quae rei sensibili sensum admovet in eoque ipsam visionem tenet’.  (ii) triads of the memory : memoria - interna visio - quae utrumque copulat voluntas (1X,  3, 6)  (ii) triads of sensation and cogitation, with ‘voluntas ... copulatrix quasi parentis et  prolis’ (XI, 9, 16) — partly summary, though cogitation is new.  (iv) at the margin of the ‘inner man’ and exterior sensation is a development of  thought out of memory: ‘intus corporum similitudines ... impressas memoriae, ex quibus  cogitation formaretur, tertia voluntate utrumque jungente’ (XII, 15, 25).  (v) with faith (with which the consideration of inner knowledge begins — XIII, 20, 26)  are  a. triads of the sounds of the words in which it is embodied : ‘memoria ... verborum  soni, ... inde formatur acies recordationis eius, ... et voluntas recordantis atque cogitantis  utrumque (conjungens)’ (XIII, 20, 26).  b. atriad ofunderstanding the expressions of faith : ‘voluntas ... quae ibi conjungit ea  quae memoriae tenebantur, et ea quae inde in acie cogitationis impressa sunt’ (;b.) Yet, to be  perfect, the will must be turned into love (:b.).  (vi) next he considers the cognitional triad by which the mens needs to express itself to  itself (XIV, 6, 8). After repeating that the mens has no need to place itself before itself  (because all the time it is knowing itself), he likens the act of self-knowledge to a well-read  man bringing to consiousness knowledge lying in his memory. The situation of self-knowing  is like Aristotle’s learned man of De Anima III, 429 b 5-10 (cf. Augustiniana 27, 1977, pp. 121-  122). Augustine is emphatic that the interposition of cogitatio does not destroy mind’s  self-immediacy. He gives here two formulations of the triad.  a. ‘illud unde formatur cogitantis obtutus, in memoria poneremus; ipsam vero  conformationem, tanquam imaginem quae inde imprimitur; et illud quo utrumque  conjungitur, amorem seu voluntatem’.  b. ‘Haec autem duo, gignens et genitum, dilectione tertia copulantur, quae nihil estquac ıbı conJjungıt
QUaC memor1ae tenebantur, ei QJUaC inde ın cıe cogıtatiıonıs iImpressa sunt‘’ 15.) Yel: be
perfect, the ll mMust be turned into love 1b.).

vVI) exti he consıders the cognıtional trıad Dy whıich the Mens needs CÄDTICSS ıtself
iıtself (AIV, 6, After repeatıng that the Mens has eed place ıtself before iıtself
eCause al the time it 18 Knowiıng ıtself), he lıkens the aCcTt of self-kKnowledge WEe  -TE Al
INan bringing CONsS10uUusNeEeSsSs knowledge lyıng in HIS IMECMOTY. The sıtuatıon of self-Knowing
18 ıke Arıstotle’s earned INan of De Anıma 1L, 429 5 | (cf. ugustinıana 21 1977, 52 |
122) Augustine 1S emphatıc that the interposıtion of cogıtatio does not destroy mınd’s
self-ımmediacy. He Q1Vves ere [WO formulatıons of the T1A!|

‘“ıllud nde formatur cogıtantıs obtutus, in memor1a OÖONCICIMUS , ıpsam er°

conformatıonem, tanquam imagınem qUaC inde imprimitur ; ei iıllud qUO utrumque
conjungiıtur, aINOTeMmM SCHu voluntatem).

"Haec autem duo, gıgnens et genıtum, dılectione tertia copulantur, QJUaC nıhıl est
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Some relatıons dIC made between the dıfferent trıads, but not completely
systematically  55)_ Thus trıads ATC SCCH depend sensatıon
triads; the of the eXpress1ons ofal trıad 15 elated the trıad
of the understandıng of al the trıad of self-knowing ll ead
triadıcally conce1ved unıon wıth God However the overall mMoOovem! in
ıts classıfıcatıon and arran  nt greater interl10r1ty 15 ıimportant.
Inıtially they promiıse grea varıety ofobservatıons: but then it {urns out
that they ATC without exception ase: the Samec pattern the object
produces the knowledge of ıtself in the knower; but the will, sometimes
transformed into love, has intervene tOo {1x the attention of the PCTSON

alıu. quam voluntas ruendum alıquıid appeiens vel tenens’.
VI1 ıde of trı1ads of knowiıng and rememberıing AICc gıven in XIV, &, K

uae, omnıa ei quando dıscuntur, quamdam acıunt trınıtatem, specıe SUua UJUaC nocıbılıs
fut et1am antequ nOscere(lur, e1ıque adjuncta cognıtione discentis QquUaC {unc SSC incıpıt
quando dıscıtur, tertia voluntate quaC utrum conjungıt".

(vil1) contrasted ıth the changeless blıss of the ex[{ world 18 the complaısance in
g00d eeds, whether recognised ere and NO cum praesentia tenemus, aspıcımus.
amamus remembered fifrom thıs ıfe ın the ex{ (° cum qualecumque vestig1um ei
memortiıter retinebatur, ei agnoscıtur veracıter, ei hoc utrumqu' tertia voluntate jJungetur’)
(AILV, 9, I2}

55) In posthumous artıcle, CHEGLMANN proposed relatiıonshıp between the
trıads quod Mal MOr (1X, 2 MOr notitiıa Sul (I1X, 3, and emorı1a
intelligentia voluntas I 17) (Der Subjektzirkel in der Psychologıe Augustins, in
Zeitschri, für Philosophische Forschung Z 1968, 37'7] ff.) From the 1rs trıad (whıch
amounts self-love in the of feelıng (Selbstgefühl) the second ECaUSE self-love
needs Knowledge). And the 1T 15 reflected deepening second. °In thıs WaYy the basıc
qualıty of feelıng of the mınd’s being eın des eıistes becomes reflected From reflected
knowledge intellıgence ; from reflected love all“ ‘Dıie reflektierte Kenntnıs
(notitia) erg1ıbt dıe Er-kenntnis (intelligentia), dıe reflektierte Liebe (amor) erg1ıbt den ıllen
(voluntas) (p. 334) From the fırst trıads he makes Ouft fırst cırcle) of self-feelıng (Selbst-
gefühl) whiıch 1S raised into self-Kknowing (Sıchwissen). E thus self-knowing. Knowing 15
NO CONSCIOUSNESS ! self-knowing 15 self-conscı10usness: 1b.) Ihe interrelatıonshıp 15
ingen10us, and the development from unreflected notitia (W7Ii intelligentia could be the
ear of systematısatıon. But ıt would NnOTL be Augustine‘s! The ree trı1ads whıch
SCHEGLMANN produced, of whıch the second 15 gıven inaccurately (ın place of NOr cshould
be NOr Sul) dIC in fact all dıfferent formulatıons of the Samnıc fundamental T1aA| of (OTr
memor1da Sul) notıtıa Sl oOluntas Sul the trıad Dy whıch Mens remaıns always known
itself. Even in the aCct of turnıng NOW ıtself (the second T1A| of SCHEGLMANN) it already
knows ıtself (cf. ‘ Deinde (r quaerıt ut noverı1t, quaerentem jam novıt.Jam CI RO
nOovıtSt. Augustine’s «notitia Sul»  HB  Some relations are made between the different triads, but not completely  systematically °°). Thus memory triads are seen to depend on sensation  triads; the memory of the expressions of faith triad is related to the triad  of the understanding of faith; the triad of self-knowing will lead to a  triadically conceived union with God. However the overall movement in  its classification and arrangement to a greater interiority is important.  Initially they promise a great variety of observations; but then it turns out  that they are without exception based on the same pattern : the object  produces the knowledge of itself in the knower; but the will, sometimes  transformed into love, has to intervene to fix the attention of the person  aliud quam voluntas fruendum aliquid appetens vel tenens’.  (vii) a wide range of triads of knowing and remembering are given in XIV, 8, 11:  ‘Quae, omnia et quando discuntur, quamdam faciunt trinitatem, specie sua quae nocibilis  fuit etiam antequam nosceretur, eique adjuncta cognitione discentis quae tunc esse incipit  quando discitur, ac tertia voluntate quae utrumque conjungit’.  (viii) contrasted with the changeless bliss of the next world is the complaisance in  good deeds, whether recognised here and now (‘cum ea praesentia tenemus, aspicimus.  amamus’), or remembered from this life in the next (‘cum illud qualecumque vestigium et  memoriter retinebatur, et agnoscitur veraciter, et hoc utrumque tertia voluntate jungetur”)  (XIV. 9 12).  55) In a posthumous article, L. SCHEGLMANN proposed a relationship between the  triads : amans - quod amat - amor (1X, 2, 2), mens - amor - notitia sui (IX, 3, 6) and memoria -  intelligentia - voluntas (X, 11, 17). (Der Subjektzirkel in der Psychologie Augustins, in:  Zeitschrift für Philosophische Forschung 22, 1968, pp. 327ff.) From the first triad (which  amounts to self-love in the sense of feeling (Selbstgefühl) comes the second (because self-love  needs knowledge). And the third is a reflected deepening of the second. ‘In this way the basic  quality of feeling of the mind’s being (Sein des Geistes) becomes reflected. From reflected  knowledge comes intelligence; from reflected love comes will’. ‘Die reflektierte Kenntnis  (notitia) ergibt die Er-kenntnis (intelligentia), die reflektierte Liebe (amor) ergibt den Willen  (voluntasY (p. 334). From the first triads he makes out a ‘first circle’ of self-feeling (Selbst-  gefühl) which is raised into self-knowing (Sichwissen). ‘“ ‘T is thus self-Knowing. Knowing is  now consciousness: self-knowing is self-consciousness: ‘I’”’ (ib.) The interrelationship is  ingenious, and the development from an unreflected notitia sui to intelligentia could be the  heart of a systematisation. But it would not be Augustine’s! The three triads which  SCHEGLMANN produced, of which the second is given inaccurately (in place of amor should  be amor sui) are in fact all different formulations of the same fundamental triad of mens (or  memoria sui) - notitia sui - voluntas sui : the triad by which mens remains always known to  itself. Even in the act of turning to know itself (the second triad of SCHEGLMANN) it already  knows itself (cf. ‘“Deinde cum se quaerit ut noverit, quaerentem se jam novit.Jam se ergo  novit ... Si autem se nescientem nescit non se quaerit ut sciat’ (X, 3, 5)). The amans of'the first  triad derives directly from the erotic of PLATO and PLOTINUS : feeling does not enter into it;  the second triad (when complete) refers to the continuous inner self-knowledge; the third  triad, according to the context, looks at separate faculties as passing into act. SCHEGLMANN  did not respect the basic distinction in Augustine’s structure between se nosse and cogitatio  de se. Beneath the pattern of triads and their components is the ground-swell of a normal  Augustinian elevation, whose elements are strongly linked to the rising theme rather than  rigidly linked to each other.S1 autem nescientem nescıt NON quaerıt ut scılat' 33 5)) The first
T1a derıves ırectiy Irom the erot1ıc of LATO and PLOTINUS feelıng o€es nOot entfer into :
the second trıad (when complete) refers the cContinuoOus inner self-knowledge; the thırd
T19' accordıng the context, looks separate facultıes passıng into AaCTt SCHEGLMANN
dıd NnOTt respecCt the basıc dıstınction in Augustine’s structiure between and cogitatio
de Beneath the pattern of trıads and eIr components 15 the ground-swell of normal
Augustinian elevatıon, whose elements AdIC strongly Iınked the risıng eme rather than
rıgidly Iınked each er
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Knowıng the object. The INOTEC external the object, the less spirıtual the
knowing and the INOTEC merely aggregated the applıcatıon of the ıll
(though ıts delıberate intervention 1S INOTC neCessary). The LNOTIC inter10r
the object, the Kknowıing and the ll producıng the attention, the greater
their unıty. The greates unıty 1S when object, subject and ıll AdIC unıted In
CONSCIOUS self-knowing. Wıth al connatural pleasure In virtue and
self-knowledge the ll becomes IMOTEC and IMNOTC complaısance, INOTIC and
INOTC love. Hence the Mens becomes LNOTC Godlıke, wıthout becomiıng
dıvine; and Augustine’s problem 11l be LO determiıne theır mode of
continulty between (GG0d and hıs image In INa  -

Agaınst those who imagıne that Augustine inıtiated ll
metaphysıc, Benz’s Jjudgement, that Augustine 1s rather the hınker who
interrelated mınd and will, 15 the Correct ONC

°“"There 1S nothıng in thıs metaphysıcs g1ve the 111 primacy VCT
the intellect, OTr intellect CT the wiıll, iın the WaY the question 15
usually put; but 111 and intellect AICcC OUnNn: undıvıded wıthın single
intellectual substance’”’ 56)
Augustine putL the Platonıc-Plotinian prımacy of desıre and love VCI

hought 57) together ıth the Arıstotelıan usual PrImaCcy of hought VCI

desıre. Yet equa though self-knowledge and self-wiıllıng MaYy be in
themselves, the relatıon between exter10r knowıing and wiıllıng MaYy be
uUunNneVecnNn The desıre tOo NOW somethıng unknown has tOo be stiırred Dy
foretaste of ıt (breviter IMpressam notitiam): dSs ıth INan wh SCCS ıt 1s
z00d ıng NOW Loreıgn Janguage from experience of hearıng ıt
before he understands 2 and he

"represents ıt in hıs mınd DYy imagınary pıcture Dy 1C he ıll
be aroused LO love. But whence O€es he pıcture it EXCCDL from those
thıngs 20 he already knowsd 59)

SMa hınt o€es nOoTt necessarıly produce SMa desıre ıt MaYy produce
desıre ; it MaYy the PCISON tO appIiy immense wıll-power

56) Op Cıit 302
57) C Phaedrus 250 D (admıttediy based rem1in1scence) and Ennead I1L, D
58) De I riniıtate X’ .
59) Z C ARISTOTLE "But DICSUMIC that ere 15 1LCAaSONMN why INan cshould

NnOTt in ONC KNOW, and In another nNnOotLt KNOW, that which he 1S learnıng' (Posterior
Analytics E (71 b 5-7)

60) De I riniıtate AlL, 6, ( Nicomachean Ethics, 1, 9, especılally 9-20
happıness 15 W O!  —_ by study, dIiC and C}H. Iso OLANO1LC 15 fOr end:
repeate al 1413 Bl
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{O reach that ofwhıch he has only passıng glımpse In thıs WaY the power
ofthe ıll Can be g1ven iımmensely important place wıthout denyıng ın

princıple the primacy of the iıntellect. And the ole human PTFOCCSS of
fulfiılment Can be expressed in of the ıll for beatıtude of
knowledge 4S much 4S stea of love “"rectarum voluntatum connex10

60)iıter est quoddam ascendentium ad beatıtudiınem

Cirecle Substance °*) inking
hat Augustine’s structure of ınkıng 1S trıadıc has led

Scheglmann LO SUDDOSC that wıth hım self-reflection 1S in tradıtion of
62)cırcular ınkıng that SOCS back hrough the neo-Platonists ato

6‘I ere designate thıs STITrUCLUTrE 4S ‘““Subjectivıty cırcle” (*“Sub-
jektzirkel””). It 18 intrinsıcally dynamıc throughout, 4S only through
the permanent reflecting self-movement o€es the unmovıngz (1ıdentical)
Centire cohere and the whole 1s en-souled’”’ 63) We ave J]ready SCCI1 that
in OLINUS the return of VOoÜUC and WUXT upON themselves AIcC NECCSSATY
offset the multiplıcıty which theır outgomg has caused 64) We ave also
SCCI in Porphyry's Commentary the Parmenides that the outgomng and
refiurn dIiICc conceived A oments of the triad eing knowıng
living ©>), and hOW Victorinus incautiously ollowe OrPAYTIY and Sa  S

the production Son ASs outgomng from the Father in A aCT of self-
knowiıng 66) hıs movemen of outgomng and return becomes the circular
MOVE of Fest. process10n, cConversion which Was oun increasıngly

the later neo-Platonists AS systematıc struücture ® ).
Scheglmann nOTteEeSs hOwWw Arıstotle seit hımself agaınst the cırcle

ınkıng structiure ofato 68) ın De Anıma 1, 69) He had doubts that

61) Gr De I rinitate I 4, nO  — INOT ei cognıt10 uam in subjecto insunt
ment!1; sed substantialiter et1am ista sunt, sıcut 1psa mens’.

62) Op cCıt. TIhe cırcle schema 1 represented thus (D 331)
\Ne

63) 329
64) See Augustiniana 7 1977, W DE E
65) upra, 100 and
66) See Augustiniana 28, 1978, 198, 67
67) See ADOT, orphyre ei Vıctorinus,
68) IMAECUS especılally 36 D and
69) 407 e
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the PTFOCCSS ofoutgomg and return Was part of the Augustinıan eOTY of
self-knowledge, derıved from neo-Platonısm and Porphyry in partıcular.
(It 15 irue that the system of OLINUS 1S hierarchy of alıenatıon, eıther
held in eC by the drawıngWofthe ÖOne, that the materı1al world
0€s not become aDsolute non-being, OT, Dy conversl1on, the WaY of

to ıts princıple 70) The ole COSMOS, both noetic and materı1al,
its multıiplıicıty and its subjection tıme, 15 really somethıng that deally
speakıng oug not ave ecen And he suppose that for Augustine
the mMOovemen of thought in self-thıinkıng W ds both return from
alıenatıon and cırcular MOVE of 1C the elements WeTIC 6CSSC

ve ‚into 1C however he dıd inject authentic Augustinıan
conception of alıenatiıon: the moral faılıng of INan overabsorbed in thıs
world 71)

“"NOW it Can be as (ın 1t10N hat Came from
neoplatonists) hat psychologiıcal discoverıes (Augustine) derıves
from Christian ideas. OVe all there 1S the turnıng inwards, the
transformıng of the soul from Out of ıts alıenatıon in the WOr. ın
whiıich ıt had wandered by ıtself. Thıs turnıng tOo iıtself mplıes circle116  E. Booth  the process of outgoing and return was a part of the Augustinian theory of  self-knowledge, derived from neo-Platonism and Porphyry in particular.  (It is true that the system of Plotinus is a hierarchy of alienation, either  held in check by the drawing power of the One, so that the material world  does not become absolute non-being, or, by conversion, on the way of  return to its principle 7°). The whole cosmos, both noetic and material, in  its multiplicity and its subjection to time, is really something that ideally  speaking ought not to have been). And he supposed that for Augustine  the movement of thought in self-thinking was both a return from  alienation and a circular movement of which the elements were esse —  velle — nosse, into which however he did inject an authentic Augustinian  conception of alienation : the moral failing of a man overabsorbed in this  world 7*).  “Now it can be asked (in addition to what came from  neoplatonists) what psychological discoveries (Augustine) derives  from Christian ideas. Above all there is the turning inwards, the  transforming of the soul from out of its alienation in the world, in  which it had wandered by itself. This turning to.itself implies a circle  ... nosse and esse are indivisibly united .... There exists in relation to  the self the tendency to self-preservation, the will” 7?).  J. Mader thinks likewise. Commenting on a sentence in De Trinitate  X, 4, 6 — “Sed quando mens veniat in mentem, quasi possit mens in  mente non esse’”” — he says  ‘in reflections on the self a circle is revealed. The human mind  must be thought of as both remaining with itself and being other, so  that it returns to itself (dass er zu sich selbst zurückkommend), i.e. so  that it can yet be thought of in its own as a unity” 7).  He continues  “The human mind is called back in its outgoing; in a certain way  79) Cf. E. BENZ, op. cit. p. 265: This return of universal soul (Seele) is included in the  overall reintegration of the hypostatised and alienated spirit (Geist) into its own  transcendent being (An-sich-sein).  71) E.g. in the frequent injunction to ‘return to oneself” : redire ad se.  72) L. SCHEGLMANN, 0p. cit., pp. 330-1.  73) J. MADER, Die logische Struktur des personalen Denkens aus der Methode der  Gotteserkenntnis bei Aurelius Augustinus, Vienna 1965, p. 153. Perhaps the author was  misled by the translation of veniat in by ‘zurückkehren’ : how else can we explain his total  misunderstanding of the text — which specifically denies that there is any need of mens to go  outside itself and return to itself in order to know itself, as it is already totally present to  itself!and AYS AIc indıvısıbly unıted116  E. Booth  the process of outgoing and return was a part of the Augustinian theory of  self-knowledge, derived from neo-Platonism and Porphyry in particular.  (It is true that the system of Plotinus is a hierarchy of alienation, either  held in check by the drawing power of the One, so that the material world  does not become absolute non-being, or, by conversion, on the way of  return to its principle 7°). The whole cosmos, both noetic and material, in  its multiplicity and its subjection to time, is really something that ideally  speaking ought not to have been). And he supposed that for Augustine  the movement of thought in self-thinking was both a return from  alienation and a circular movement of which the elements were esse —  velle — nosse, into which however he did inject an authentic Augustinian  conception of alienation : the moral failing of a man overabsorbed in this  world 7*).  “Now it can be asked (in addition to what came from  neoplatonists) what psychological discoveries (Augustine) derives  from Christian ideas. Above all there is the turning inwards, the  transforming of the soul from out of its alienation in the world, in  which it had wandered by itself. This turning to.itself implies a circle  ... nosse and esse are indivisibly united .... There exists in relation to  the self the tendency to self-preservation, the will” 7?).  J. Mader thinks likewise. Commenting on a sentence in De Trinitate  X, 4, 6 — “Sed quando mens veniat in mentem, quasi possit mens in  mente non esse’”” — he says  ‘in reflections on the self a circle is revealed. The human mind  must be thought of as both remaining with itself and being other, so  that it returns to itself (dass er zu sich selbst zurückkommend), i.e. so  that it can yet be thought of in its own as a unity” 7).  He continues  “The human mind is called back in its outgoing; in a certain way  79) Cf. E. BENZ, op. cit. p. 265: This return of universal soul (Seele) is included in the  overall reintegration of the hypostatised and alienated spirit (Geist) into its own  transcendent being (An-sich-sein).  71) E.g. in the frequent injunction to ‘return to oneself” : redire ad se.  72) L. SCHEGLMANN, 0p. cit., pp. 330-1.  73) J. MADER, Die logische Struktur des personalen Denkens aus der Methode der  Gotteserkenntnis bei Aurelius Augustinus, Vienna 1965, p. 153. Perhaps the author was  misled by the translation of veniat in by ‘zurückkehren’ : how else can we explain his total  misunderstanding of the text — which specifically denies that there is any need of mens to go  outside itself and return to itself in order to know itself, as it is already totally present to  itself!ere eX1sts in relatıon
the self the endency self-preservatıon, the lls9 72)
er thınks lıkewıise. Commenting sentien: In De T rinitate

A, 4, quando INECNS venlat in mentem, quası possıt INCNS in
NON esse’’ he SdY>S
..  1n reflections the self cırcle 15 revealed. The human mınd

must be hought of ASs both remamnıng ıth tself and eıng other,
that ıt returns 1TSe  ass 6 sıch selbst zurückkommend), LE
that ıt Can yel be thought of in ıts OW 4S unity” ’°).

He continues
human mınd 1S called back in ıts outgo1ing; in certaın WaY

70) C(M. BENZ, Cıt 265 hıs reiurn of unıversal soul Seele) 15 included In the
overall reintegration of the hypostatısed and alıenated spiırıt Geıist) into ıts OW:

transcenden' eing (An-sich-sein).
71) E.g iın the requent injunction "return oneself” redire ad
72) CHEGLMANN, . 330-1
73) ADER, Dıie logische Struktur des personalen Denkens AUus der Methode der

Gotteserkenntnis be1 Aurelıus Augustinus, Vıenna 1965, %} Perhaps the author Was

miısled Dy the translatıon of venıat In by “zurückkehren‘ how Ise Call explaın h1s ota.
misunderstandıng ofthe texi whıich specıfically denıes that ere 15 an Yy eed of Mens

outsıde iıtself and reiurn iıfse in order NOW ıtself, it 18 already totally present
ıtself !
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hrough going AaWdaVY another self of ıts OW. (zu einem anderen
seıner elbst) it back LO itself”” %),

1Cc 15 precisely hat ıt o€es NOT do! As the product of the object, self-
knowledge in Augustine 1s precıisely ıke anı Y other kınd of knowledge. But
it 15 dıfferent from an Yy other kınd of kKnowledge, in that Mens has eed

°  out ıts 019) ect when ıt 15 already present fO itself. hılst it MaYy be
the function ıll appIy the attention of Mens iıtself alnıy
other object for the DTOCCSS of cogıitatio egıin wiıllıng 15 nNOTL S of
the cognıtıve PTOCCSS d such d Scheglmann’s schema makes ıt cshould
be noted that in the trıad ofer there 15 provIısıon for the ll al all

enz has ell understood the WaYy in which Plotinus’s assertion
derıved from StO1C ınkıng, of the eed turn wıthın contributed
Augustine’s explanatıon of the dısposing of the mınd NOW ıtself
hrough the f{1xing of the attention of the 11l

precondiıtıon of wiıllıng 1s act of ıll turnıng from all
external objects and concentratıng wıthın, 1e the transformıing of
ÖpEE1LC into OVANONC. In thıs 15 already poımnter Augustine’s
eachıng the wil ).

He SCCS clearly that there IS alıenatıon 0)4 108s of force In the PTOCCSS of
self-Kknowing Augustine understood ıt he

grasped ell Plotinus’s ideas of hypostatısıng 4S
alıenatıon of mınd, but had not agreed ıth it 76)
. (1t 1S) ıinner MOVvem! of the mınd 24 p takes place in the

divine transcendent eing Thıs inner development led neıther
alıenatıon NOT loss of W  9 wıthout ıts unıty 0)8 ex1istence eing
alitfecte in anı y WaY 77)

Likewise the human Mens WOU ave retaıned ıts unıty.
TIrıadıc ACCOUNTS of epistemology in Augustine AIC nOT cırcular. In

external cognıtion the object, object-produced knowledge and the intentio
111 AdICc aggregatıon of factors. Only in internal cognıit1ion, when

they egıin LO be unıted ın such WaY that the 11l Can communıcate wıth
ıts object dSs known al the SaIlnlc eve of spiritualısation, 1s there
possıbılıty of ‘cırcular' thinkıng. Yet here, hrough ıts more. flexıble
enneadıc structure and therefore nOT tiıed ıts IMOIC rıg1dly concel1ved

74-) K
75) Op. Cıt 308
76) 369
77) 370
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trıadıc PTIOCCSS, mınd Can al SOIINNC prompting, however alıght appIy the
111 to search the MCMOTY for what it NTts NOW In self-thinkıng there
15 the greates degree of self-equality and full interpenetration of knower
and object known; and thıs self-equalıty, not cırcular ınkıng, 1S the irue
doectrine of Augustine. Otherwise the trıad of self-knowledge MemoOrı1a
Sl notitia Sl voluntas S WOU nOoTL be hat ıt 1S, trıad of
equıvalences of all In each and each In all.’°) and its enneadıc
formulatıon WOU be quıte Out of the question.

° Mens’ IN equality ith itself.
The principle of ınterpretatiıon far in thıs has een discern

Augustine’s authentic meanıng through observing hıs re-interpretation of
neo-Platonist teachıng. UuNYy in keeping wıth the eclectıic spiırıt and the
search for statement of truth that Was Christian and made greater claım

reasonableness al the SAadIille tıme, Augustine DgaVC hıs attention StO1C
teachıngs, and Can be shown ave made critique of neo-Platonist
teachıings ın StOo1C as ell dS INOTEC authentically Arıstotelian 79)

In the notion of self-equalıity wıth 1C De I rinıtate begıns Can

be SCCIH the PTESCHNCC of StOo1C theme, IC had een brought together
ıth comparable Arıstotelıan eachıng before Augustıine. Accordıing

°“”There Was fusıon of the StO1C notions of being in aCcord ıth
oneself (O1KELOOLC) and the arıstotelıian notions of natural affınıty
( S  TNC) The notion of self-conservatıon 1S thus elated
the notion ofeing appY, a4s 1S OUuUnNn in the Nicomachean Ethics
hıs eıng in accord ıth ne s  7 self, desıre, and JOY in existence, ATIC
identitied” 80)

78) (3t. De T'rinitate A, b 18 ‘aequalıa sunt tOLa sıngula totıs sıngulıs, ei tota sıngula
sımul omnıbus totıs

79) ERBEKE has shown hOW Augustine largely seit OMNC sıde the neo-Platonist
teachıng DNCUMAa (accordıng PORPHYRY kınd of psychıc envelope the Oody in
favour of the earlıer Arıstotelıan more metaphysıca and StO1C more physıologıical)
teaching that ıt Was intermediary between soul and body whose OIr gans the
soul COuU nOT aCcTt dırectly. (L’evolution de la Doectrine du Pneuma du Stoicısme saınt
Augustin, Parıs-Louvaın 1945, chapter passım, an! especılally

80) HADOT, Porphyre efi Vıictorinus, I LLOYD poıints Out elated
StO1C eachıng In De I rinitate A 3, “"CIhe miınd, he saıd, must NOW ıtself d lıve
secundum NALUram SUUAM, that 1S by controlling hat ıt ought ontrol and eıng controlled
Dy hat ought control it. hıs al eas W as orthodox Sto1Ccısm, OSCE Teıpsum and
Conscılentıa, ın Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie, 46, 1964, 195
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Zepf has wrıtten specıal study of thıs °O1ike1i10sislehre”’ of
Augustine ®*). Very precıise ıts OUTCCS (Cicero and Antıochus of
Ascalon V1a Varro; also Arıstotle’s VONO1C VONGEOC vıa NCO-

Platonısm) he insists the novelty of hıs eachıng, and ıth Husser|
in mınd he asSSserts that in Augustine

I 1S not Casec of the eing of the self asserting ıts substance
agalnst objective eing 1910) the radıance ofeing 1s OUuUn ıth
the subjective eing of mind ).

‘Augustıine between the per10ds, lIınked {O antıquıty, but
already pomiting the HE  < dSCSt. Augustine’s «notitia Sul»  119  M. Zepf has written a special study of this ‘“Oikeiosislehre” of  Augustine ®!). Very precise on its sources (Cicero and Antiochus of  Ascalon via Varro; as also Aristotle’s vöncıcg voncE@®Gc via neO-  Platonism) he insists on the novelty of his teaching, and with Husserl  in mind he asserts that in Augustine  “It is not a case of the being of the self asserting its substance  against objective being... now the radiance of being is bound up with  the subjective being of mind’”’ ®?).  ‘“Augustine comes between the periods, linked to antiquity, but  already pointing to the new age .... Tradition neither binds him nor  constrains him, but stimulates his own creative power”’ ®?).  Augustine is more related to tradition than Zepf allows; his creativity was  exercised on elements within a self-conscious eclectic tradition with the  intention of establishing Christian triadic thinking on the divine within  the tradition as its culminant expression. Nevertheless there is something  original in Augustine’s De Trinitate even if it was a work occasioned by  circumstances not too difficult to reconstruct. As Zepf says Augustine  leaves the question in the way in which Husserl picks it up: self-  knowledge presupposes a turning away from the world, in &x0x1;**) but  it does not lie.in that alone. It is in the deliberate transposition to the  human mens of neo-Platonist concepts of the identity of substance, self-  love and self-knowledge from the One and from vo®©c, the substitution  of memoria for mens, and the establishing of the equivalence and  coincidence of memoria sui, notitia sui and amor sui, and their constitution  as fundamental to all cognition. A complete account of the intrinsic  nature of mind is thus made theoretically possible. But has this  equivalence any more than a tautologous meaning?  M.F. Sciacca has considered this speculatively in a short con-  tribution to a conference ®°). He finds a number of suggestive epithets  to describe the unity of the triad: ‘La circoncession et la con-  substantialite des termes semblent &videntes. Compenetration, Syn-  81) M. ZEPF, Augustinus und das philosophische Selbstbewusstsein der Antike, in:  Zeitschrift für Religions- und Geistesgeschichte X1/2, 1959, pp. 105ff.  82) /b. p. 130.  93) Ib: pp. 1312  84) ‘Damit stehen wir dort, wo Husserl die augustinische Problematik aufgriff: die  Weltverlorenheit wird die Voraussetzung für das Selbstbewusstsein’, ib. p. 131.  85) M.F. ScıAcca, Trinite et Unite de l’Esprit, in : Augustinus Magister 1, pp. 521 ff.,  Paris 1955.TIradıtion neıther 1n hım NOT
constraıns hım, but stimulates hıs OW creatıve power ” 83)

Augustine 1S LNOTITC elated tradıtion than Zepfallows: hıs creatıvıty Wädas

exercısed elements wıthın self-cConsCI0us eclectic tradıtiıon ıth the
intention of establıshing Chriıstian triadıc ınkıng the dıvine wıthın
the tradıtıon AS ıts culmınant eXpress10n. Nevertheless there 15 somethiıng
orıgınal ın Augustine’s De T rinitate CVCNMN ıf it Was work occasioned Dy
CıIrcumstances nOTL LOO dıfficult tO reconstruct As Zepf SaYyS Augustine
leaves the question in the WaY in 4C Husser] pıcks it self-
knowledge D'  S turnıng AWdYy from the WOT. in ENOXN 84) but
it O€es nOoTL lıe In that alone. It 1s ın the delıberate transposıtıon the
human Mens of neo-Platonist CONCcepItSs of the identity of substance, self-
love and self-Knowledge from the One and from VOUC, the substitution
of MemoOrıa for MEeNS, and the establıshing of the equıvalence and
coincıdence of memoria SUul, notitiaSl and MOr SUL, and theır constitution
aASs fundamental all cognıtıon. complete aCCount of the intriınsıc
nature of mınd 1S thus made theoretically possıble. But has thıs
equıvalence an Y LNOIC than tautologous meanıng?

Sclacca has consıdered thıs speculatıvely in short COIN-

trıbution conference ®>). He 1n number of suggestive epl  eISs
descrıbe the unıty of the trıad “La CiIrconcessioN eft la COIMN-

substantıalıte des sembien evıdentes. Compenetratıion, SyMN-

81) ZEPF, Augustinus un: das philosophische Selbstbewusstsein der Antıke, in
Zeitschrift für Religions- un Geistesgeschichte X1/2, 1959, 105 .

82) 130
83) E }
84) Damı stehen WIT dort, WO Husser! dıe augustinische Problematık aufgriff : dıe

Weltverlorenheıt wırd dıe Voraussetzung für das Selbstbewusstseın’, ıb 1A1
85) SCIACCA, rinıte el nıte de l’Esprit, in Augustinus agister 1, 5E T:

Parıs 955
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these, intrinsecisme...  »” 86)‘ He envisages order in 1C the aCcts of
self-rememberıng, self-knowing and self-lovıng arıse Out of the deep
continumng INCINOLY of the self; that 1S, when the mınd consciously adverts
to inner self-Knowing and lovıing and theır unıty.

“When the mınd (V’esprit) has self-memory and knows how
reca. ıtself, thıs ScCıre 15 act of ıntelligence, and precısely the 1rSs
act 1c specıfies ıt dSs ““autoconscilence , dSs °autovolıtion 1s the
1Irs act of the will °}

Love, 4S desıre for self-knowledge, 1S, in the mınd (Vesprit), before the
generatıon of autoconscience (SO it Can not be engendered OV6e); after
its generatıon there 1s self-love, that 1S CONSCIOUS self-love ®®),

Sc1acca’s MOSstTt valuable nTts OOn the arısıng of values of
truth moralıty when the Mens has establıshed NO In iindıng equalıty
ıth ıtself. “As the generatıon of self-knowledge 1S the essentıal aCct wıthın
the mMind‘ *). human ınkıng iıtself ıth relatıon {O thıs ar
“°the realıty (V’actualıte) of hought rece1ves ıts specıfication in the act of
"autoconscience’’ 90) hıs eing >5 self-Knowing becomes the CasSsure of
ıts OW truthfulness: 5r ıtself the mınd engenders the TU of its
autoconnalsance, the object connatural LO i / HEere. ıke Stumpf, Scl1acca
has SUDDOSC the PTESCHCEC of the super10r ıllumınatıng truth “Cha 15
the first contact of the mınd ıth the ıllumınatıon Dy the truth 1C also
constitutes it ASs mınd” 91) The consıderation of thıs value-generation in
se  18 NnOT fOo be exclude: Dy the fact that the SUDICHIC CaSuTe of truth 1s
God hımself. By transferring DeTTECL. dıvıne characterıstics the human
mınd Augustine SaVC of value LO I relatable mınd  ’  S OW inde-
pendence and immediate self-presence. Miınd iıtself 1S hat mınd knows
best better than better than materı1a]l thıngs. If ıts self-certainty 15
disturbed Dy the 91VINg of LOO much attention materı1a]l thıngs, it 1s
g01INg agaıinst the nature of ıts OW constıitution and runnıng the danger of
confusıng itself wıth unreal image ?*).

86) BT
87) Y ‘Autoconscience) O€s NnOoTt eX1ist In the MOST recent French dıctionarıles:

presumabily ıt translates "autocoscienza)’ TLNOTC the aWAaTeNECSS the spırıt has of ıts OW CIs
than delhıberate introspection, though it 15 sed in the Jatter (see PaAssagc referred ın

90)
88) 531
89) 5 3()
90) 524
91) 529
92) E De I rinitate 5’ ut secundum naturum SUu aml ordınarı appetat’, and 6,
ITa: utem INCHNS, CU ist1s imagınıbus conjungıt, et1am SSC alıquid

hulusmodı ex1istimet.



+ Augustine s «notitia WE 121

Correspondingly, ıf self-certainty Dy 1C all other certaıintıies fall
into place 1S reduced, ıt ll INCall that the certamty of everythıng else
ıll be disturbed For human beings, self-conscıo0usness 15 DUIC
CONSCIOUSNESS : it 15 nOot opposed objects whiıich aATc not tself; but they
COu not be known wıthout ıt, NOT WOU they have anı Yy clear truthful
value wıthout ıt As SCcCI1acca 5SdYy>,

‘“Thought Dy the fact of eing hought 15 self-thought; the
mınd knows ıtself in ıts ESSCNCC Self-knowledge 15 essentially
intrinsıc thought’’?®).

Thıs 15 pratiıca CONSCQHUCNCC of the princıple of VONO1C VONGEOC Tawn
Ouft only Dy Augustine in coherent subjectivity structure for
indıvidual, embodıied human ex1istence.

That Augustine COUu construct sımilar CaSurc fOr lovıng In self-
lovıng, interrelate them, and rOOL them in the ESSCHNCC of the soul made
poss1ıble meanıngful study al the relıg10uUs eve of ogmatıc teachıng
and Christian moralıty, and al philosophical eve the interrelatiıonshıp
of metaphysıcs and ethıcs; dSs also the interrelatıon of revealed relıg10us
data and philosophy. It Was systematisatıon in order and penetration,
super10r the neo-Platonist Hıtherto knowiıing and wiıllıng, epI1S-
emology and affectivıity had remaıned distinguıished In analysıs and
consequently kept apart ine treatment Wıth the transposıtıon of the
conceptions of perfec self-knowing and perfect self-lovıng rom’the One
and VOoÜC tOo the individual human eing, and wıth the interrelatıng of
these ıth self-rememberıng in the MCIMOTLY ASs the cen of CONSCIOUSNESS
and the locus in whıch all experience W as relatable together and VeTI tıme,
it W ds possıble CONCe1ve of total systematisatıon of the mınd : wıth
self-consciousness d DUIC CONSCIOUSNESS, and self-love AS DUIC love, wıth
both equa the subject, ME and self-memoTrYy, mutually caused and
mutually contaıned Dy each other

The Divine Prototype.
By virtue of the primary intention of hıs De I rinitate Augustine Was

oblıged tO relate hıs analysıs of the human Mens the Godhead which ıt

image: He needed do in order complete hıs apologetic tas In
neo-Platonısm the transcendent trıad Wdas also iıtself the Dy 1C
the indıvıidual CaIillc LO NOW it, fOor he had become that h1s

93) Op cıit 523
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knowing and self-Knowing WEIC deriıved from thıs trıad and WEeIC identical
ıth knowıing and self-knowing In the hypostases themselves. If all
ınkıng WeIC ‘dıvıne”, all hought 1C. eal the dıvıne WOU already
be dıvıne. Not ıth ugustine, for whom the dıstinction between God
and everythıng else Was complete. TIhe constıitutive and cognıtıve human
trı1ads had shown that three DOWCIS and three aCTts COu CO-ex1ıist in the
Mens wıthout becomıng conf{used. Rut the ACı in 1C: God Was the object
of knowledge oun the Godhead only In ıts unıty; dırect continulty
between the W of Mens and the Persons of the Was

ımpossıble. God mıg be remembered in the MCMOTY, known in the mınd
and OVEe! in the wıll, but the trıadıcıty Was In the human Mens alone; for
the three DOWCIS in the human mınd elonge ONC PCITSON, whıiılst In the
Godhead there WEeEeIC three PCISONS. Augustine had LO poımit out that in the
Godhead ıt 15 ımpossible attrıbute all rememberıng the Father, all
knowing the Son and all lovıng tO the Holy Spirıt for all three DOWCIS
must belong tOo each. *: ven ıf the PICSCIHLICC of these three DOWCIS
together in the human mınd dısposes hınker accept the possıbıilıty of

trıune Godhead they do nNOT in fact image it Perhaps forgetting the
UCCCSS Sa he had ıth the ennead and ıts promıises of urther
development for the trınıty of three PCISONS each ıth three DOWCIS 95) he
CAPICSSCS of aılure ..  IN 1DSO intellectu COoNatum enserım
magıs habuisse QUalı effectum ” 96) fOor he feels he has OoOun: analogy
R} O WOU dıstrıbute the three DOWCIS dıscernıble ıIn sıngle human
DCISON those dıvine PCISONS, par from 1° the three DOWCIS In
INan dICcC varıable and changeable, unlıke the timeless changelessness of
God? ’).Because of the Chrıstian dıscontinulty between Creator and
ure, the timeless and the tıme-bound, the completeness of the 1L1CO-

Platonist ACCOUNLTL CannotTl be attaıned. What Augustıine g1Vves 1s kınd of
progressi1on from the MOSst external Knowledge to noet1c ınk between

94) De I rinıtate FA rgo trıa ılla, ıd esL, memoTI1a, intelligentia, ılecti10 S1Ve
voluntas ın Ila ei immutabiılı essentıa quod est Deus, NO  —_ ater ei Fılıus ef pırıtus
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Ian and God not by neo-Platonist identity, but by gradual assımiılatıon
in whıch al and the practice of virtue ave theır part whıch

the non-impossıbiılıty of trıune God, who leaves in the triadıc
nature of the COSINOS, and partıiıcularly the noet1iC COSIMMOS, vestiges of hıs
OW nature Desıre and will, aroused Dy hat SCCIN disproportionately
small hınts ead ıimıted understandıng of the invisıble Godhead
which ca al men to share its OW beatıtude ; but desıre and ıll aAIc noTL

absorbed into knowıing Yet there cannot be ınk between each of the
three DOWCIS of the soul and hat had seemed be theır equıvalents in
the dıvıne pCTSONS, for the dıvıne ESSCHNCC WOU eed expressing
enneadically; and elevatıon God of enneadiıcally conce1ved
human Mens enneadıcally concei1ved dıvinıty, WOU AaVE presented

task al IC Augustıine must ave despaired ; and he admıts he had
trouble enough wıth the triadıc approach *°®).

Yet. accepting the approprliate obscurıty of the dıvine object,
worshıp COUu be hought of ASs provıdıng of unıon between the
Mens and ıts prototLype: a (the mın then, remember ıts God, LO

whose image it has een made, and understand hım and love hım Or

CX DTICSS thıs INOTC briefly, let it worshiıp the who not made, but Dy
whom it Was made that ıt 1s capable of hım and Can be partaker of
hım  27 99)

Whereas Porphyry wıshed demythologiıse cult and reduce it to

philosophıcal contemplatıon IC he consıdered it essentially WAäs,

Augustine, hrough hıs COnversion from philosophıcal posıtıon, had
earned discover its signıfıcance and value. galn, unıon ıth the
Godhead m1g be found through coincıdence. Parallelıng the NCO-

Platonist self-knowing, which Was al the Samlec tiıme knowledge of the
SOUTCEC from whıch ONC Augustine proposed that rıght kınd of
self-love WOUuU coincıde ıth love of G0od CT SO ılıgere novıt,.
Deum dılıgıt ” and love of nes ellows 18 nothıng but further
consistency ıth thıs love 100)_ Unlıke other eXIs of Augustine, in the De
I rinitate charıty 1S not developed into mode ofdıvıne unıon rather ıt 1S
identified ıth (j0d 101).

98) CM Epistola CAÄXAX, 3; I3: wrıtten Ou 410 (PE 3 E 58-9)
99) De T'rinitate XIV, p W ‘Memuinerıiıt lIitaque De1 Sul, ad CU1US imagınem acta esT,

CUMYUC intellıgat dılıgat Quod ut brevıus dıcam, colat Deum NO factum, CU1US ab

D: est acta, ei CU1US partıceps SSC potest‘.
100) AIV, 14, 18
101) 7) L 8 28
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Yet ugustın O€es relate the dıvıne Irmity dırectly the human
trıad of rememberıng, Knowıng and lovıng, and implıes that despıte theır
discontinulty an Y CommercCcıum 1S not ONC-WAaYy from human Mens
* Memınerim tul, intelligam (e; dılıgam te Auge in ista, donec
reformes ad integrum ” 102)' When it the dıvıne object it 18 vast
that the acts Dy 16 the Godhead 1s grasped ATC separated Out and
expressed ıke three tremendous resolutions:;: but the rememberıng,
knowıng and lovıng 1C dIC emDbodıie' in them and reach hrough CVECIY
eve uman Mens ıIn all ıts DOWCTIS 9understandıng and
wıll ave effect of bringing the sSservant of God into the unıty he
desıires : *donec reformes ad ıntegrum .

Edward BOoOTH.

102) 28, 5} ID 20, quam SUTININamm Iriınıtatem remıinıscendam,
videndam, dılıgendem, ut Cal recordetur, Ca contempletur, delectetur,
referre quod Vivit'.


