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N HIS Logic and Language, Second Series, A. G. N. Flew
I termed George Edward Moore the doyen of British phi-
losophy.* Although he failed to attract popular attention
as did certain of his contemporaries such as Ludwig Wittgen-
stein and Bertrand Russell, recognition of his stature as a “ phi-
losopher’s philosopher ” has been widespread and enduring.
The time-spread of his activity is in itself nothing short of
phenomenal: his first published work appeared in 1897, and
the last lectures he published came from the press in 1957,
the year before his death.* As a professor at Cambridge and
long-time editor of Mind, he had ample opportunity to leave
his mark on two generations of philosophers in the English-
speaking world.?

* Logic and Language, Second Series (Oxford, 1953), p. 2.

* His Commonplace Book 1919-1953 was published posthumously in 1964,

2 Moore’s autobiography may be found in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, a
collection of essays by various authors edited by Paul Arthur Schilpp, 2nd ed.
(New York, 1952), pp. 3-39. An account of Moore’s final days appears in “ George
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260 GABRIEL FRANKS

Moore has often been compared to Franz Brentano as a
pivotal figure in the history of contemporary philosophy. Just
as Brentano, by his rejection of the post-Kantian idealism of
nineteenth century German philosophy, fostered and inspired
such diverse movements as existentialism and the neo-empiri-
cism of the Vienna Circle, so did Moore change the course of
British philosophy by his rejection of the Hegelianism which
flourished in Great Britain at the turn of the century.* It was
he who led his fellow-student at Cambridge, Bertrand Russell,
to abandon idealism in 1898, and together they embarked upon
a crusade which led far beyond the goals which either had
envisioned or intended. Not only do the milder forms of logi-
cal and linguistic analysis which dominate British philosophy
today derive from the orientation and method which was
Moore’s legacy to his followers. The more radical philosophy
of the early Wittgenstein of the Tractatus, and of the logical
positivism of A. J. Ayer and his disciples, are also generally
regarded as having their origin in Moore’s rejection of
Hegelianism.°

The fact that Moore never became well known beyond the
comparatively narrow circle of professional philosophers in spite

Edward Moore 1873-1958,” by R. B. Braithwaite, in Proceedings of the British
Academy, Vol. XLVII, pp. 293-309.

+J. Laird, Recent Philosophy (London, 1936), pp. 183 and 129 ff. Cf. also F.
Copleston, S.J., “ Contemporary British Philosophy,” in Gregorianum XXXIV
(1953) ; also Moore's “ Preface ” to his Principia Ethica, pp. x-xi.

® For the relationship between Moore and the Logical Postivists, see A. Stroll,
The Emotive Theory of Ethics (Berkeley, Calif, 1954); for L. Wittgenstein’s
dependence on Moore see the “ Introduzione critica ” to the Italian translation by
G. C. M. Colombo, S.J., of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, pp.
18 ff. See also M. White, The Age of Analysis (New York, 1955), pp. 21-26. In
his “ A Reply to My Critics ” in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore. Moore wavered
toward acceptance of the emotive theory of ethics of the Logical Positivists, but
in a personal conversation I had with him on September 7, 1955, he told me that
he had definitely rejected such a view. This rejection is confirmed by A. C.
Ewing, who has recently reported that at some date after 1953, Moore said that
“he still held to his old view {that ethical statements have cognitive meaning],
and further that he could not imagine whatever in the world had induced him to
say that he was almost equally inclined to hold the other view.” (Mind, LXXI
[1962], p. 251.)
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of his great importance is partly due to the fact that his rela-
tively conservative views about strictly philosophical prob-
lems were not the sort of thing of which headlines are made—
something which cannot be said, for instance, about some of
Bertrand Russell’s propositions concerning morality. G. E.
Moore’s lack of popular appeal was also due to the coldly seri-
ous manner in which he wrote. His books and articles are
closely reasoned and seemingly repetitious. Professor Ferrucio
Rossi-Landi has noted that

In that tedious and pedantic manner of his, Moore examined a
restricted number of particular questions, holding them under his
nose like a myopic who reads without his glasses, without ever
distracting his gaze from the tiny sector about which he has decided
to busy himself.®

But if Moore’s writings did not appeal to the general public,
his work did attain some notoriety through the fact that his
ethical system was studied and esposed by the Bloomsbury
Group, a loosely organized society of avant-garde artists and
writers which revolved around Virginia Woolf in the London
of the twenties and thirties. Moore had no direct contact with
the members of the Bloomsbury Group apart from the fact
that several of its members had studied with him at Cam-
bridge in the early years of the century. But although he
himself deplored the manner in which his name had become
associated with the group, it became inseparably linked with
the activities and ideals of Virginia Woolf and her associates.”
Moore’s ethics appealed to this group, which constituted one of
the most highly cultivated intellectual societies in the history
of the Western world, largely because of the emphasis which he

¢ F. Rossi-Landi, “L’eredith di Moore e la filosofia delle quatrro parole,” in
Rivista di Filosofia, XLVI, n. 8 (1955), p. 807.

7J. K. Johnstone, The Bloombury Group (London, 1954), Chap. II. See also
J. M. Keynes, Two Memoirs |London, 1949} pp. 92-101; and the two volumes of
the autobiography of Leonard Woolf [Virginia’s husband], Sowing [New York,
1960}, pp. 44-164, and 169-171, and Beginning Again [New York, 1963], pp. 21,
24-25, 40-42, 52, 137-139, and 143. It was Mrs. Dorothy Moore and various
acquaintances of Moore who informed me that he was not entirely happy about
the way in which his name had become so closely linked with Bloomsbury.
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placed on aesthetic values as ultimate ends. But it cannot be
denied that its members were also fascinated by Moore’s im-
plicit invitation to cast off certain aspects of Victorian mores.

Although Moore wrote at least as much about problems
which may be roughly summarized as being of an epistemo-
logical nature as he did about ethies, it is only with the latter
that we will be concerned here. As to his epistemology, we
must be content to point out here that he believed in a corre-
spondence theory of truth and that the objects of reality con-
sist principally of combinations of sense-data, though what may
be the exact relationship which sense-data bear to the objects
which they constitute and to knowing subjects is a problem
which continued to puzzle him to the end of his days.®* Though
basically an empiricist, he was willing to admit the reality and
existence of objects and qualities which do not appear to the
senses. This latter fact is of the greatest importance to his
ethical theory.

Moore was neither a notably prolific writer nor one given
to developing a system for system’s sake. He himself has
confessed that he would never have been roused to interest
in philosophical problems had he not felt the need to refute
what he considered the outrageous statements and propositions
of various philosophers.’

Nearly half of Moore’s Principia Ethica (first published in
19083; reprinted 1922, 1929, 1948, 1951, 1954, 1956, 1959), the
work we shall consider here in greatest detail, consists of the

® A synthesis of Moore’s epistemology is to be found in A. White, G. E. Moore—
A Critical Exposition (Oxford, 1958), Chap. VIII. Cf. J. Passmore, 4 Hundred
Years of Philosophy (London, 1957), pp. 203215, and D. Cleary “ An Essay on
G. E Moore” in The Downside Review, Vol. LXXXVI (1963), pp. 216-219. I
should confess that I find the summary of Moore’s epistemology as given in
the text to be woefully inadequate, especially in view of Moore’s constant shifts in
position. Certainly he was not a mere phenomenalist except for a brief period
around 1918 when he wrote “ Some Objects of Perception ” (Philosophical Studies,
Pp. 220-232), and, possibly, when he wrote Principia Ethica (see, e.g., p. 41).
His final published pronouncement on the status of sense-data was a firm rejection
of what he termed the Mill-Russell view (The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, pp.
581-82).

® G. E. Moore, “ An Autobiography,” in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, p. 14.
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refutation of various ethical systems. His later volume, titled
Ethics (London, 1912), took the form of an exposition of the
general tenets of utilitarianism, together with a correction of
this doctrine. Moore’s several other essays and articles which
appeared in learned journals and which have reference to his
ethical theory also evidence a more or less polemical character.
I refer to the two essays, “ The Conception of Intrinsic Value ”
and “ The Nature of Moral Philosophy,” which were published
in. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Vol-
ume XI, 1982 (reprinted as Chapters VIII and X respectively
of Philosophical Studies [London, 1922]) ; the article “ The Value
of Religion,” which appeared in the International Journal of
Ethics, XII (1901) ; “ Is Goodness a Quality? ” which appeared
in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary
Volume X1I, 1983 (reprinted as Chapter III of Philosophical
Papers [London 1959)); his essay “ A Reply to My Critics,”
which concludes the volume titled The Philosophy of G. E.
Moore edited by Paul Arthur Schilpp (1st ed. Evanston, 1942;
2nd ed. New York, 1952); and numerous book reviews, in
particular his review of Franz Brentano’s The Origin of the
Knowledge of Right and Wrong, which appeared in the Inter-
national Journal of Ethics, XV (1905) .

In this paper concerning Moore’s criticism of various ethical
systems I shall follow the method of exposition used by Moore
in his Principia Ethica, since this was his most complete treat-
ment of the subject, but reference will be made to other works
in those cases in which Moore later modified his theory.

Moore begins his Principia Ethica with a general criticism of
all ethicians of the past, and in his Preface he makes the ambi-
tious statement, paraphrasing Kant, that he intends to write
“ Prolegomena to any future Ethics which can possibly pre-
tend to be scientific.” ** He takes many philosophers to task
first of all for failing to define the province of ethics,* the
scope of which he proposes to be not only human conduct,

1 G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica (Cambridge, 1903), p. ix.
1 Ibid., p. 1.
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but human conduct insofar as it is good or bad. He main-
tains that “ That which is meant by ‘ good’ is, in fact, except
its converse ‘ bad,” the only simple object of thought which is
peculiar to Ethics.” **

This leads to his next great criticism of the great majority
of his predecessors in ethical investigation, namely that they
have generally failed to distinguish between the two principle
meanings of the word “ good,” which can signify either what
is “good in itself” (or *intrinsic good ”) or what is * good
as a means.” Although Ethics is concerned with good as a
means (for all human conduct, according to Moore, is good
only as a means for the attainment of intrinsic good), it is
necessary to ascertain the meaning of “intrinsie good,” upon
which all good as a means is dependent.

Moore spent a lifetime trying to state clearly what he meant
by “intrinsic good,” ** a process whicht was rendered particu-
larly difficult by the fact that he maintained that it is an inde-
finable concept, and that the intrinsic goodness of things can
be only known by intuition.* It is a non-relational quality **

2 Ibid., p. 2.

** Moore refined his notion of “ intrinsic good ” especially in “ The Conception
of Intrinsic Value ” (Chap. VIII of Philosophical Studies [London, 1922]) and in
his “ A Reply to My Critics.” (The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, esp. pp. 554-611.)

1+ Moore states that when he calls propositions about good *intuitions,” he
merely means to assert that they are incapable of proof; he implies nothing what-
ever as to the manner or origin of our cognition of them (Principia, p. x). He
compares the manner in which we know “good” to the manner in which we
know “ yellow ” (Ibid., pp. 7 and 10).

In order to test the goodness of things by intuition, they are to be considered
in isolation. The following text from Principia (pp. 83-84) will illustrate how the
test is to be applied: “ Let us imagine one world exceedingly beautiful. Imagine
it as beautiful as you can; put into it whatever on this earth you most admire—
mountains, rivers, the sea; trees, and sunsets, stars and moon. Imagine these all
combined in the most exquisite proportions, so that on one thing jars against
another, but each contributes to increase the beauty of the whole. And then
imagine the ugliest world you can possibly conceive. Imagine it simply one heap
of filth, containing everything that is most disgusting to us, for whatever reason,
and on the whole, as far as may be, without one redeeming feature. . .. The
only thing we are not entitled to imagine is that any human being ever has or ever,
by any possibility, can, live in either, can ever see and enjoy the beauty of the
one or hate the foulness of the other. Well, even so, supposing them quite apart
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(4

which he describes as “ non-natural,” ** which is dependent
on, or derived from, the various good-making “ natural ” quali-
ties of objects or states of affairs which Moore’s described as
“organic wholes.”*” Furthermore, intrinsic goodness is an
“ ought-implying characteristic,” ** or, in other words, to say
that a thing is intrinsically good must entail that it ought to
exist.’® Or, to be still more precise, ““ A statement about obli-
gation follows from the very nature of a statement about
intrinsic value.” *°

It is Moore’s characterization of intrinsic good as being a
non-natural quality which led him to make his principal criti-
cism of many ethical systems, that is, that they commit what
he termed the “ naturalistic fallacy.” This fallacy consists in
the attempt to identify intrinsic good, a “ non-natural ” quality
with some other “ natural ” quality or object. Although Moore
had at least as much difficulty in fixing the precise distinction
between what he meant by a “ natural ” and a “non-natural ”
quality as he did in making clear the meaning of intrinsic good,
what he means by the “ naturalistic fallacy ” is clear enough:
it is the identification of intrinsic goodness with any other
quality, characteristic, or object whatsoever. He made it clear
even at the beginning of Principia Ethica that even if good
were a natural quality, and the attempt were made to identify
it with some other natural quality (whatever may be meant

from any possible contemplation by human beings; still, is it irrational to hold that
it is better that the beautiful world should exist, than the one which is ugly?
Would it not be well, in any case, to do what we could to produce it rather than
the other? Certainly I cannot help thinking that it would; and I hope that some
may agree with me in this exireme instance.” ’

It is interesting to note that Moore later rejected the conclusions of this intui-
tion. (See note 47 below.)

18 G. E. Moore, “Is Goodness a Quality? ” in Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, Vol. X1, p. 126 (Philosophical Studies, p. 278).

1 Moore Principia, p. 13 fl.

17 Ibid., pp. 27-36. It was suggested by H. J. Paton in his contribution to The
Philosophy of G. E. Moore (p. 115) that Moore “ would agree with the Provost
of Oriel [Sir W. David Ross] that goodness is a ‘ totiresultant property.’ ”

18 Moore, “ A Reply to My Critics,” p. 605.

1% Moore, Principia, pp. 17 and 67 .

20 Moore, “ A Reply to My Critics,” p. 575.
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by the term), he would still call such an.identification an
instance of the naturailstic fallacy.”

The naturalistic fallacy can occur under many forms. Moore
reduces them to two groups, the first of which he terms meta-
physical theories, the second of which he calls naturalistic
theories. Naturalistic theories are then suddivided into theo-
ries which declare some natural object, other than pleasure,
to be the sole good; and hedonism, the doctrine that pleasure
is the only good—that good and pleasure are identical.?

Moore chose to discuss the naturalistic theories before taking
up the metaphysical theories, and of the naturalistic theories
he elected to examine the non-hedonistic varieties before taking
up the question of hedonism itself. The philosophers who are
hailed into court include J. 8. Mill, W. K. Clifford, the Stoics,
Rousseau, Herbert Spencer, and M. Guyau.

Moore termed the first group of theories naturalistic because
they identify good with some particular quality or object which
exists in space and time—in the realm of nature. And the first
of such theories is that which equates goodness with ‘life
according to nature.” Such a view he attributes to the Stoics
(though he is of the opinion that in their case the theory is
of a metaphysical rather than naturalistic nature) and Jean
Jacques Rousseau.”

In its most general form, this theory holds that whatever is
natural is good. Moore points out that taken at its face value
this proposition is obviously false, since there are many things
in the world of nature (which he identifies with the visible
universe) which are, in themselves, bad, for example, pain. He
next suggests that such a theory may maintain that whatever
Nature (with a capital “ N ”) has decreed must be good. This
is rejected for two reasons: a) as an agnostic, Moore cannot
identify Nature with an all-wise God, and hence can see no rea-

21 Moore, Principia, p. 14. Mary Warnock has pointed out in Ethics Since 1900
(London, 1960), p. 19, that while the name “ naturalistic fallacy ” may be mis-
leading, for Moore “ the true fallacy is the attempt to define the indefinable.”

22 Ibid., p. 99.

23 Ibid., p. 41-42.
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son why whatever Nature has ordained must necessarily be
good, and b) if what Nature has decreed is taken to mean
that that which is good is that which is normal, then this view
must be rejected by reason of the fact that many abnormal
things are better than normal things. For instance, the genius
of Socrates or Shakespeare must be admitted to be better than
the mediocre intelligence of the average man.** He suggests
that the identification of what is normal with what is good
came about through the observation of the fact that what is
normal is usually better than that which is abnormal, but he
maintains that it is clear that this is not universally true. A
third suggestion he makes as to the meaning of ““nature” in
the phrase “life according to nature,” is that it means the
minimum of what is necessary for life. Apparently, he is in
this case equating the natural with the primitive. By way
of refutation he cites a dialogue of Lucian, in which it is pointed
out how silly it is to hold that the life of lions and bears and
pigs and wild Sythians is a greater good than that of civilized
man.”

The second sort of naturalistic ethics he undertakes to refute
is one which systematizes the appeal to nature by holding that
whatever is more evolved in nature is the more perfect. Its
champions would seem to hold that not only does evolution
(especially in the Darwinian sense) show us the direction in
which we are developing, but also shows us the direction in
which we ought to develop. Moore cites Guyau and Herbert
Spencer as partisans of this view. He notes that at one point
in his Data of Ethics Spencer seems to indicate that his evolu-
tionist ethics is based on hedonism, that the generalized con-
clusion may be drawn, in virtue of numerous individual obser-
vations, that what is more evolved always brings more pleasure
into the world. As a matter of fact such a generalization would
not show any strict causal relatonship between evolution and
pleasure, but only that the progress of evolution and increase
of pleasure have gone hand in hand in the past. Moore at-

24 Ibid., p. 48. * Ibid., p. 45.
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tempts to show that Spencer actually held an evolutionistic
and hedonistic ethic simultaneously, a position which would
lead to contraditions. For example, Spencer seems to recognize
in the increased production of life a mark of progress in evo-
lution. Moore points out that it is quite possible that a small
quantity of life should give a greater quantity of pleasure than
the greatest possible quantity of life that is only just “ worth
living.” * And judging evolutionistic ethics on its own merits,
that is, not as related to hedonism, Moore points out that while
it may be true that the actual evolution of the universe has
favored an increase in intrinsically good things, we have no
assurance that it will so continue. Darwin’s law of natural
selection, for instance, might, under changed conditions, favor
the evolution of lower forms of life which might be better
only in the sense that they were more suited to those new
conditions.*

We now turn to the refutation of hedonism, to which Moore
devotes a whole chapter in Principia Ethics.*® By hedonism,
Moore understands the doctrine that pleasure is the sole good,
a “ vulgar mistake ” which is quite widespread because “it is
the first conclusion at which any one who begins to reflect
upon Ethics naturally arrives. It is very easy to notice the
fact that we are pleased with things. The things we enjoy
and the things we do not form two unmistakable classes, to
which our attention is constantly directed. But it is compara-
tively difficult to distinguish the fact that we approve a thing
from the fact that we are pleased with it ”?»° Among the phi-
losophers whom Moore considers to be hedonists are listed Aris-
tippus, the disciple of Socrates, and the Cyrenaic school he
founded; Epicurus and the Epicureans; the utilitarians such as
Mill and Bentham; Herbert Spencer in his non-evolutionistic
moments; and Moore’s own predecessor in the chair of moral
philosophy at Cambridge, Henry Sidgwick.

We can here do not more than summarize very briefly the

20 Ibid., pp. 45-52, *8 Ibid., Chap. III.
* Ibid., p. 57, * Jbid., p. 60.
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salient features of Moore’s complex and often excellent argu-
ments against the principle that pleasure is the sole good, and
hence we can hardly do justice to them. His arguments in
general may be said to take two principal forms: 1) demon-
strations that the writers in question were not consistent in
their hedonism, and 2) an appeal to intuition. The first argu-
ment is used against Mill, who, as Moore points out, does not
make pleasure simply the sole and highest good, but distin-
guishes between higher and lower pleasures, a distinction which
obviously involves some principle of evalution beyond that of
mere pleasure. The appeal to intuition is also brought to bear
against Mill’s psychological hedonism, against the proposition
that the good is that which we desire. To this contention
Moore retorts that if it is true, then it is nonsense to speak of
bad desires.*

In his eriticism of Sidgwick, Moore calls intuition into play
on two levels.®* First he cites the arguments of Socrates against
Protarchus which show that if pleasure is the sole good, then
the life of an oyster (presumably a contented one) is as de-
sirable as that of a man. But Moore recognizes that this argu-
ment is unfair, that what most hedonists really wished to
defend was not that pleasure is the sole good, but rather con-
sciousness of pleasure. He admits, for instance, that this is
what Sidgwick really meant to hold. But it is no use: “It
seems to me that a pleasurable Contemplation of Beauty has
certainly an immeasurably greater value than mere Conscious-
ness of Pleasure. In favor of this conclusion I can appeal with
confidence to the sober judgment of reflective persons.” *

3¢ Ibid., pp. 61-81.

5 Ibid., pp. 81-96.

32 Ibid., p. 94. This is another instance of the test by intuition. To my mind
the best example of the application of the method of intuition to the refutation
of hedonism appears in his Ethics (p. 147): “It [hedonism] involves our saying
that, for instance, the state of mind of a drunkard, when he is intensely pleased
with breaking crockery, is just as valuable, in itselfi—just as well worth having,
as that of a man who is fully realizing all that is exquisite in the tragedy of King
Lear, provided only the mere quantity of pleasure in both cases is the same. Such
instances might be multiplied indefinitely, and it seems to me that they constitute
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In addition to hedonism in general, Moore also considers two
subforms of it, egoism and utilitarianism.

Egoism, in the form in which Moore is most interested in
refuting it, holds that each man’s happiness is the sole good.
Of this view Moore says, “ what Egoism holds . . . that a
number of different things are each of them the only good
thing . . . is an absolute contradiction. No more complete
and thorough refutation of any theory could be desired.” ®*

Moore’s refutation of utilitarianism can be summarized in
an equally succinct manner. He accuses the utilitarians of a
double error: “1) The best possible results were assumed to
consist only in a limited class of goods, roughly coinciding with
those which were popularly distinguished as the results of
merely ‘ useful’ or ‘interested ” actions; and these again were
hastily assumed to be good only as means to pleasure. (And
hence utilitarianism falls with the hedonism on which it is
based.) 2) The utilitarians tend to regard everything as a
mere means, neglecting the fact that there are some things
which are good as means which are also good as ends.” ** He
points out that if every good is only good as a means, it must
be justified by some future consequence which must itself be
only good as a means to some other good, and so on ad
infinitum.2®

Turning now to Moore’s criticism of metaphysical ethics, we
must note that for Moore the realm of metaphysics is the realm
of abstract essences. The principal notion considered by meta-

a reductio ad absurdum of the view that intrinsic value is always in proportion
to quantity of pleasure.”

3 Ibid., p. 99.

3¢ Ibid., p. 106,

3% Ibid., p. 106. It should he noted, however, that if “ utilitarian ” is understood
in its etymological sense instead of as a designation for the peculiar forms of
hedonism of Bentham and Mill respectively, then Moore can himself be called a
utilitarian. Indeed, although Moore never gave a name to his ethical theory, it
has often been referred to as ideal utilitarianism (See W. David Ross, The Right
and the Good [Oxford, 1930}, pp. 9 and 19). Moore told me he approved of this
designation and preferred it to all others (interview of Sept. 7, 1955). Sir W. David
Ross has suggested the name “ agathistic utilitarianism ” as being more appropriate
(op. cit, p. 9 note).
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physics in the scholastic use of the word, i.e., being as being,
is not taken into consideration at all by Moore in his ethical
theory. Numbers, for instance, are given by Moore as an ex-
ample of what he means by metaphysical entities, which, he
maintains, are real, but do not exist.*® If the material object
of metaphysical is understood to include the objects of uni-
versal predication as actually existing or possible things, then
Moore’s own theory is a metaphysical one, as was recognized
by L. Vigone, who wrote: “When he wishes to define the
object of ethics he moves decisively to a metaphysical plane,
that of classic metaphysics, which is quite a different thing
from what Moore thinks it is. The most evident proof of
this rests precisely on the fact that he rejects utilitarianism
and pragmatism and says that the object of ethics is the ‘ good
in itself.” ” #

Moreover, even though Moore condemns what he is pleased
to term metaphysical ethics, he praises metaphysicians for
“insisting that our knowledge is not confined to what we can
touch and see and feel.” **

Among the “ metaphysical ” ethicians criticized by Moore
are the Stoics (as we have already had reason to note) , Spinoza,
and Kant. His principal argument against them is that their
theories hold that human actions are good to the extent that
they conform to some suprasensible thing which is either real,
but does not exist, or, if it does exist, is eternal and unchangable.
If that reality is real, but not existent, then it can indeed sug-
gest some good which can be brought about in the world of
actual existence, but the mere fact that it is 7eal has no bear-
ing of itself on what ought to be done.** If the suprasensible
reality is the only reality, as seemed to be true of Spinoza’s
concept of the Absolute Substance, then nothing that can be
done in the world of nature can have any ethical value, be-

8 Ibid., p. 111.

3 1. Vigone, “Lletica di Giorgio Eduardo Moore,” in Riviste di filosofia neo-
scolastica, XLV (1953), p. 363.

28 Moore, Principia, p. 110.

® Ibid., 114,
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cause the world of nature is unreal.®® Or if the suprasensible
reality is existent but eternal and immutable, then too it can
give us no information about what is to be done, since no
action of ours can possibly have any effect on the suprasensible
reality. The latter argument Moore uses against Kant’s view
that ethics is based on a Kingdom of Ends.*

Another criticism brought against Kant rejects the notion
that to be good means that a thing is willed in a certain way.
Moore holds that a thing is not good because it is willed, though
it may be true that it may be willed because it is good. He
can see no direct relationship between good and will, because,
he says, it is possible to will some things which are evil.**

Before going on to an evaluation of Moore’s criticisms, it
would be well to raise the question as to which general school
of ethical thought Moore’s system is to be ascribed. Denis
Cleary, L. C., has pointed out that Cambridge philosophy in
general, and Moore as a representative of it, are notably de-
ficient with respect to a profound historical sense,*® and in a
way I think this is quite true. Furthermore, A. N. Prior
has maintained that Moore is doing nothing more nor less than
carry on the tradition of Locke and Hume.** But I think that
there is a sense in which Moore can be said to be firmly rooted
in Aristotle. Moore first went up to Cambridge as a student
of the classics, and began to read Aristotle and Plato for their
literary value before he became intrigued by their philosophical
content. He records specifically that he became familiar with
Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics at this time.* So far as I

4 Ibid., p. 116.

“ Ibid., p. 113. I do not intend to defend Moore’s interpretation of Kant.
Moore has been frequently accused of refuting an author by attributing to him
ideas which that author would hardly recognize. The argument cited here prob-
ably has more cogency against ethicians of the phenomenological school such as
Dietrich van Hildebrand.

42 Ibid., p. 129 L.

D, Cleary, “An Essay on G. E. Moore,” The Downside Review, LXXXI
(1953), p. 214.

“Tn Logic and the Basis of Ethics, quoted by C. B. Daly, “G. E. Moore and
Non-Naturalism in Ethics,” Philosophical Studies, XII (1961), p. 61.

4 See “ An Autobiography ” in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, p. 20.
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know, Moore has nowhere, in his published works, discussed his
dependence on the Nichomachean Ethics in writing Principia
Ethica, nor has anyone else raised the question. In all prob-
ability, it never even occurred to Moore. To read and absorb
Aristotle’s Ethics was the normal thing for the undergraduate
of Cambridge or Oxford in his day, and to ask whether he was
influenced by Aristotle would be something like asking whether
the average American is influenced in his political thought by
the Declaration of Independence.

And yet the point is well worth making. Once the compari-
son has been suggested, it is easy to see a remarkable parallel
between the Principia Ethica and the Nichomachean Ethics,
especially Book I. Both Aristotle and Moore start off with a
discussion of the good in general (which Aristotle, like Moore,
distinguishes into good as means and the “good which we
desire for its own sake ) * followed by a discussion of what
is the good for man. Both reject sheer hedonism, and although
Moore does not describe the end of man as “ happiness,” the
goods which Moore thinks the highest and the chief components
of happiness according to Aristotle closely coincide. If the cul-
tured Athenian gentleman was Aristotle’s ideal, the life of the
proper Edwardian gentleman would seem to embody for Moore
all that was best in the universe. For Aristotle, the highest
good is contemplation of the truth. This is not far from those
high esthetic states of mind so valued by Moore.*” Moore
was quite conscious of this close relationship.** Moore differs

% Nichomachean Ethics, Book I, Chapter II,1 10942,

47 See Principia Ethica, p. 188: “By far the most valuable things, which we
know or can imagine, are certain states of consciousness, which may be roughly
described as the pleasures of human intercourse and the enjoyment of beautiful
objects.” However, Moore varied his view slightly over the course of years. At
the time he wrote Principia he believed that there are some purely material things
which are good in themselves (p. 82-83). He later changed this view when he
wrote “Is Goodness a Quality? ” in which he maintained (p. 123) that only
experiences can be good. He again changed his mind in his “A Reply to My
Critics ” in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore (p. 618), where he held that not only
are experiences good, but also the sum total of experiences—a view which he did
not consider incompatible with maintaining that “ no state of affairs can be good;
unless its existence entails the proposition that somebody is having some experience.”

8 G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica, p. 199.
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notably from Aristotle in giving short shrift to virtue, which
he thinks is good mainly as a means ** and hence should be rele-
gated to Casuistry rather than Ethics.®

I mention all this by way of bringing up the question whether
the “ intrinsic good ” which forms the cornerstone of Moore’s
system is the same good “ at which all men aim,” which Aris-
totle speaks of in the opening lines of the Nicomachean Ethics.
In at least one of his obiter dicta, Moore clearly makes this
identification. He states in his essay, “ The Nature of Moral
Philosophy,” written in 1921:

One thing, I think, is clear about intrinsic value—goodness in
Aristotle’s sense—namely that it is only actual occurrences, actual
states over a period of time— . .. that can have any intrinsic
value at all.®*

This in turn raises the question whether the good which
forms the basis of the moral order in the mainstream of the
Aristotelian tradition as represented by a) St. Thomas Aquinas,
and b) the contemporary neo-Thomists, is to be identified with
intrinsic good in Moore’s sense.

This is a quite difficult question to answer, partially because
of difficulties in terminology, partially because the question at
hand is seldom raised. That the question is seldom asked is
quite surprising because it is a crucial one.

Perhaps the simplest way of formulating the question is to
ask whether the Bonum in Communi spoken of in Part One
Question Five of the Summa Theologica is the same as the
bonum which faciendum est et prosequendum in the First Part
of the Second Part, Question 94, Article 2, which is Aquinas’
formulation of the fundamental principle of the natural law.

At least one Thomist commentator on Moore has asked the
question this way: is Moore’s * intrinsic good ” to be identi-
fied with “transcendental good,” and does St. Thomas con-

*° Ibid., pp. 176-177.
& Ibid., p. 4.
51 Printed in Phiosophical Studies (London, 1922), p. 327.
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struct his ethics on a metaphysics of good.” I feel that this
is not a very good way of stating the question because moral
good is itself good in a transcendental sense. I would prefer
the following way of putting the problem (following a termi-
nology suggested by Sertillanges) : is the moral good based on
the ontological good?

As I mentioned above, this question is seldom raised by
Thomists, especially in the English-speaking countries, but most
textbook writers seem to implicitly answer in the negative by
making such a clear-cut distinction between physical and moral
evil that there is no way left to relate them. One wonders,
after all is said and done, what possible relation moral good
can have to the bonum commune. One American textbook
on ethics, Right and Reason, by Austin Fagothey, pp. 56-65,
devotes a whole chapter to “ The Good as Value,” and then
separates moral values from all other values so that one wonders
why he raised the question in the first place.*

It should by now be apparent in which direction the sympa-
thies of the present author lie. But let us consider what sort
of case can be made for the view that, for Thomas, moral good
is not based on what I have been pleased to term ontological
good. One Thomist who has written about Moore and who
has rejected the view that Thomas’ bonum in communi (which
he terms “ transcendental good ) is the basis of ethics is Carl
W. Grindel, C. M.*®

Although Grindel admits that some Thomists would deny

52 C. Grindel, C. M., “ Ethics Without a Subject: The Good in G. E. Moore,”
in Thomistica Morum Principia (Rome, 1960), pp. 73 ff.

5% A. D. Sertillanges, Foundations of Thomistic Philosophy, p. 249.

5% Actually Fagothey seems to contradict himself in this chapter. Thus on
p. 57 he states that “ Values, though not wholly realizable, clamor for realization.
They should exist, they deserve to be, even if we have no way of bringing them
into existence.” To say they should exist seems to give them a moral reference.
But on p. 60 he states that “ The common estimate of mankind separates moral
values from other values,” and goes on to develop this thought in such a way that
being a good man apparently has nothing to do with actualizing values. Never-
theless, the fact that Fagothey does devote Chapter 5 (and possibly Chapters 6
and 7) to what seems to be “intrinsic good” in Moore’s sense, indicates that he
at least senses that it should have some relation to natural law. For this reason I
consider Fagothey’s text better than any other currently available.

%5 C. Grindel, op. cit., p. 9.
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his interpretation, he holds that his view is a valid inference
from several texts of St. Thomas.®® According to Grindel, St.
Thomas, in his commentary on the Sixth Book of the Ethics
of Aristotle (Lect. 7, n.1211), says that ethics should be taught
after natural philosophy and before metaphysics. This is true,
but I think Grindel tries to make much too much capital out
of this observation. In the first place, the reason given by
St. Thomas for this ordering of things is not that metaphysics
is irrelevant to ethics, but that it is too difficult to master at
an earlier age, because, although the principles of nature are
not separated from sensible objects, and although the nature
of mathematics is not obscure to young men because mathe-
matical proofs concern sensibly conceivable objects, things
pertaining to wisdom are purely rational.

As a matter of fact, what is probably the best argument pos-
sible for the contention that St. Thomas thought that the good
studied in metaphysics is the basis of ethics is to be found in
this same commentary. We have already noted that in the
First Book of the Nichomachean Ethics Aristotle begins with
a discussion of good in general as the basis of ethics. As a
matter of fact he devotes a goodly part of the first five chap-
ters to this question. But then, in the sixth chapter, Aristotle
abruptly (in true Aristotelian fashion) decides: “ But perhaps
we should now leave these subjects, for a precise determina-
tion of them belongs to another branch of philosophy.” Aris-
totle does not tell us what that branch is, but St. Thomas con-
fidently volunteers the information: it is metaphysics!*

From this point on, Aristotle abandons the consideration of
the nature of intrinsic good, and like Moore, turns his atten-
tion to what things are good. And by a process which Moore
would call “ intuition,” and St. Thomas (and Aristotle himself)
would term an exercise of practical reason, he gives his con-
clusion: it is happiness.

Grindel’s second text is similar to the first. It is a quotation
from Aquinas’ Commentary on the Liber de Causis®® In it

%% Ibid., p. 79.

5" In I Ethic, Lect. 8, n. 97.
%8 Lect. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, Opuscula Omnia I, p. 195).
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Thomas merely states as a fact that the ancients studied logic,
mathematics, philosophy of nature, moral philosophy, and
metaphysies in just that order. Apart from the inversion of
the order of learning mathematics and philosophy of nature,
and the fact that it mirrors what Aquinas thought was done,
rather than what he thought Aristotle thought should be done,
this quotation proves no more than did the first. Even if it is
true that Thomas thought that metaphysics is to be formally
studied after ethies, this would hardly exclude a sufficient,
though rudimentary, knowledge of good in general. One might
just as well argue that the God spoken of as the finis ultimus
in the First Part of the Second Part of the Summa is not the
God of the Five Ways—which are presumably a metaphysical
treatment.

Grindel goes on to develop his view of Thomistic ethics as
being grounded in an empirical study of human nature., He
seems to proceed in the spirit of the sort of biologism which
many Thomists have come to reject of late as being more Suare-
zian than Thomist.*®

There is a growing movement to see human good as the
basis of Thomist ethics. Germain Grisez has developed this
view both in his book, Contraception and the Natural Law °°
and in a recent article on the first principle of practical reason
as treated of in the Summa Theologica®* Certainly there is
good reason for holding that human good is the basis of ethics.”®
The point is interesting because, although Grindel recognizes
that Moore bases his ethic on those intrinsic goods which are
human goods,*® another Thomist critic of Moore, C. B. Daly,

88 Cf. G. Grisez, Contraception and the Natural Law (Milwaukee, 1965), p. 46.

% Ibid., p. 107 ff.

% G. Grisez, “ The First Principle of Practical Reason: A Commentary on the
Summa Theologiae, 1-2, Question 94, Article 2,” Natural Low Forum, X (1965),
p. 184, R

92 Cf. Summa Theologica, I-1I, q. 94 a. 2: * The order of the precepts of the
natural law is according to the order of natural inclinations. . .. There is in
man an inclination to good according to the nature of his reason, which nature
is proper to him.”

8¢ C. Grindel, op. cit., p. 82. Grindel hardly does Moore justice by commenting
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writing in the Irish journal, Philosophical Studies, condemns
Moore for failing to take human good into account.®* Moore
recognized that human goods might be only a part of the sum
total of intrinsically good things, but that they are of great
importance to ethics since by definition they are the only goods
which we human beings can know.®® Grisez sees some sort of
conflict between transcendental good and human good—a con-
flict which would render Thomistic and Moorean ethics incom-
patible if it does exist.®® I think therefore that it is worth-
while to show that at least one eminent commentator on I-11
q. 94 a. 6 of the Summa has seen no such conflict. What is
more, this passage is not unknown to Grisez, who cites it on
p. 168 of his study. Since Schuster presents his case with great
precision, I think it will be well to quote the passage in full:

The question has been raised whether bonum is to be understood
here as bonum honestum or only in the most general sense as bonum
transcendentale. If the concept of value is to be the very first in the
apprehensio practica, this is possible only if it is conceived as uncon-
ditional value, as bonum transcendentale. Moreover, St. Thomas
teaches (I, 5, 6) that the division of bonum into honestum, utile,
and delectabile, fundamentally has reference only to human good,
but that more profound consideration reveals that it is anchored
in bonum as such, insofar as it is appetible and the ferminus motus

that Moore mentions the human good only “in passing,” since the greater part of
pages 188, 184, and 186 of Principia Ethica are devoted to the subject, as Grindel
himself notes.

%, B. Daly, “G. E. Moore and Non-Naturalism in Ethics,” Philosophical
Studies, XII (1963), p. 64.

% G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica, p. 184.

% Despite my criticism of this point in Grisez’ article, I consider it all in all

to be of considerable value, especially in that he has recognized that the bonum
which faciendum est et prosequendum is not to be restricted to moral actions
(p. 168).
Grisez has restated his position in a less formal way in a more recent article in
The Thomist (Vol. XXX, 4, Oct. 1966). At first sight he seems to have modified
his view of a year earlier. There he states (p. 347) that “I would suggest that the
only adequate ultimate standard for right and wrong in human acts is the total
possible good that man can in any way attain.” Such a formulation would be in
perfect accord with Moore’s views. But then he reverts to the position (p. 348 ff.)
that there are privileged values which may never be slighted even though their
actualization may be in conflict with the total welfare of man and the universe.
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appetitus. But since, in our article, an ultimate, metaphysical, and
therefore universal foundation of principles is being sought, the con-
cept of bonum should not be restricted to an ethical meaning. On
the other hand, St. Thomas is most concerned with the bonum
humanum. A praeceptum legis is only thinkable in its proper
sense with regard to rational creatures. This is most especially
true with regard to the more special laws, quae ratio practica natu-
raliter apprehendit esse bona humana. These are ethical goods in
the strict sense of the term. But it is still true that for the founda-
tion of the ethical principles and fundamental precepts a more uni-
versal theory of value and a metaphysical relationship are called
into play. Even for irrational beings, certain modes of action are
right—they correspond to nature—and are therefore intended in
the natural law of the divine will. And thus the formula, bonum
faciendum, binds men in the strict ethical sense.®”

7 J. Schuster, 8.J., “ Von den ethischen Principien: Eine Thomasstudie zu S. Th.
Ia 1122, q. 94, a. 27 in Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie LXXV (1933), pp.
54-55: “ Es wurde die Frage aufgeworfen, ob das bonum hier im streng ethischen
Sinne als bonum honestum oder nur im allgemeinsten Sinne des bonum transcen-
dentale zu fassen sel. Wenn der Wertbegriff der allererste in der apprehensio prac-
tica sein soll, so kann doch, wie es scheint, nur an die unbestimmte Werthaftigkeit
oder das bonum transcendentale gedacht sein. Ausserdem lehrt der heilige Thomas
(P. 1, q. 5, a. 6.) dass die Einteilung des bonum in honestum, utile und delectabile
zwar urspriinglich nur vom menschlichen Gute gelte, dass sie aber bei tieferer
Betrachtung schon im bonum als solchen verankert sei, insofern es appetibile und
terminus motus appetitus sei. Weil nun in unserem Artikel doch eine letzte, meta-
physische und darum allgemeine Fundierung der Prinzipien erstrebt wird, sei der
Begriff des bonmum nicht auf die ethische Bedeutung eingeschrinkt. Indes ist es
dem heiligen Thomas zu allermeist um das bonum humanum zu tun. Ein prae-
ceptum legis ist doch nur fiir verniinftige Geschdpfe im eigentlichen Sinne denkbar.
Erst recht gilt das fiir die spezielleren Gesetze, quae ratio practica naturaliter
apprehendit esse bona humana. Diese sind aber im strengen Sinn ethische Giiter.
Dabei bleibt es wahr, dass zur Begriindung der ethischen Prinzipien und auch des
hichsten Grundsatzes ein allgemeineres werttheoretisches und metaphysisches Ver-
hiiltnis herangezogen wird. Auch fiir die unverniinftigen Wesen sind gewisse Hand-
lungen richtig, naturentsprechend und darum im Naturgesetz des Schépferwillens
intendiert. Der Satz: bonum faciendum, gilt also fiir den Menschen im streng
ethischen Sinn.”

A similar development is given by Gregory Stevens, O.S.B., in “ The Relations
of Law and Obligation.” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Asso-
ciation, Vol. XXIX (1955), p. 198, Grisez comes close to admitting the thesis in
question on p. 199 of his Natural Law Forum article, where he states, “ Of course,
“good’ in the primary precept is not a transcendental expression denoting all
things. Nevertheless, it is like a transcendental in its reference to all human goods,
for the pursuit of no one of them is the unique condition for human operation, just
as no particular essence is the unique condition for being.”
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‘In the course of attempting to refute Grindel’s thesis, I have
given, in effect, a certain amount of proof that Thomas (and
Aristotle before him) held that ontological good (or transcen-
dental good, or bonum in communt) is the basis of the moral
order. To give a detailed proof citing a concatenation of
Thomist texts is beyond the scope of the present article, I
shall rest my case therefore, with an appeal to the authority
of various Thomist writers in addition to that of Schuster:
A. D. Sertillanges, O.P., Les grandes théses de la philosophie
thomiste, p. 232, also Foundations of Thomistic Philosophy,
p. 249; E. Elter, S. J., Compendium philosophiae moralis, ed. 32,
p. 81; B. H. Merkelbach, O. P., Summa theologiae moralis, Vol.
I, #246; Odon Lottin, O. S. B., Morale fondamentale, p. 207-08;
Jacques Leclercq, La philosophie morale de Saint Thomas de-
vant la pensée contemporaine, p. 227 ff. and 267. To these we
may add, although some would deny that they (especially the
latter of the two) are in any sense Thomists: Bernard Loner-
gan, Insight, pp. 596-605; Teilhard de Chardin, The Divine
Miliew (Harper Torchbooks edition), pp. 53-62.

The same Father Cleary who questioned Moore’s historical
sense had to admit that “ Once the nature of good [in Moore’s
theory] has been clearly established on a metaphysical plane,
it will be seen that much of Moore’s thought will fit more than
adequately into traditional ethics.”®® In this judgment I
concur, especially in view of the fact that, as pointed out above
(p. 11), Moore’s theory really can be considered a metaphysical
one, despite his disclaimer to the contrary.

In evaluating Moore’s criticism of various ethical systems,
I would say that the most valuable criticism which philosophers
of the Aristotelico-Thomistic tradition could take to heart
would be that which calls to task those ethicians who fail to
distinguish between good as means (which is, in general, in his
view, moral good) and good as end (intrinsic good). I have
noted above the infrequency with which English-speaking
Thomists have busied themselves with the relation of bonum

® D. Cleary, op. cit., p. 220.
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in communi to the bonum which is the object of the first prin-
ciple of the natural law.

The second most valuable criticism made by Moore I would
say to be his rejection of hedonism. I have found that the
arguments of Principia Ethica have been helpful allies in many
a formal or informal confrontation.

The third valuable criticism which Moore has to make con-
cerns his refusal to identify the natural with the primitive.
Some Thomists have of late made similar observations.®® T
have often wondered if they in any way derive from Moore’s
observation of 1903. If Moore’s ethic is, in the last analysis,
in the line of traditional ethics, and if his system can hang
together without identifying the natural with the primitive,
then there is good reason to hope that the tradition as a whole
may be so favored.

Gasriern Franks, O.S.B.

Immaculate Conception Seminary,
Conception, Missours

*®*E.g., Louis Dupré, Contraception and Catholics, p. 41 n.; Germain Grisez,
Contraception and the Natural Law, p. 28.



JUNG’S IDEAS ON RELIGION

[

REUD, considered a genius by scientists, is generally
rejected in religious circles because of his materialistic
view of man. The popularity of Jung among religious

people on the other hand, cannot be denied. Jung is the
modern psychologist who has restored the religious factor in
man, thus setting up the long awaited bridge between psycho-
logy and religion.

Not everybody shares such an optimistic viewpoint: “I am
alarmed,” says Cyril Connelly, “ at the popularity of Jung’s
ideas on the Catholic Church.”* And Glover: * Jung’s system
is fundamentally irreligious. Nobody is to care whether God
exists, Jung the least of all.” 2 H. L. Philp says: “ After many

years of psychological study . . . I find too much sectarianism
and often too much dogmatism . . . I have been disappointed
in my search.” ®

Are the opinions of these psychologists objective? Are Jung’s
ideas on religion dogmatic and dangerous? A synthetic study
of Jung’s own writings shall help us to elucidate the problem.

Philosophical Background

Jung’s ideas on religion and God cannot be understood with-
out the knowledge of some of his philosophical prineiples. The
most important principle for understanding Jung’s conception
of analytical psychology is the principle of opposites. According
to Jung, the root of psychological drives lies in a double polarity
which constitutes the quintessence of life. “ Old Heraclitus,
who was indeed a very great sage, discovered the most mar-
vellous of all psychological laws: the regulative function of
opposites. He called it enantiodromia, a running contrariwise,

* Edward Glover, Freud or Jung? (New York: Meridian Books, 1957), p. 7.
#Ibid., p. 163, ; . ]
*H. L. Philp, Jung and the Problem of Evil (New York: Robert M. McBride,
1959), p. xi. ' o
282
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by which he meant that sooner or later everything runs into its
opposite.”* The tension between the two opposites is the
source of energy and the greater the tension of opposites the
greater the energy that comes from them. Energy is crucial in
Jung’s system and there is no energy without the tension of
the opposites. The opposites are the key to the dynamiecs of
human personality.

If polarity and opposition are universal laws, then, nothing
can exist without its opposite and, therefore, “every psycho-
logical extreme secretly contains its own opposite or stands in
some sort of intimate and essential relation to it.” ®* As a conse-
quence of this polarity everything in nature is found in natural
pairs, a prerequisite for polarity and opposition. For instance,
good and evil, masculine and feminine, death and life, conscious
and unconscious, anima and animus, persona and shadow, and
so forth.

The opposites are compensatory of each other, that is to
say, one opposite compensates the deficiencies of the other
opposite, thus balancing the complex elements of human per-
sonality. The compensatory function of the opposite is an
expression of the self-defense mechanism; for example, extro-
version compensates introversion, the unconscious compensates
the conscious mind, the ego compensates the anima, and vice-
versa. Compensation also exists in the realm of ethics where
evil compensates the good and vice versa. The compensatory
function of the opposites is automatic, free from the arbitrary
control of our will.

Opposition and duality play an important role in the develop-
ment of human personality. Duality is not a luxury but a
prerequisite of growth, and needs to be preserved by all means.
In the last stage of the process of development, however,
duality and opposition are harmonized and integrated into a
higher synthesis. It is unity and wholeness, says Jung, the

* C. G. Jung, The Collective Works of . G. Jung (New York: Pantheon Books),
hereafter referred to as C. W., 1, p. 71.
S Ibid., 5, p. 875; 9, 1 p. 96.
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goal of man, which is symbolically expressed by the most
important archetype of man, the archetype of the self. The
process of man towards his goal, namely, wholeness, which is
intimately connected with religious content, is called by Jung
the process of individuation.

The law of evolution is also a universal law of nature. The
origin of man has to be found in amimality; and animals, in
their turn, proceed from other inferior beings. The whole
cosmos is evolving towards consciousness, which 1s the remote
goal of everything existing.

Existence of religious factors

Does a religious factor exist in man? (Jung’s views on
religion differ radically from those of Freud). For Jung the
existence of a religous factor in man is not an a priori principle.
It is rather an empirical conclusion derived from the examina-
tion of countless numbers of patients who came to him for
help: “The soul,” he says, “ possesses by nature a religious
function. . .. But were it not a fact of experience that supreme
values reside in the soul, psychology would not interest me in
the least, for the soul would then be nothing but miserable
vapour. I know, however, from hundredfold experience that it
is nothing of the sort, but on the contrary contains the equi-
valents of everything that has been formulated in dogma and
a good deal more, . . . I did not attribute religious function to
the soul. I merely produced the facts which prove that the
soul is naturaliter religiosa, i. e., possesses a religious function.” ®

The manifestations of the religious function in man are so
extraordinary and unusual, and its properties are so different
from those of other human functions, that there is no possibility
of reducing religion to any other human activity. The spiritual,
Jung says, appears in the psyche as a drive, indeed a true
passion. It is not derivative from another drive but a principle
sui generis, namely the indispensable primitive power in the
world of drives. “ Since religion is incontestably one of the

® Ibid., 12, p. 12-18.
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earliest and most universal expressions of the human mind, it
is obvious that any psychology which touches upon the psycho-
logical structure of human personality cannot avoid taking
note of the fact that religion is . . . something of considerable
personal concern to a great number of individuals.” *

Nature of religion

Religion is directly connected with the contents of the
collective unconscious. But, how is it possible to know these
contents? These contents are known through revelation. This
i1s not the Christian revelation, which presupposes the mani-
festation of a transcendent God, existing outside man and
outside the universe. No, the Jungian revelation is a personal
and unique phenomenon which everybody can experience if
properly disposed. This unique experience manifests the secrets
hidden in the unconscious, because “ revelation is an unveiling
of the depths of the human soul, a ‘laying bare ’; hence it is
an essentially psychological event.” ® In other words, “ religion
is a careful and scrupulous observation of what R. Otto aptly
termed the numinosum, that is, a dynamic agency or effect
not caused by an arbitrary act of the will, . . . it seizes and
controls the human subject who is always rather its victim
than its creator.” ®* Religious experience is so powerful that it
produces deep psychological effects, even transformations of
human personalities, and alteration of consciousness.*

The root of religion is revelation, so the nature of religion—
and, as a consequence, of God—will depend, psychologically
speaking, on the nature of the experience of the numinous. It
will depend also on the nature of the contents of the collective
unconscious which erupts into consciousness as revelation opens
the treasures stored in the depths of the human psyche. The
collective unconscious reveals itself as full of power, with a
sense of mystery and strong feelings. This kind of human
experience Jung calls religious experience. The factors pro-

7 Ibid., 11, p. 5. ° Ibid., 11, p. 7.
$ Ibid., 11, p. 74. *° Ibid., 11, p. 8; 11, p. 7; 11, p. 812.
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ducing this experience are the archetypes of the collective
unconscious. The contents and ideas appearing in conscious-
ness are Gods: “ Gods are personifications of the collective
unconscious, for they reveal themselves to us through the
unconscious activity of the psyche.” ™

Causes of religious experience

Which are the religious factors producing that special state
of mind called the numinous? To answer this question, pure
empirical observations are insufficient. We have to cross the
threshold of Jung’s working hypotheses: the factors producing
the experience of the numinous are the archetypes of the
collective unconscious.

There is a personal unconscious which stores memories and
repressed material, and a collective unconscious made up of
archetypes. The archetypes of the collective unconscious are
the most important elements composing Jung’s structure of
human personality. They are also the most original and prob-
lematic. The archetypes are the elements composing the inner
part of our objective psyche. They are forms and images of
collective nature, universal human dispositions of our mind,
invested with power, which bring us protection and salvation.
Because they are not personal but collective, they contain the
treasures and secular experiences of the whole human race
transmitted through heredity. As such, they are the most
valuable and, at the same time, the most dangerous potentiali-
ties of the human personality.**

Religion has always been an important factor in human
behavior. Therefore the archetypes, which store ancestral ex-
periences, have to contain “the whole spiritual heritage of
mankind’s evolution born anew in the brain structure of every
individual.” ** And since religion is universal and underlies all
events, the history of religion, in its wide sense, is a treasure

1 Ipid., 11, p. 168.
12 Ipid,, 11, p. 50; 11, p. 517; 9, 1, pp. 44; 5, p. 66; 9, 1, p. 156.
12 Ibid., 8, p. 158.
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house of archetypal forms. Especially important is the arche-
type of the self.**

Religious experience follows the general rules governing the
activities of the unconscious. The contents of the unconscious
erupt into consciousness generally in the second half of life,
that is to say, over thirty-five. At that time the unconscious
spontaneously invades consciousness, and since consciousness
and unconsciousness are the extreme of a dual polarity, religion
appears as compensatory of consciousness. The great religions,
says Jung, confirm the existence of a compensatory ordering
factor which is independent of the ego, and whose nature
transcends consciousness.'

The contents of the collective unconscious appear in the
beginning as autonomous complexes, independent of the control
of the ego, and of the arbitrary power of the will. They are
dangerous because, in addition to being autonomous, they are
charged with tremendous energy. These contents, and conse-
quently those of religion, are automatically projected upon
external objects which absorb part of their energy. The process
and techniques leading to the differentiation and assimilation
of these contents by the conscious mind constitute the most
important steps towards individuation. And since the arche-
types of religion are the most important archetypes, religion
and individuation are intimately interwoven. Throughout these
pages the analysis of dogmas and Gods is always simultaneously
parallel with the steps of the process of individuation.

Contents of Religion

Psychologically speaking, Jung identifies God with the con-
tents of the collective unconscious. And since man is in con-
tinuous evolution, these contents, though essentially always
the same—because they are collective—appear, however, in
different ways, according to the degree of consciousness of man,
and the concrete circumstances in which man finds himself.
Since these contents are collective they have little to do with

14 Ibid., 12, p. 32. *® Ibid., 11, p. 294; 11, p. 488.
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the ego and much to do with the archetypes. Since they are
experienced, they have little connection with an external God
and are strongly related to our feelings and passions.

In primitive man the contents of the archetypes appear as
myths; myth is a process of the unconscious. Consequently,
since the contents of religion are identified with the contents of
the unconscious, myth is no more than a living religion; its
ritual is magic.’® Although myth is archaic, it is nevertheless
connected with the process of individuation of primitive man,
and the ritualistic performances carried out for the purpose of
producing the effect of the numinous were the prerogative of
the medicine man, such as invocation, taboos, sacrifices, and
incantation. Therefore, myth is the religion of primitive man,
and since man’s evolution towards consciousness is a slow
process, the contents of religion in modern man are underlined
by mythical contents. Myth is therefore the crux for under-
standing religion. For instance, Jung calls Christ the living myth
of our culture, asserting that the myths of Near and Middle
East underline Christian dogmas,"”” and that the history of
dogmas goes back into the grey mist of neolithic prehistory.
They were ancient mysteries protecting man against the un-
canny things that live in the depths of the psyche. From myth
to religion, says Jung, there is only one step.’®

Since the collective unconscious contains the whole heritage
of mankind’s evolution born anew in the brain of every indi-
vidual, as man evolves dogma appears as the substitute of
myth. Dogma stems from myths and presupposes a slow
evolution of them. In dogmas the contents of myth are re-
placed by Gods who appear as the expression of the psyche,
as the hero appears in myth. The ritual of dogmas is not, as
in myth, the prerogative of the medicine man, but “of phy-
sicians, prophets and priests; finally at the civilized age, of
philosophy and religion.” *°

Dogma, says Jung, expresses an irrational whole by means of

¢ Ibid., 9, 1, p. 154. *® Ibid., 11, p. 300; 9, 1, p. 12.
7 Ibid., 9, 2, p. 179. * Ibid., 11, p. 294.
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imagery and reflects the spontaneous and autonomous activity
of the objective psyche, the unconscious. Dogmas are not only
expressions of the contents of the archetypes, but also of their
dynamic autonomous activity; they symbolize the motions of
the libido. Dogmas are imbued with emotional values and
express the soul more completely than scientific theories because
they last for centuries, as against the dialectical nature of
scientific theories.?

Since the existence of the collective unconscious is a psy-
chological hypothesis and dogmas are symbolic expressions of
the contents of the unconscious, dogmas are intimately related
to psychology. Hence, for Jung, the Catholic way of life is
completely a psychological problem, and Catholic dogmas are
psychological expressions of Catholic man: ‘ almost the entire
life of the collective unconscious has been channelled into
dogmatic archetypal ideas and flows alone like a well-controlled
stream in the symbolism of creed and ritual. It manifests the
inwardness of the Catholic psyche.” ** Therefore, since the
archetypes of the collective unconscious can be shown empiri-
cally to be equivalents of religious dogmas, the better these
dogmas express the unconscious, the better they are, the longer
they last, and the greater the possibility of success. In conclu-
sion we may say that Christianity has come to stay because
it fits in with the existing archetypal pattern.”

Moreover, dogmas are healing systems for the ills of the soul
because they control the terrific emotional values of the uncon-
scious. In this sense dogmas “ protect man against the uncanny
things that live in the depths of the soul. . . . This was the
purpose of rite and dogma; they were dams and walls to keep
back the dangers of the unconscious.” * Dogmas, therefore,
canalise the libido, the energy of the unconscious, protecting
man from the perils of the soul.

What happens, then, in a religion without dogmas? Jung
warns of the dangers of this kind of religion, referring especially

20 Ibid., 11, p. 46; 11, p. 45-46. 2 Ibid., 9, 1, p. 14; 12, p. 17.
*t Ibid., 9, 1, p. 12. * Ibid., 9, 1, p. 22.
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to Protestants. Protestantism, having no dogmas, lacked the
protecting walls, and therefore the energy liberated went into
the channels of curiosity and science. Many Protestants aban-
doned dogmas to embrace science but, says Jung, in this way
Europe became the mother of dragons that devoured the
greater part of the earth.** Jung, the psychologist, sees in
history the influence of the healing factor of dogmas when he
says: “ Christianity was accepted as a means to escape from
the brutality and unconsciousness of the ancient world. As
soon as we discarded it, the old brutality returns in force as
has been made clear by contemporary events . . . a long step
backwards into the past.”*® The energy of the unconscious
free of the protective walls of dogmas finds its outlet in com-
munism, Hitlerism, fascism, ete.,, the modern dragons that
threaten to devour the earth. Whoever throws Christianity
overboard, he adds, is bound to be confronted with the old
problem of brutality.

Why are religions invested with therapeutic power? Because
religion is an important factor in human personality and,
consequently, its absence produces natural psychic disturb-
ances. The conscious mind may ignore its presence, but the
factors are there, in the unconscious, and the more the ego
tries to repress them, the greater the disturbances, and the
greater the autonomy and power of the complexes of the col-
lective unconscious. Religion is, in this sense, a form of psychic
therapy, and one of the greatest helps in the psychological
process of adaptation.*

Even more, Jung asserts that neurosis is never cured unless
the religious factor is restored: “During the past 80 years,
people from all civilized countries have passed through my
hands, . . . among all my patients in the second half of life
there has not been one whose problems in the last resort was
not that of finding a religious outlook on life. It is safe to

2t Ibid., 11, p. 47; 9, 1, p. 22.
2% Ibid., 5, p. 280.
26 Ibid., 4, p. 155; 16, p. 121; 16, p. 16.
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say that everyone of them fell ill because he had lost what the
living religions of every age have given to their followers, and
none of them has been really healed who did not regain his
religious outlook.” ¥ Furthermore, he asserts that “ side by side
with the decline of religious life, the neuroses grow noticeably
more frequent . . . the mental state of European man shows
an alarming lack of balance.” *® Jung sees in psychic sufferings
the symptoms of a wrong attitude coming from the total
personality. Even the moral attitude is a real factor with
which psychology must reckon. General conceptions of spirttual
nature are indispensable constituents of psychic life.?

Dogmas are valuable insofar as they are rooted in religious
experience. Experience, and not faith, is their starting point.
This experience is irrational, and if dogmas become too external
and void of experience, then they are completely obsolete, no
more than relics of the past. The rational mind has to keep in
touch with the unconscious, and according to the nature of
the unconscious, so the experience and formulation of dogmas
has to be. Here Jung departs from Christianity because, ac-
cording to the theory of opposites, evil is a factor as important
as good, and since the uniconscious contains both good and evil,
dogmas cannot dispense with evil.*® Therefore a formulation
of dogmas which is rooted only in good is incomplete and
does not do justice to the whole nature of the archetypes. In
consequence, the Gods who appear in consciousness cannot
only be good since “evil needs to be pondered just as much
as good . . . in the last resort there is no good that cannot
produce evil and evil that cannot produce good.” ** The Gods
of the collective unconscious are dualistic, and the Church has
become detached from the world of nature, because Christianity
has dispensed with the dark part of God, Satan.

To attain full individuation in the Jungian sense it is neces-
sary to withdraw the external projection which dogmas pre-

27 Ibid., 11, p. 384. 3 Ibid., 12, p. 20; 12, p. 15.
28 Jbid., 11, p. 385-836. st Ibid., 12, p. 81; 12, p. 95.
2 Ibid., 8, p. 335-336.
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suppose: “It [individuation] can only happen when you
withdraw your projection from an outward historical or
metaphysical Christ and thus wake up Christ within. The
self cannot become conscious and real without the withdrawal
of external projections.” ** Faith, in the Christian sense, entails
both the existence of a transcendent God and of a historical
Christ, But since an exclusively religious projection may rob
the soul of its values, and since dogmas express the contents
of the collective unconscious, in the last resort, the contents
belong to the unconscious, not to external Gods in which they
are projected. The withdrawal of the projection is a natural
consequence of his views: “ Jung rescues religion from dogma,”
says Joseph L. Henderson, “ he shows me how to withdraw the
mistaken projection.” ** At the end Jung gets rid of dogma
altogether.

Myths and dogmas are not only expressions of the contents
of the unconscious, but of what, perhaps, is more important:
its motions and life. “ Myths and dogmas are self portraits of
the movement of the libido. Thus the sun, the snake, the fire,
the horse are its symbols.” ** For instance, the course of the
sun in myth is an expression of the movement of the libido;
the sun’s nocturnal journey means the repression of libido; the
sun’s journey across the heavens means progression of the
libido. .

Therefore, on the Christian level dogmas are symbolic ex-
pressions of the life of the unconscious of the Christian man.
For instance, the mystery of the Eucharist, says Jung, trans-
forms the soul of the empirical man into his totality, symboli-
cally expressed by Christ. The Mass is, in this sense, the rite
of individuation process. The humanity of Christ symbolizes
the ego; his divinity, the unconscious. The Mass expresses
therefore symbolically the union of the conscious and the

32 C. G. Jung, in H. L. Philp, Jung and the Problem of Evil, p. 233.

3% Joseph L. Henderson, “ C. G. Jung: A Personal Evaluation ” i Contact with
Jung (London: Tavistock, 1963), p. 222.

8¢ Hans Schaer, Religion and the Cure of Souls in Jung’s Psychology (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1951), p. 71.
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unconscious in the process of individuation. In archaic man
the numinous experience of the individuation process was the
prerogative of shamnans, the medicine men. They experienced
sickness, torture and regemeration. These experiences in the
Christian man, at a higher level, “imply the idea of being
made whole through the sacrifice, of being changed by transub-
stantiation, and exhalted to the pneumatic man.” * For Jung,
the Mass is a symbolic expression of the motion of the uncon-
scious in order to obtain full individuation and consciousness.
He describes the life of the unconscious in the language of
dogmas. He says that though his writings sound as if they
were a sort of theological speculation, it is in reality modern
man’s perplexity expressed in symbolic terms. For instance,
when using the term “ crucifixion ” or “ sacrifice of the cross,”
one should understand “ realization of the four functions” or
of “ wholeness.” ¢

Jung finds in the writings of the alchemists the best mani-
festation of his ideas. The alchemists did not actually try to
find the philosophical stone. They were not pioneer chemists,
but rather mystics who through the unconscious projection into
matter of the contents of the archetypes were expressing in
that way the motions of their psyche towards individuation.*
Gods

Jung is agnostic with respect to the existence of a tran-
scendent God. To me, he says, the question whether God
exists at all or not is futile. It is futile because his metaphysical
attitude is essentiailly Kantian: * Epistemological criticism
proves the impossibility of knowing God but the psyche comes
forward with the assertion of the experience of God. God is
a psychic fact of immediate experience.”*® This is a corner-
stone for the understanding of Jung. The whole idea of God
is based on experience, not on the hypothesis of the existence
of a transcendent and personal Deity, which he considers
unattainable.

5. W, 11, p. 294; 11, p. 278.

3¢ C. G. Jung, in H. L. Philp, Jung and the Problem of Evil, p. 245.
3O W., 12, p. 462.

ss Jbid., 8, p. 828.
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Jung does not totally exclude metaphysical truths, although
in practice he rejects them as useless and even as “actual
impediments on the road under development,” *® especially if
these truths have lost touch with personal experiences. Exist-
ence for him is synonymous with experience; existence of God
1s therefore experience of God; God is an object of personal
experience.

The God of Jung is inside and he calls a systematic blindness
the prejudice that God is outside man. God is inside, because,
psychologically speaking, the God-image is a complex of ideas
of an archetypal nature representing a certain sum of energy
which appears in projection.** The soul, says Jung, must
contain in itself the faculty of relation to God, i.e., a corre-
spondence, and this correspondence is, in psychological terms,
the archetypes of the God-image. What is therefore God? The
soul’s deepest and closest intimacies is precisely what God is.

If God lies in the deepest and closest intimacies of the soul,
his properties will reflect—at least psychologically speaking—
the properties of the unconscious where he lies. The properties
of God have to be imbued with anthropomorphic traits, the
qualities of the unconscious. For instance, since man is con-
tinuously evolving, God is also evolving and appears in different
ways.* As Jolande Jacobi says: “the metamorphosis of the
Gods in our outward and inward worlds is inexhaustible, and
never ceases.” *

The evolution of God and man follow parallel lines. His
creation has also to manifest this characteristic of God, “ since
all creation ex nthilo is God’s and consists in nothing but God,
with the result that man, like the rest of the creation, is
simply God become concrete. It was only quite late that we
realized that God is Reality itself and therefore—last but not
the least—man. This realization is a millennial process.” *

39 Ibid., 9, 2, p. 84; 5, p. 281.

4 Ibid., 5, p. 56; 11, p. 58; 11, p. 10-11.

4 Ibid., 11, 84.

2 Jolande Jacobi, Complex, Archetype, Symbol in the Psychology of C. G. Jung
(New York: Pantheon Books, 1959), p. 118.

5.0, W., 11, p. 402.
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Jung’s conception of creation has nothing in common with
that of Christians. Creation implies the acquisition of con-
sciousness of the universe, especially of man. Why? Because
the purpose of creation is connected with the transformation of
God; the encounter with the creature changes the creator. The
purpose of creation is the necessity of a greater consciousness
in God. This is clear in the Book of Job.

Yahweh is the God of the Jews, but a God without conscious-
ness. How is this to be proved? Because of his encounter with
Job. Job sees through the injustice done to him the duality
and imperfections of Yahweh. Job possesses a superior knowl-
edge of God which God himself does not possess. He realizes
God’s inner antinomy and to his horror he discovers that
Yahweh is in a certain respect less than human. This explains
the behavior of Yahweh, the behavior of an unconscious being
who cannot be judged morally. Yahweh is amoral, jealous,
irritable, good and evil, but he is not responsible for his actions
because he is too unconscious to be moral; morality presupposes
consciousness.*

What happened after God’s encounter with Job? Here are
Jung’s own words: “The victory of the vanquished and
oppressed 1s obvious; Job stands morally higher than Yahweh
. . . Job superiority cannot be shrugged off. Hence a situation
arises in which real reflection is needed. That is why Sophia
steps in. She reinforces the much needed self-reflection and
thus makes possible Yahweh’s decision to become man . . .
Job is morally superior to him and therefore he has to catch
up and become human himself . . . Yahweh must become man
precisely because he has done man a wrong . . . he must re-
generate himself.” ** Job possesses greater consciousness than
Yahweh and, therefore, psychologically speaking, the incarna-
tion of God is a necessity in order to obtain, through suffering
in his human nature, a greater consciousness. The Gods of
Jung evolve from unconsciousness to consciousness. The in-

“ Ibid., 11, p. 372; 11, pp. 367-383; 11, p. 428,
45 Ibid., 11, p. 405.
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carnation of God is the crux for his understanding and, there-
fore, the Book of Job is for Jung what Genesis and the fall of
Adam is for Christians: “ Christ did not come to deliver
mankind from evil . . . when God becomes man it means
nothing less than a world-shaking transformation of God.” *¢
Therein lies the Copernican revolution of Jung’s ideas on God.
Trinity

Jung’s ideas on the Trinity are not intellectual explanations
of the dogma. On the contrary, Jung says that as a meta-
physical truth the Trinity remains inaccessible to him, and has
never contributed in the slightest to his belief or to his under-
standing. Jung, always cautious, however, does not deny the
possibility of metaphysical truths that may possibly underlie
archetypal statements.

Jung explores the New Testament and says that there is not
a single passage where the Trinity is formulated in an intel-
lectually comprehensible manner. Even more, he adds, “ the
New Testament contains no Trinitarian formulae,” that is to
say, no intellectual formulation which makes the Trinitarian
formulae understandable. How, then, does Jung explain the
Trinity? As usual, by resorting to the unconscious: * They
nevertheless occur and are clear indications of an active arche-
type operating beneath the surface and throwing up triadic
formulations.” " So, the existence of the Trinity is proved
through the numinous revelation of the archetypes of the
collective unconscious which project their contents in triads.
In other words, “the development of the Christian idea of
the Trinity unconsciously reproduces the archetype of the
homoousia of Father, Son, and Ka-mutef which first appeared
in Egyptian theology . . . that is to say, man’s conceptions
of God are organized into triads and trinities.” *®

Following the theory of evolution Jung relates the apparition

1% Ibid., 11, p. 401.
57 Ibid., 11, pp. 188-139; 11, p. 200.
® Ibid., 11, pp. 148-149.
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of the Trinity with a gradual development of consciousness in
man. On an archaic level there is not Trinity, but unity, so the
Trinity entails a gradual unfolding of the archetype in man’s
consciousness, and its absorption into the pattern of ideas
transmitted by the culture of antiquity.** This culture is not
merely Christian culture, but goes back four thousand years.
Thus the archetypes of the unconscious follow a slow process
of transformation. Their objective content, expressed in pro-
jection, depend both on the state of evolution of the collective
unconscious and on the ideas and culture in which the contents
of the unconscious appear. Jung points out that nobody can
doubt the manifest superiority of the Christian revelation over
its pagan precursors.’

How then is the appearance of the symbol of the Trinity
explained psychologically by Jung? Although his reasoning is
obscure, nevertheless it is possible to synthesize his ideas. The
Father represents the state of culture lacking self reflection;
this kind of consciousness sees everything as one, the Father.
To prove it, Jung tells how he had the occasion of observing
this phenomenon in a tribe of negroes in Mount Elgin, in
Alfrica; they believe that the creator had made everything good
and beautiful. For primitive people, man, the world, and God,
form a whole (oneness), a unity unclouded by ecriticism. It
is the world of the Father.”™

But a reflective consciousness, like that of Job, realizes the
duality of God, his lack of self-reflection, the imperfection of
his creation, and the necessity of the incarnation of God. Then
the Son appears. “ Hence the “ One ” has to be supplemented
by the “ Other ” . . . the world of the Father is fundamentally
altered and is superseded by the world of the Son.” In this
way, “ the One becomes a Father by incarnating in the Son,
and by so doing becomes definable. By becoming a Father
and a man he revealed to man the secrets of his divinity.” 52
Once again we see the struggle of God on his road to conscious-
ness. .

 Ibid., 11, p. 140. 51 Ibid., 11, pp. 133-134.
5 Ibid., 11, p. 137. 52 Ibid., 11, pp. 184-135.
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But the world of the Father and the Son is incomplete
because the incarnation of the Son is not continuous. Here
lies the necessity of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit appears
as a continuation of the incarnation of God. God is indwelling
in the empirical man through the Holy Spirit. As man gains
consciousness, making the unconscious contents conscious, God,
who dwells in man, gains also consciousness, with the help of
empirical man. The Holy Spirit represents the final and com-
plete stage in the evolution of God and the divine drama.®®

To summarize, the collective unconscious evolves both
through centuries and individually in man in order to obtain
consciousness. But in the Christian man the unconscious ob-
tains consciousness in a way symbolically represented by the
Trinitarian formula. The Trinity, says Jung, is a revelation not
only of God but also of man.

Quaternity

The Trinity is not a complete expression of the process of
the unconscious. “ Whereas the Christian symbolism is a
Trinity, the formula presented by the unconscious is a qua-
ternity.” Which is the element missing in the Christian for-
mula? The missing factor is the devil, “ the dogmatic aspect of
the evil is absent from Trinity and leads to a more or less
awkward existence of his own as the devil.” *

In terms of creation Jung explains the necessity of the evil
factor as it appears in the poisonous quality of the prima
materia. Matter, he says, is not included in the Trinity formula,
but, since the material world is real and is an intrinsic part of
the divine ““ actus purus,” then the devil is there® In other
words, if everything real is part of God and matter is real,
it has to be included in God. Consequently, this situation gives
rise to a quaternity, because the devil cannot be destroyed;
he is eternal, he is the fourth. There is no total creation
without the dark side, the devil; there is no principle of indi-
viduation without the dark side, the shadow. Once again we

53 Ibid., 11, p. 136. 54 Ibid., 11, p. 59. 58 Ibid., 11, p. 195.
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see the working power of opposites, the tension of opposites
that makes energy possible.

The quaternity formula includes Lucifer as the dark side
of God. But on different occasions Jung speaks of a quaternity
as including a feminine factor. The symbol of the Trinity is
exclusively masculine in character. The fourth element was
the earth or the body, and they were symbolized by the Virgin.
In this way the feminine element is added to the Trinity,
thereby producing the quaternity.*®

The number four is, for Jung, a magic number. He sees
quaternities everywhere. The quaternity is the religious sym-
bol, not only of Catholicism, but of many other religions. In
Catholicism, however, the fourth element is Mary: “ The Three
are the Summum Bonum and the devil is the principle and
personification of evil. In a Catholic quaternity, the fourth
would be the Mother to 99 per cent divine. The devil does
not count, being an empty shadow owing to the privatio
boni.” ** Catholics dispense with the devil because evil accord-
ing to Saint Augustine has no positive entity, and Mary is
almost divine. Hence, a Catholic quaternity includes the
feminine element.

Jung gives a special importance to the dogma of the Assump-
tion. He sees the force of nature behind the pontifical defini-
tion, and in God and Mary a cautious approach to the solution
of opposites. But he warns Catholics, who say that the qua-
ternity is without a shadow that the devil is there. Psycho-
logically speaking the feminine part of the quaternity is the
symbol of the archetype of the anima, a feminine figure, our
feminine element of the unconscious; the anima is “ the matrix
of the quaternity, a Mater Dei.” *®

If the psychological quaternity appears sometimes as the
devil, the dark element, and at other times as the feminine
element, namely, Mary or Sophia, then it seems that the

v Ibid., 11, pp. 62-63; 11, pp. 196-198.
57 C. G. Jung, in H. L. Philp, Jung and the Problem of Evil, p. 216.
s C.W., 11, p. 63; Jung and the Problem of Evil, p. 219.
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quaternity would make a quinary. To this obvious objection
Jung answers: “ The quaternity is a hypothetical structure,
depicting a wholeness. It is not a logical concept, but an
empirical fact. The quinarius or quinio (e.g., in the form of
441, i.e., quincunx) does occur as a symbol of wholeness
(e.g., in China and occasionally in alchemy) but relatively
rarely. Otherwise the quinio is not a symbol of wholeness, quite
the contrary (e.g., the five-rayed star of the Soviets or of the
U.S8.A). The latter is rather the chaotic prima materia.” *
We are unable to interpret this mysterious answer.

Christ

The history, nature, and concrete life of Christ is for Jung
of very little importance. Why? Because Jung’s approach to
Christ is psychological, neither theological nor metaphysical.
Jung sees in the person of the Redeemer a “ collective ” figure
fulfilling the expectations of the unconscious of the people who
lived at that time. So, the question of who Christ really was is
irrelevant. Christ personifies the collective expectations of the
unconscious because he lived the concrete, personal life which,
in all essential features, had at the same time archetypal
character. Since the archetypes of the collective unconscious
are not personal, but universal, the life of Christ symbolizes
the eternal life of the species, and thus what happens in the
life of Christ happens always and everywhere.”® Here lies the
central idea of Jung’s approach to Christ: the life of Christ
is a perfect expression of the needs of the archetypes of the
unconscious.

Consequently, in the Gospels myth, legends, and factual
reports are interwoven into a whole: the archetypal and the
individual. Hence, says Jung, the Gospels would immediately
lose their character of wholeness if one tried to separate the
individual from the archetypal. Christ, as an expression of the
unconscious, is a myth, “ the living myth of our culture . . .

* C. G. Jung, in H. L. Philp, Jung and the Problem of Evil, p. 216.
¢ C.W., 11, pp. 88-89.
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and regardless of his historical existence embodies the myth of
the Divine Primordial man, the mystic Adam.” *

Jung asks two questions: 1) what was in man that was
stirred up by the Christian message? 2) What was the answer
Christ gave?

1) What the Christian message stirred up was the archetype
of the self in the soul of every man, with the result that the
concrete Rabbi Jesus was rapidly assimilated by the archetype,
because Christ realized the idea of the self. The archetype of
the self represents the psychic totality of the individual, and
symbolizes the union of consciousness and unconsciousness; the
opposites are united in the self. Historically, says Jung, the
self is identified with the God-image and, consequently, with
Christ, because Christ represents a totality of a divine or
heavenly king, a glorified man, a son of God, and unspotted
by sin.*®> The connection between Christ and the self, the self
and the God-image, and the myths which symbolize this God-
image, is summarized in this important text: “Since he [the
hero of more than human stature] is psychologically an arche-
type of the self his divinity only confirms that the self is
numinous, a sort of God, or having some share in the divine
nature. In this mythologem may lie the root of the argument
in favor of ‘ homoousia.” For psychologically it makes a vast
difference whether the self is to be considered °of the same
nature’ as the Father, or merely ‘of a similar nature.” The
decision in favor of homoousia was of great psychological im-
portance, for it asserted that Christ is of the same nature as
God. But Christ, from the point of view of psycholegy and
comparative religion, is a typical manifestation of the self. For
psychology, the self is an imago Dei and cannot be distinguished
from it empirically; the two ideas are therefore of the same
nature. The hero is the protagonist of God’s transformation in
man; he corresponds to what I call mana personality.” ¢

** Ibid., 9, 2, p. 38; 11 p. 89.
°* Ibid., 9, 2, p. 37; 11, p. 156.
® 1bid., 5, pp. 391-892.
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Hence, psychologically speaking, the “ more than human
properties ” of the mythological hero confirm the divine nature
of the self. But Christ is a perfect symbol of the archetype of
the self because Christ symbolizes the hero’s attributes: a
divine father, hazardous birth, precocious development, mira-
cles, death, choir of angels, shepherds, ete. Therefore, it was
Christ’s attributes which make him an embodiment of the self.
He stirred up the archetype of the self because Christ expresses
better than anything else the contents of this archetype: *“ He
became the collective figure whom the unconscious of his con-
temporaries expected to appear.” ** The self of man responded
to the Christian message.

2) What was the answer Christ gave to that which was
stirred up by the Christian message? The answer is individu-
ation in man; incarnation in Christ. Since in psychological
terms Christ and the self are identical, everything that happens
to Christ is happening to man. The process of individuation
presupposes a long and painful road towards wholeness and
rebirth. At the end the archetype of the self unites all pairs
of opposites. Individuation involves suffering, a passion of the
ego, from the violence done to one by the self. The sufferings
of Christ, who is man and God at the same time, symbolize the
sufferings of the ego towards wholeness, torn apart by the
violence of the self. The humanity of Christ represents the
ego; his divinity, the self; thus, as a consequence of the integra-
tion of consciousness and unconsciousness, the ego enters the
“ divine realm ” where it participates in God’s sufferings. The
cause of suffering is the same in both; for man means individu-
ation and wholeness; for God means incarnation and con-
sciousness.

Jung sees in the life of Christ projections of the inner life
of the unconscious. For instance, he says: “ The three days
descent into hell during death describes the sinking of the
vanished value into the unconscious, where, by conquering the
power of darkness, it establishes a new order, and then rises

¢ Ibid., 11, pp. 154-155.
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up to heaven again, that is, attains supreme clarity of con-
sciousness.” ® But if the life of Christ does not represent
perfectly the inner life of the unconscious, then the answer
given by the Christian message is good, but not perfect. This
is Jung’s contention, and his ideas are connected with two
things: the process of individuation, and the necessity of evil
for duality.

1) The process of individuation. Jung is careful to make a
sharp distinction between wholeness and perfection. The goal
of individuation is not perfection but wholeness: “ Natural as
it is to seek perfection in one way or another, the archetype
fulfills itself in completeness . . . the individual may strive
after perfection, but must suffer from the opposite of his
intentions for the sake of his completeness. I find then a law,
that, when I would do good, evil is present with me.” ® This
is an unusual idea; the ego may look for perfection, as in the
Christian attitude, but the self looks for completeness. Com-
pleteness and not perfection is the supreme human goal.

2) The necessity of evil for duality. This is in a sense a
consequence of the first, because without the integration of the
evil there is no totality, and the figure of Christ is not a
totality, for he lacks the nocturnal side of the psyche’s nature,
the darkness of the spirit, and is also without sin.*” Therefore,
although the attributes of Christ make him out as an embodi-
ment of the self, looked at from the psychological angle, says
Jung, he corresponds to only one half of the archetype. Accord-
ing to the metaphysical doctrine of privatio boni wholeness
seems guaranteed in Christ. But in the plan of empirical
psychology, “one must take evil rather more substantially,
there it is simply the opposite of good.” Jung is amazed when
a Protestant theologian had even the temerity to assert that
God can only be good. Thus, Christ can only lead to perfection,
not to wholeness.

Jung finds the psychic complement of Christ in the doctrine
of the two sons of God, Satan and Christ. In consequence, the

% Ibid., 11, p. 90. % Ibid., 9, 2, p. 69. *7 Ibid., 11, p. 156.
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coming of the Antichrist is not just a prophetic prediction, but
an inexorable psychological law. Hence if Christ is half the
archetype of the self, namely, the light side, “ the other half
appears in the Antichrist, which is just as much a manifestation
of the self, except that he consists of its dark aspect.” °® Psycho-
logically the Antichrist corresponds to the shadow of the self,
the dark side of human personality.

The coming of the Antichrist is related to the conception of
Yahweh. Yahweh was a totality including both good and evil,
that 1s, Satan and Christ as his two sons. In the Book of Job,
the devil was still on good terms with Yahweh and Christ. At
the time of Christ’s incarnation, however, Satan became de-
tached from Yahweh, fell from heaven and was hidden not in
hell, but in matter. Since the incarnation presupposes a world-
shaking transformation of God, the incarnation of the dark side
is logical, and “ nothing less than the counterstroke of the devil
provoked by God’s incarnation; for the devil attains his true
stature as the adversary of Christ . . . only after the rise of
Christianity.” ® :

Taking into account Jung’s ideas on God as a duality his
views are logical. The primitive God, Yahweh, lacked con-
sciousness; the incarnation is the solution to acquire it. But
since Christ and Satan are both parts of God it is natural to
expect a double incarnation, the incarnation of the light side
represented by Christ, and the incarnation of the dark side
represented by Satan, who is to become the Antichrist.

For Jung, the solution of individuation lies not in the Gospels
but in the Apocalypse. St. John’s consciousness was Christian,
his unconscious collective. His ego was identified with the
Gospel of love and, consequently, the imitation of Christ creates
a shadow in St. John’s unconscious. His consciousness sees only
the light side of God and, as expected, a tremendous enanti-
odromy takes place that John himself could not understand
and failed to see. The unconscious compensates for the one-

%8 Ibid., 9, 2, p. 44; 9, 2, p. 41; 9, 2, p. 46.
% Ibid., 9, 2, p. 42; 11, p. 401.
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sided attitude of consciousness, and the opposites collide in his
visions. His visions are not personal, but collective, and a
consequence of an unusual tension between consciousness and
unconsciousness.” What St. John sees is ““the power of de-
struction and vengeance ”; his visions are, therefore, the visions
of the dark side of God missing in the Christian message and
symbolized as “ monsters with horns, the sun-moon child,” etc.
Like Job he saw the fierce and terrible side of Yahweh. The
missing quaternity is restored, and the God of St. John is both
perfect and imperfect, a duality: “ God has a terrible double
aspect; a sea of grace is met by a seething lake of fire, and the
light of love glows with a fierce dark heat of which it is
said—it burns but gives no light. That is the eternal, as distinct
from the temporal Gospel: one must love God but must fear
him.” ™

Critique of Jung’s Ideas on Religion

Jung’s methodology

Jung has steadily insisted that his views on religion are not
theological or metaphysical, but simply empirical. He relies
on empirical observation rather than on abstract theories which
he humbly confesses he is unable to comprehend. However, no
modern science is merely a collection of facts, and though Jung
says that he finds access to religion only through the psycho-
logical understanding of inner experiences, he also points out
that his psychology, like every empirical science, cannot go
along without auxiliary concepts, hypotheses and models.” His
method is descriptive, but he is also aware that nowhere does
the observer interfere more drastically with experiment than in
psychology. Psychic experience, he says, is very difficult.”
Likewise, he sees that in dealing with the numinous factors his
feelings are challenged as much as his intellect, and that he
cannot write in a coolly objective manner, but must allow his
emotional subjectivity to speak.”

™ Ibid., 11, p. 444; 11, p. 438. " Ibid., 17, p. 86.
7% Ibid., 11, pp. 450-451. 7+ Ibid., 11, p. 363.
"2 Ibid., 11, p. 306.
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In “Two essays of Analytic Psychology ” he says that his
work is a pioneer work, and often a bitter one, “ hence not
everything I bring forth is written out of my head, but much
of it comes from the heart also, a fact I would beg the gracious
reader not to overlook.” ® In “ Religion and Psychology ”
Jung realizes that he is beyond the territory of psychology.
Furthermore, he asserts that “ he can throw light on theology
and Sacred Scripture more than theologians.” *® He also points
out that the great mistake of Freud was to turn his back on
philosophy and, finally, he writes: “I fancied I was working
along the best scientific lines, establishing facts, observing,
classifying, describing causal and functional relations, only to
discover in the end that I had involved myself in a net of
reflections which extend far beyond natural science and ramify
mto the fields of philosophy, theology, comparative religion,
and the human sciences in general. This transgression, as
inevitably as it was to suspect, has caused me no little worry.” **
In other words, the work of Jung is basically empirical, some-
times partially empirical, and, on occasions, theoretical rather
than empirical. It is important to bear in mind this distinction
in order to give a fair evaluation to Jung’s work.

But whether the work is empirical or not, we must be aware
of the different approaches to religion of Jung, the theologian,
and philosopher. Jung’s ideas on religion are rooted in the facts
observed in the experience of the numinous. With these obser-
vations in hand he speculates psychologically in order to dis-
cover the auxiliary hypotheses, explanations of the empirical
facts. But it is relevant to point out that Jung not only relies
on the facts of immediate experience, but also on a more or less
world religious literature ranging from myth, astrology, alchemy,
gnosticism, and oriental mysticism to Sacred Scripture and the
dogmas of Christianity. He uses everything available to support
his psychological views. Jung considers doctrines and objects

™ Ibid., 7, p. 116.

™ Ibid., 11, p. 458.

T C. G. Jung, ““ The Spirit of Psychology ” in Spirit and Nature (London: Ed. J.
Campbell, 1955), p. 426.
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which strictly belong to theology or metaphysics from another
point of view: the psychological one. For instance, Christ, for
theology, is God; for Jung, Christ is a symbol of the archetype
of the self. Psychology and man are the pillars of Jung’s
approach to religion; all the rest revolves around them and is
subordinated to them. He attempts to build a science of
religious functions rooted and ending in man, a closed human
system.

A close look at the work of Jung shows also a manifest con-
nection between psychology and history. The nature of the
psyche is fully evaluated when viewed from the historical point
of view, because history is contained in each individual,
especially in the archetypes of the unconscious. Jung studies
history observing the behavior of the psyche, and studies the
psyche analyzing its continuous manifestations through the
centuries.

Scientists and philosophers accustomed to the analytic and
detailed empirical approach find difficulty in reading his works,
and even more difficulty in understanding them. Moreover,
clarity is not Jung’s special gift. As Ira Progoff remarks, Jung
often gives up the reductive study of man in terms of efficient
causes to adopt a teleological point of view. Jung also stresses
the social approach in psychology, “ whereas the psyche had
previously been biological, it now becomes inherently social,
and for Jung, it meant that the psyche now had to be under-
stood in historical terms. Jung took this step and asked the
question: What are the historical roots from which the contents
of the psyche are derived? ” ™

Furthermore, different points of view on God usually pose
serious semantic problems. The same words may entail totally
different significations. This is the case here. Jung himself is
aware of its implication, as the source of bitter misunderstand-
ing between his views and those of theology and metaphysics.
“ One of the main difficulties lies in the fact that both appear

" Ira Progoff, Jung’s Psychology and its Social Meaning (New York: Grove
Press, 1953), p. 267.
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to speak the same language, but this language calls upon their
mind two totally different fields of association . . . take, for
instance, the word God. The theologian will naturally assume
that the metaphysical ens absolutum is meant. For the empiri-
cist, on the contrary, God is a mere statement, or at most an
archetype.” ”® For the theologian trained in traditional ways,
and for the layman, the semantic problem encountered in the
reading of Jung is almost insurmountable.

Is Jung’s method with regard to religion totally justified?
Although Jung’s initial attitude claims to be neutral, it is not;
it is philosophical and as old as philosophy itself. The initial
rejection of a transcendent God, of the possibility of meta-
physics, and of a relativistic morality, is common in the
history of thought. Jung’s initial attitude, although essentially
Kantian, is at times more radical than that of Kant himself.
Both Kant and Jung deny the possibility of the science of
metaphysics. But the German philosopher compensates for this
denial by means of the postulates of the practical reason. The
existence of God, and the spirituality of the soul, are the
starting points of Kant’s ethics. Not for Jung, who sometimes
maintains a relativistic idea of morality without any reference
to anything but man. God and man are intimately related; but
not for him, who seeing religion only from man’s point of view
fails to transcend the limits of human nature. There lies the
incompleteness of Jung’s conception. A closed system is only
possible in the Creator, not in the creature; in God, not in man.

Sources and interpretation of sources

Christian revelation is founded on an unusual manifestation
of a transcendent God, who reveals himself to man by means
of the prophets, apostles, and Christ himself. It presupposes a
special intellectual illumination called “inspiration.” Jung’s
ideas on revelation are legitimate, according to his point of view;
revelation is a manifestation of the collective unconscious which
manifests itself in the experience of the numinous. The starting

®C. W, 11, p. 303.
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point of his psychology is therefore empirical; the numinous
experience of his patients is empirical. But to support his ideas
on revelation and religious functions he uses sources which for
centuries have been considered not necessarily as projections
of the unconscious, but rather as conscious manifestations of
man, and even as objects existing independently of human
consideration. Furthermore, these sources, from myth to Sacred
Scripture, are of such a variety of origin and nature that the
first and most urgent need is the empirical critical evaluation of
them, as well as of their applicability to the psychological prob-
lems which religion poses. The selection of the material that
Jung uses is not always based on the intrinsic value of these
manifold sources, but sometimes on their usefulness for support-
ing his ideas on religion and man.

Moreover, Jung’s interpretation of these sources, although
psychological, is not without difficulties. For instance, he con-
siders Yahweh as a symbol expressing the motion of the libido
of the objective psyche, according to his psychological point of
view. But the theologian cannot help having misgivings con-
cerning the plausibility of his approach because, (1) Jung’s
conception of how some of the books of Sacred Scripture were
written, e. g., St. John’s Apocalypse, differs from the Christian
interpretation. (ii) Because Jung’s interpretation of their
contents, although claiming to be psychological is sometimes
opposed to the interpretation of theologians. Consequently, he
has been accused of holding heretical doctrines. Jung, sensitive
to criticism, was infuriated by the imputation, and reassured
the reader by saying that he asserted nothing positive or
negative about the existence and nature of a transcendent God.
On the contrary, he adds, “ Psychology thus does the opposite
of which it is accused . . . it opens people’s eyes to the real
meaning of dogmas, and far from destroying them, it throws
open an empty house to new inhabitants.” ** His answer is
partially true, but not totally convincing, because, although in
theory his views and those of theologians belong to different

5 Ibid., 12, p. 15.



310 ANTONIO MORENO

realms, in practice it is not always easy to keep them inde-
pendent, or to harmonize them. For instance, theologians
consider God as a Trinity; Jung’s psychological approach
demands a quaternity.

Jung’s positive philosophical attitude

Jung calls himself an empiricist, but he also says that it is
impossible to write psychology without models, auxiliary con-
cepts, and hypotheses. Hypotheses, concepts, and models are
tentative principles set up by the scientist to explain facts and
laws. With them scientists try to explain their respective
fields; with them Jung tries to explain man. His hypotheses are
dialectical principles established to make the complex facts of
human behavior understandable. Jung holds for a structure of
personality based on the theory of opposites; a dynamic of
personality based on the concepts of psychic energy, the law of
conservation of energy, and psychic entropy. He also professes
a philosophy of individuation. Jung’s initial attitude, as ex-
plained before, is not neutral but philosophical. His views on
the unconscious of man, on the four functions and two attitudes
are philosophical. His ideas on duality and opposition, on
morality and evil, on evolution, etc., are philosophical ideas
that influence every one of Jung’s voluminous writings.

And we do not blame him, because there is no possibility of
being a psychologist without being a philosopher: * Insofar as
it was purely a question of method,” says Baynes, “ Freud and
Jung found themselves in harmony, but the study of psycho-
logical processes can never remain a mere question of method;
sooner or later it must challenge the investigator to produce a
philosophical standpoint. And here a basic psychological differ-
ence began to make itself felt . . . a psychology that excludes
the most vital problems of life from its sphere of responsibility
requires no further criticism. It is already moribund.” ® Psy-
chology challenges the investigator, and poses the perennial and
most important problems of philosophy, like morality, religion,
immortality, death, suffering, passions, knowledge, and love.

** H. G. Baynes, in C. W., 6, pp. ili-iv.



JUNG'S IDEAS ON RELIGION 311

‘There is something more. As Jung honestly professes, he
writes with his heart as much as with his mind. Every single
page of his work manifests not only facts, but also the unequi-
vocal imprint of the man, of Jung. His erudition is phenomenal,
perhaps without a par in Western tradition. But this erudition
sometimes betrays him because, leaving aside any material
which jeopardizes him, he selects other materials which enhance
his views. The work of Jung is a mixture of facts, marvelous
intuitions, philosophical concepts, amazing erudition, and the
continual projection of his unusual and extraordinary person-
ality.

Religious functions

Is it possible to investigate the religious function of man?
Yes, there exists a psychology of religion simply because the
phenomenon of religion is a human manifestation which psy-
chology cannot overlook. Jung studies the religious psychologi-
cal manifestation characterized by the numinous. The amount
of empirical material he has gathered as a psychotherapist is
so important that it is simply impossible to evaluate; perhaps
it is unique in modern research in this field. He describes the
properties of the numinous; the contribution of the rational and
irrational factors in religious experience; the relation between
the numinous and the collective unconscious; the connection
between dreams and religious factors; the meaning of myth
and its religious implications; the manifestation of religion
according to different cultures, in the Western. world, in primi-
tive and Oriental peoples; the connection between types and
their religious characterizations; the relation between ministers,
priests, and the needs of the faithful; the meaning of the
symbols appearing in contemplation, in addition to many other
things.

Jung is indeed a pioneer in the field of religious phenomen-
ology, but his research on the therapeutic value of religion is
itself unique. Jung knows the weaknesses, passions, sufferings
and problems of modern man perhaps better than any psycho-
logist of the present century, and as a psychiatrist he was
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especially interested in the connection between mental health
and religion. Through the practical knowledge of thousands of
patients who passed through his hands he saw the absolute
necessity of religion as a factor in the integration of man. He
also investigated the relationship between neurosis and religion,
the function of religion in the development of human person-
ality, and the abnormal manifestations of religion.

Scientists should consider very carefully Jung’s priceless con-
tribution to the phenomenology of religion, his best empirical
work in a field which until recent years has been untouched.
Neither scientists nor those engaged in pastoral theology and
religious psychology can afford to ignore the material and the
observations gathered by him in sixty-five years of pioneer
work.

Mar’s ideas of God

The psychology of religion, Jung points out, is not a question
of God at all, but of man’s ideas of God. There are people who
do have such ideas and who form such conceptions, and these
things are the proper study of psychology.®* However, we
must be cautious in respect to this truth. Man’s ideas of God
are one thing and Jung’s ideas about man’s ideas of God are
another. The interpretation he gives to the contents of man’s
ideas of God is sometimes strange to those who had such ideas.
Jung, the philosopher-psychologist, interprets man’s ideas of
God within the framework of his own ideas of God. In this
area of research his position, although very valuable, is open to
doubt and requires further investigation. This occurs mainly in
Jung’s psychological interpretation of the content of Christian
dogmas, namely, God, the Trinity, Christ, and the Holy Spirit.

Dogmas

The formulation of Christian dogmas does not entail the
unveiling of the depths of our unconscious. They are expres-
slons concerning an infinite and transcendent God, and not the
archetypes of our psyche. But it is also true that our ideas of

2 . W, 11, p. 163, footnote.
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God usually bear anthropomorphie traits of both a rational
and an irrational character. The common man, even the edu-
cated one, knows a little about a spiritual God, much about a
picture of him framed somewhat by his mind but more so by
his senses, as well as by the irrational needs of our appetite.
Jung sees only the human projection, which is not necessarily
nor exclusively unconscious, and he investigates the psycho-
logical characteristic of its contents in the light of the religious
literature over the centuries.

It is the relationship between dogmas and the needs of the
human psyche, discovered empirically, which makes Jung’s
ideas of dogmas valuable. There is in man a religious instinct,
endowed with energy, which finds it natural object in dogmas,
especially Christian dogmas. In other words, aside from the
truths about God that dogmas contain, dogmas fulfill a col-
lective and individual psychological function related to the
unconscious needs of our psyche. There is a true psychological
aflinity between the needs of the unconscious and the Gods
formulated in dogmas. Moreover, dogmas absorb the perilous
energy of the unconscious; they are like dams or walls storing
and keeping its energy under control. Without the protecting
walls of dogmas the energy released by the unconscious erupts
into consciousness overpowering the ego of man and thus
disposing the individual soul for neurosis, and even psychosis.
The nations without the protecting shields of dogmas are easy
prey to collective destructive ideas which in modern times have
appeared exemplified as “isms,” communism, Hitlerism, fasc-
ism, etc. Repression of religion, he says, presupposes mass
murder on an unparalleled scale.®

Dogmas are the objects of faith, but the pure and exclusive
intellectual surrender to an object, which, by definition, is
obscure and transcends the possibility of our understanding—
as are all Christian dogmas—finds no room in Jung’s approach,
unless it goes together with experience. 5t. Paul defines faith
as “ the substance of things to be hoped for, the evidence of

8% Ibid., 7, p. 104,
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things that appear not,” (Heb. 11: 1). Faith inclines man to
assent to truths which are not apparent to the mind: the
Trinity is the object of Christian faith. Thus there is always
an obscurity in the act of faith which, because its object lacks
evidence, needs the impulse of the will in order to give assent.
For Jung the object of faith lies not in the existence of an
infinite God, outside man, but rather in the contents of the
collective unconscious, as they reveal themselves in conscious-
ness: ““The religious point of view, understandable enough,
puts the accent on the imprinter, whereas scientific psychology
emphasizes the typos, the imprint—the only thing it can under-
stand. The religious point of view understands the imprint as
the working of an imprinter; the scientific point of view under-
stands it as the symbol of an unknown and incomprehensible
content.”® Jung stresses experience, as against Christianity
which stresses the intellectual surrender, even against our own
feelings, as happens in periods of aridity, and especially in the
mystic purification of faith, the dark night of the soul. But,
although faith in itself depends essentially on the intellect and
will—the two spiritual potencies, it is also true that it is
man who believes, the whole man, and feelings and human
experiences undoubtedly help the assent of the act of faith,
especially in the first stages of Christian life.

God

The God of Jung is not transcendent, but it “ includes the
idea of the ultimate, of the first or last, of the highest or
lowest.” ® Hence God is reduced to a human factor, very
important, indeed, but human.

Does Jung make any distinction between God and man? It
is difficult to say, since he asserts that the God-image in man
is homoousia, namely, of the same nature as God; and not
homoiousia, which is of similar nature. But, especially in his
last years, he leaves open the possibility of the existence of a
transcendent God. Jung defends himself against the critics who
accuse him of deifying man saying: “I have been accused of

5 Ibid., 12, p. 17. % Ibid., 11, p. 455, footnote,
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“deifying * the soul. Not I but God himself has deified it . . .
I merely produce the facts which prove the soul is naturaliter
religiosa.” * We are in sympathy with him; he is not deifying
the soul, but perhaps humanizing God, because religious ex-
perience, religious factors, and Gods themselves, do not tran-
scend the human domain. They are considered as human psy-
chological factors, leaving unsolved their relationship to a per-
sonal God. It is more difficult to follow Jung when he invests
God with the properties of omniscence, eternity, and other
attributes of this kind, unless we strip these words of their
traditional meaning. These attributes belong exclusively to a
transcendent and infinite God.

The psyche is evolving, consequently, God, the expression of
its contents, is evolving also. Yahweh is an unconscious God of
dual nature, evil and good, just and unjust, light and dark.
The starting point of the redemption is not sin but the con-
frontation of an unjust God, Yahweh, with a just man, Job.
Man is more just and conscious than God, therefore God must
incarnate both in order to obtain a greater consciousness and
redress the wrong done to Job.

Are these ideas then a symbolic expression of the process of
individuation? For Jung, yes; but are they also the conception
of the author of the Book of Job? Certainly not; the Book of
Job confronts a just man with the mysteries of the Providence
of God, which are beyond human understanding. Jung prefers
his own to the traditional interpretation. But it is not sufficient
to resort to psychology in order to justify his views, because
that would imply that this Book symbolizes the motions of the
collective unconscious of the writer, a principle impossible to
prove empirically. Jung himself is aware of the implications of
his views. He says: “ The idea of a God has become burningly
topical. It is no longer a problem of experts in theology
seminaries, but a universal religious nightmare . . . the layman
in theology like myself—must make a contribution.” #

Again, interpreting the Book of Revelation Jung asserts that

88 Ibid., 12, pp. 12-13. 87 Ibid., 11, p. 453.
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the psychotherapist has more to say on these matters (the
visions of St. John) than the theologian. Consequently, the irri-
tation of theologians who accuse Jung of intruding into their
field is understandable, although their interpretation of Jung’s
ideas is usually wrong. Reading Jung’s “ Answer to Job,” we
do not know much about Yahweh or Job, but we certainly know
a great deal about Jung’s ideas and personality. What Jung
actually attempts is to pose and to solve the thorny problem of
evil. He chooses the Book of Job simply because this book
affords him the opportunity to expand his ideas. His interpreta-
tion is unique, astonishing to the neutral reader unaware of the
problem of the unconscious.

Jung’s attitude is human, understandable; he sees and touches
evil; he witnesses wars, proverty, injustice, murder, tragedy,
suffering, neurosis and death. No wonder, if driven by his
feelings, he rejects St. Augustine’s formula of evil as “ privatio
boni.” His approach is not metaphysical and abstract, but
rather psychological and concrete; he speaks from his heart,
even from his passions. The Augustinian solution teaches him
nothing.

The belief of Jung in the existence of evil is natural, even
logical. But less natural and logical is the solution he proposes
through duality and opposition. Evil is a positive factor and as
essential for man as is good; without evil there is no opposition
nor tension and consequently no psychic energy. Therefore we
have to assimilate evil as we assimilate good. Here Jung is a
tentative philosopher groping in the dark. As he humbly con-
fesses, he lacks the power of abstraction, so important in philo-
sophical thought.

Trinity

The dogma of the Trinity, psychologically speaking, is a
symbol representing the process of the collective unconscious
towards consciousness. The projection of the Trinity presup-
poses a developed consciousness which is non-existent in archaic

man, whose unconscious projections are myths. The Trinity is
the outcome of the natural evolution stemming from myth in
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the same way as modern man is the natural evolution of archaic
man.

The study of myth and its relationship to religion is very
important in Jung’s writings. His contribution in the study of
this factor is original and important. But insofar as dogmas go,
Christians look with skepticism at the idea that the mystery of
the Trinity symbolizes the process of assimilation of the un-
conscious by the ego. It is true that Jung is always coming up
against the misunderstanding ““ that a psychological treatment
reduces God to ‘ nothing but ’ psychology.” ** But is it possible
to harmonize the two viewpoints, namely, the psychological
and the theological? The theologian considers the Trinity as
existent outside man and the universe and only known by
external revelation. Jung considers the Trinity, however, as the
projection of a psychological unconscious process, and known
by internal revelation; as if a little Trinity were hidden in the
inner recesses of our psyche. Jung’s treatment is essentially
an unconscious process, as against St. Augustine’s interpre-
tation which finds in knowledge and love the analogy of the
Trinitarian formula. Are both points of view harmonious?
Perhaps, if we remember that Jung sees in the Trinity not a
dogmatic formula expressing the nature of God, but rather a
psychological symbol which expresses the needs of the Christian
psyche.

But the theologian rejects as false the idea of a quaternity,
which Jung claims to be the voice of nature. The Trinity
should be a quaternity, he says, because Satan—the dark part
of God—or Mary—the feminine partner—are missing. The
proof that Jung provides, in spite of the amount of material
ranging from literature to alchemy and gnosticism, bears no
conviction. Why? Because Jung rejects as invalid a much more
important wealth of material supporting the Trinity, namely,
all the writings of the Fathers and almost twenty centuries of
Christian theology. Jung, moreover, adduces gnosticism and
alchemy, plus his own personal interpretation, to prove his

88 Ibid., 11, p. 163, footnote.
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point. But both E. J. Homyard and H. E. Stapleton, the former
a specialist in alchemy, the latter in magic circles, deny the
importance of the number four.** The operations of the uncon-
scious do not prove the inadequacy of the Trinity. The visions
of the mystics were always Trinitarian, and the presence of the
Trinity in the soul of Christians not only is a dogmatic truth,
but also a mystery experienced experimentally by a multitude
of souls.

Christ

The historical Christ is irrelevant for Jung. But Christ as a
symbol of the archetype of the self is the living myth of our
culture. His miraculous life expresses faithfully the needs and
motions of the collective psyche. The life of Christ is, conse-
quently, collective, embodying myth as constituting the quin-
tessence of the Gospels.

What can be said about this unusual conception of Christ?
Reading “ Psychology and Religion,” and especially “ Aion,”
one cannot help admiring Jung’s tremendous erudition. But his
style is so obscure and the materials he chooses so diverse that
the reader ends up quite perplexed. We subscribe, however, to
his conclusion, that the life of Christ is in perfect harmony with
the needs of the unconscious, and even that there are probably
mythical elements in the Gospels. But to identify, for instance,
the mythical death of the hero with Christ’s death is, in
Jungian terms, equivalent to saying that Christ’s death sym-
bolizes the regression of the libido into the unconscious. His
resurrection, likewise, is a symbol of the coming into conscious-
ness of the contents of the collective unconscious. Jung’s psy-
chological treatment, if partially true, is relevant to psychology,
but of little bearing for the believer. It is chiefly the reflective
and conscious consideration of the life of Christ which attracts
Christians to the Redeemer: his doctrines, his wisdom, his
evangelic life, his miracles, his compassion and love, his mercy,
his poverty, his self denial, and the panorama of the beatitudes,

8% E. J. Holmyard & H. E. Stapleton, Cited by H. L. Philp, op. cit., p. 74-75.
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The message of Christ appeals to the unconscious, but chiefly
to the ego, as a symbol of everything good and worthy in life.

Christians are surprised by Jung’s ideas on the incarnation.
The purpose of the coming of Christ is not the redemption of
mankind from sin. Rather, he comes to beg the help of man in
order to acquire a greater consciousness, and to redress the
injustice done to Job by an unconscious God. Where is the root
of the psychological interpretation to be found here? In indi-
viduation, because the unconscious—which represents the di-
vinity of Christ—and the ego—which represents his humanity
—have to endure struggles and sufferings in order to acquire
wholeness. The sufferings of Christ symbolize these sufferings;
his humanity (the ego) is suffering the tension and the oppo-
sition of his divinity (the unconsecious) .

But Jung’s own words seem sometimes to be a direct denial
of the traditional interpretation, as, for instance, in this passage
taken from “ Psychology and Alchemy ”: ‘ whereas Catholic-
ism emphasizes the effectual presence of Christ, alchemy is
interested in the fate and manifest redemption of substances,
for in them the divine soul lies captive and waits redemption
. . . the captive soul appears in the form of the ‘ Son of God.
For the alchemist, the one primarily in need of redemption is
not man, but the deity who is sleeping in matter. . . . His at-
tention is not directed to his own salvation through God’s grace,
but to the liberation of God from the darkness of matter.” ®°

Moreover, since in the practical realm the process of indi-
viduation entails the necessity of withdrawing the projection
from the figure of the Redeemer, Jungians and Christians in
the end follow different roads leading them to their goals. For
Christians, Christ is the way, the truth, and life, hence his
imitation is their goal. Jungians treat dogmas as projections
of the contents of the objective psyche; their goal, therefore, is
not an external Redeemer, but wholeness.” The withdrawal of

0. W, 12, 299.
°* Cary F. Baynes, in C. G. Jung, Modern Man in Search of a Soul (New York:
Harvest Books, 1933), p. viii.
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the external projection, however, is only possible to a few
exceptional individuals.

Indwiduation

Jung offers his ideas on individuation as the solution to the
problems puzzling modern man. Current religions are good,
but incomplete. Atheism is not the answer; man is his own
healer and his own goal. And to develop the human personality
the religious factor is the most important factor leading to-
ward’s individuation. But his presentation of individuation is
obscure, and it is difficult to express his views, and to do justice
to them. The root of the obscurity resides in Jung himself and
in the difficulty of the subject. The goal he tries to offer
lies beyond the sphere of empirical psychology and religious
phenomenology.

Many have violently attacked Jung’s ideas on individuation,
especially Glover, who says that it is impossible to convey to
the reader the immense wordiness, confusion, contradictions,
and nebulosity in Jung’s ideas on individuation. These words
are unfair, although there is a certain obscurity and nebulosity
in some of Jung’s ideas, especially in the last stages of the
process. For instance, Jolande Jacobi says that the archetypes
of the “ old wise man ” and “ magna mater ” are: *‘ primordial
images representing in man materialized spirit, in woman
matter impregnated with spirit. . . .” ** What is that?

Jung divinizes man in the sense that he finds not in God,
but in man himself, in the self, the solution for the problems
haunting modern man. His religion is in this sense too human;
he leaves unsolved the burning question of the relationship
between religious experience and the existence of a transcendent
God. He teaches us the necessity and importance of religion in
our lives, but he refuses to go beyond man himself.

Anton1io Moreno, O.P.
St. Albert’s College,
Oakland, California

®2 Jolande Jacobi, The Psychology of C. G. Jung (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1954), p. 165.



ECUMENISM IN LOGIC

[ )

HAT THERE exists today not a little opposition,
bordering on hostility, between two major schools of
Logic, the Traditional and Non-Traditional, is no big
secret in the academic world.' In other domains of erudition
similar situations are prevalent. It is an experiential fact that
opposition can at times be a healthy sign; at other times it is
a phenomenon that is quite understandable. Yet, whenever
opponents’ views are frequently dismissed as puerile or sub-
jected to ridicule, the chasm between camps only widens. This
is one of the major problems today in the field of Logic.? But
it is not an insoluble one, for polemics is never a good substitute
for genuine proof.

In our view the animosity between the major schools of Logic
is triggered and fostered by those who neglect or refuse to
praise others for their contributions to the development of the
“art of arts.” There are some logicians who are of the opinion
that Logic reached its apogee with Aristotle and the medieval
Scholastics; others believe that Logic did not start until a
century ago with the insights and writings of Boole, Frege,
and Peano. By viewing Modern Logic as only a sophisticated
amalgam of higher Mathematics, as many members of the
Traditional school are wont to do, these latter tend to avoid
any serious acquaintance with its general principles, techniques,
and alleged benefits. On the other hand, not a few members of
the Non-Traditional school are altogether too willing to scrap
Traditional logic without any sort of personal investigation
into the matter. In light of its many contributions to the
evolution of Logic, it is unfair to dismiss Traditional logic as

1 Ct. An Introduction to Logic, by M. Cohen and E. Nagel, especially page v of
the Preface and Chapter IX (Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd—London, 1963).

2 Cf. A History of Formal Logic, by Fr. 1. M. Bochenski, O. P. Transl. by Fr. Ivo
Thomas, O.P. (Notre Dame Press, 1961), pp. 5-13.
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monolithic or as a system of mere historical value. In either
milieu not much listening to the “ other side” goes on; yet
listening to the “ other side” is often the first step to the
solution of a problem of this scope. Because of this communi-
cations gap, the Traditional school will not be made aware that
it probably is, as is alleged, too philosophically-oriented; and
the Non-Traditional school will continue to claim naively that
it is philosophically neutral, which it is not, as Fr. Bochenski
observes: “. . . for never before have formal logicians been so
divided by mutually opposed philosophies as here. We need
only instance Frege’s outspoken Platonism, and Boole’s nomi-
nalism and even psychologism. . . .”* The truth of other
charges would probably escape both schools.

Positive measures, then, are necessary if a solution is to be
had soon. Perhaps logicians of both major schools of Logic
should make it their business to learn something from the
ecumenical efforts being mutually carried on today by leaders
of Christian and Non-Christian sects. They are seriously trying
to understand and appreciate each other’s views in many
areas of religion. Actually, in the last fifteen years some appeals
for ecumenism in Logic have been made by stalwart logicians
of both schools:

. . . The exaggerated notion of the cleavage between the old and
new logic fosters the very ignorance which engenders it. Scholars
engrossed in the logical tradition tend to be unaware of the degree
to which old results with which they are familiar have come to be
integrated into the modern science of logie; . . .

. . . But if it is deplorable to exaggerate the cleavage between the
old and the new logic, it would be yet more deplorable to under-
estimate the novelty and importance of the new. . .. It behooves
scholars interested in any phase of logic to acquaint themselves
with the fully scientifia stage of their subject; and it behooves the
elaborators of this growing structure to acquaint themselves with
the long tradition whose hither end they are helping to fashion.t

® Bochenski, op. cit., pp. 271, 272.
¢ W. V. Quine’s Preface to Conventional Logic and Modern Logic, by Fr. J. T.
Clark, S.J., Ph. D. (Publ. Woodstock Coll. Press).
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. The decision as to which group’s theory will prevail, depends
ultimately on the truth of the matter. However, the possibility of
a rapprochement between the two rests as much on the Aris-
totelian logician as it does on the Mathematical logician. If both
sides decide upon a sniping campaign which will consist solely in
exposing genuine flaws or feigned short-comings in each system,
then the ugly gap that has separated philosophy and modern
science will open between the old logic and the new. . . .®

These words imply both a warning and a challenge to all
responsible logicians. The warning should no longer go un-
heeded. To this important challenge we hope to offer a modest
response. We shall try to show quite simply that it is not
impossible for the logicians of the “ opposed camps ” to gain a
better understanding of and appreciation for each other’s brand
of Logic. In initiating such a dialogue we have designedly
chosen the area of the Non-Categorical Syllogism for two
reasons: (1) because it is so central a topic in both schools
of Logic; (2) because it is a subject that lends itself to a
worthwhile comparative study much more easily than many
others. As a consequence, it will be more likely that our chief
purpose here will be more perfectly realizable. It is also hoped
that others may be stimulated to face up to this ecumenical
challenge in even more difficult areas in the universe of dis-

course,
* * * * *

Because they are extremes in the same logical genus, the
Categorical and Non-Categorical syllogistic forms have a
polarity of major differences. Yet they do have very much
in common: e.g., their inferential character, their logical pur-
poses, their partial composition. Because the Non-Categorical
syllogism is usually composed of some Categorical propositions,
and because in Traditional Logic the treatise on the Non-
Categorical syllogistic pedagogically follows the treatise on the
Categorical syllogistic, it would seem feasible here to present

5 Whitehead’s Concept of Logic, by Fr. Raymond Smith, O.P. (Thomistic Studies
# 6, The Newman Press), pp. 1, 175-177.
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the reader in capsule form some of the salient features of the
Categorical type of argumentation. With such an orientation it
is hoped that the treatise on the Non-Categorical syllogistic
will be more understandable.

Historians of Logic are almost unanimous in crediting Aris-
totle as the wventor of the syllogism. However, like most
inventors, he was not totally original. There is strong historical
basis for the opinion currently in vogue that in no small way
his theory of the syllogism reflects a dual influence: (1) the
propositional technique so well worked out by Eudoxus (400-
847 B.C.); and (2) the methodology employed so often
throughout the dialogues of his teacher, Plato. For such
pioneering efforts in the development of the syllogistic the
Stagirite has been highly praised by many internationally-
recognized contemporary scholars in the field of Logic, and
even hailed as the “ originator of formal logic.”® Over the
centuries Aristotle’s theory of the syllogism has also had its
share of critics—some of whom were more bitter than con-
structive.”

His formal presentation of the syllogistic can be found in
the early chapters of his Prior Analytics I, which in the course
of history has been subjected to interpretations with many
shades of difference.®* Like every genuine syllogism, the Cate-
gorical syllogism is a perfect composite expression (because it
generates a complete meaning) in which, certain things being

8 Cf. Aristotle’s Prior and Posterior Analytics (Greek text, with introd. and
commentary), by Sir W. D. Ross (Oxford University Press: London, 1957), pp. 24,
29; also ibid. (Bochenski), pp. 70-71.

7 Cf. the writings of the Stoics, Theophrastus, Alexander of Aphrodisias, Thomas
Aquinas, Albert the Great, I. Kant, A. de Morgan, John of St. Thomas, Peter of
Spain, C. S. Peirce, Ivo Thomas, J. Lukasiewicz, A. N. Prior, and H. Veatch, and
many others. But these authors will give a good cross section of the criticism.

8 Cf. Formal Logic, by A. N. Prior (Clarendon Press: Oxford, 1955), p. 116, in
which he strongly disagrees with the statements expressed by Jan Lukasiewicz in
his monumental work, Aristotle’s Syllogistic (2nd edit.): “. . . the implicative
forms which Aristotle uses are a perfectly natural way of talking about syllogisms
(asserting their validity), but a statement about a syllogism is not itself a
syllogism; and on the few occasions when Aristotle gives actual examples which he
calls syllogisms, they are not implications, but inferences.”
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given, other things will tend to follow necessarily.® Such a form
of discourse is generally to be constructed of three simple
propositions or “ truth-value” statements, which are to be
mutually related as to the content-matter signified by the
concrete terms or as to the supposition involved in the term-
variables employed as the extremes in the propositional
formulae.”® An example of the former employing concrete terms
would be: All Logicians Are Not Geniuses; an example of the
latter employing term variables would be: Some A Are Not
B. In Non-Traditional Logic it is stylish to call the Cate-
gorical proposition an atomic proposition, insofar as it does
not contain any kind of “sentential connective,” i.e., a pro-
positional copula, e.g., “if . . . then. . . " However,
unlike the Categorical syllogism, in which the propositional-
Terms are so intimately interrelated (i.e., the Major and
Minor extremes with the Middle term), the Non-Categorical
syllogism is characterized by the formal connection between
the propositions in the Antecedent and the Consequent. This
is a radical difference. This difference, in turn, is the basic
reason for the two sets of proximate logical norms employed
in Traditional Logic for determining the probative value of
arguments cast in these different syllogistic forms.

The Non-Categorical syllogism has, more or less, a stand-
ardized form: 1.e., the Major premiss will usually be a Non-
Categorical proposition, the Minor premiss and the Conse-
quent (Conclusion) will usually be Categorical propositions.
These will be its most common notes of identification. Since
this is the logical framework in which the Non-Categorical
syllogism is commonly cast, any differences in structure would
be merely accidental, in the sense of being more complex. The
type of Non-Categorical syllogism will be ordinarily deter-
mined by the kind of Non-Categorical proposition found in
its Major premiss.

® Cf. Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, 1, chap. 1.

10 Cf. ibid., chaps. 1-4; also Posterior Analytics, II, chap. 16 where he writes:
“ All vines are deciduous,” etc.

11 Introduction to Logic, by Patrick Suppes, p. 12.
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Non-Categorical propositions, known also in Traditional
Logic as Hypothetical propositions, can take many different
forms.”* Yet they all are similar insofar as each is a perfect
composite meaningful statement signifying more than one
mental judgment and declaring something to be either True
or False. In its normal shape the Non-Categorical proposition
openly appears to be nothing else than two or more atomic
statements concatenated by a sentential copula, as “if .
then ” “If (you ask the Father anything in My name)
then (He w111 give it to you).” These types of complex state-
ments have, according to Aristotle, a very definite unity, but
not as perfect a unity as that possessed by the Categorical
proposition itself.®

For the most part, Non-Categorical statements are easily
recognizable as their sentential connectives are usually quite
manifest; however, those called exponibles do not appear at
first to be Non-Categorical.** Traditionally, Non-Categorical
propositions fall into three distinct classes because of their
different logical forms: (1) the Conjunction, (2) the Disjunc-
tion, (8) the Conditional. The Conjunctive proposition is in-
dicated always by such sentential-connectives as: and, more-
over, but, etc.: e.g., “ God hates sin, but He loves the sinner.”
The Disjunctive proposition (sometimes called Alternation) is
generally discernible because it contains some version of the

12 Summulae Logicales, Tract 1, pp. 7-8 (Marietti; author’s translation), by
Peter of Spain, (Pope John XXI): . .. this follows concerning the hypothetical
proposition. It is that type of proposition which has two categorical statements as
its own subordinate principal parts, as “if man runs, man is moved.” And it is
called “ hypothetical ” from the word hypos which means “under” and thesis
which means “ position,” as if suppositive, because one part is placed under the
other. Of hypothetical propositions one is conditional, another is copulative, still
another is disjunctive. . . .”

13 Cf. Aristotle’s Perithermeneia (On Interpretation), chap. 5.

14 Exponibles are really disguised Compound or Non-Categorical propositions,
containing such words as only, except, insofar as, e.g., “ Only men have a sense of
humor ”; “ No college students, except the vegetarians, are obese ”; “ Men, insofar
as they can perceive relationships, exhibit the power of ratiocinating.” These
statements can ultimately be reduced to some conventional form of the normal Non-
Categorical propositional-form, and, therefore, need no special consideration.
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sentential-connective, “ either . . . or . . .”: e.g., “ Either you

~ will hate the one, or love the other.” The Conditional propo-
sition (not infrequently called Material Implication in Modern
Logic) usually employs some form of the sentential-connec-
tive, “#f . . . then . . .”: e.g., “If anyone is deaf, then a
hearing aid might prove helpful.” It might be well to mention
here that, despite the difficulties occasioned by the truth-tables
of Modern Logie, the views of the Traditional and Non-Tradi-
tional schools concerning the “ truth-values” of these classes
of Non-Categorical propositions are very similar, as is evident
in the following passage:

. . . For the truth of the Conditional it is exigent that the Ante-
cedent not be able to be true without the Consequent, as “if man
is, then animal is ”; whence every true Conditional is necessary, and
every false Conditional is impossible. However, for its falsity, it
suffices that the Antecedent can be true without a true Consequent,
as “if man is, then he is white.” For the truth of the Copulative it
it necessary that both parts be true, as “ God exists, and, Man is an
animal.” For its falsity it is enough that one part be false, as “ Man
is an animal, and, a horse is a stone.” For the truth of the Dis-
junctive it is sufficient that one part be true, as “ Man is an animal,
or, a raven is a stone.” It is also permissible that both parts of it
be true, but not so properly, as “ Man is an animal, or, a horse is
capable of whinnying.” For its falsity it suflices that both parts be
false, as “ Man is not an animal, or, a horse is a stone.” *®

In every genuine Non-Categorical syllogism, then, one can
expect to find that the Major premiss will have some one
form (or combination of such forms): of these manifestly Non-
Categorical propositions. Regardless of their distinctive struc-
ture and functional differences, all Non-Categorical syllogisms
will have this common element. Another likeness in this kind
of syllogistic-form will be that, both in the minor premiss and
in the Conclusion, there will appear an atomic or categorical
proposition which in some way will be related operationally
to, (i.e., positing or destroying) its Major premiss: e.g., “If
Communists are deceivers, then they are immoral; but,

% Summulae Loaicales, Tract 1, p. 8 (Marietti Edit.), by Peter of Spain.
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Communists are deceivers; therefore, they are not immoral.”
In this example the Minor premiss (Communists are deceivers)
is said to have posited (i.e., aflirmed) one part of the Major
premiss, namely, the Antecedent, by restating it as it is written;
at the same time, the other part of the Major premiss, namely,
the Consequent, is being destroyed (i.e., denied) in the Con-
clusion. It is obvious that there is a logical blunder in
the above example because of an operational infraction of a
logical law of validity. Logical laws forbid indiscriminate posit-
ings and denyings; valid procedures in Logic are far from being
arbitrary. For Non-Categorical syllogisms to be of any worth-
while logical value, special logical norms governing operational
procedures for each kind of Non-Categorical syllogistic-forms
must be rigorously observed. Since the most common forms of
Non-Categorical arguments are the Conditional and the Dis-
junctive, or are reducible to these, they will receive a more
detailed treatment than the Conjunctive syllogistic. The Con-
junctive syllogism also deserves only a minimal consideration
because of its real and/or apparent lack of implicational being.

Of all the compound or hypothetical forms of the syllogism,
the Conditional is generally considered by logicians to be the
most commonly used in everyday social discourse. Perhaps
the basis for such a judgment is the undeniable fact that the
human mind has such a natural proclivity to draw out impli-
cations or inferences from most statements. Since the Con-
ditional Syllogism must contain a Conditional proposition in
its Major premiss, such a propositional-form is essentially com-
posed of two parts, technically known as the Antecedent and
the Consequent. That the Antecedent be first in place in a
compound statement is not absolutely necessary, though most
frequently that will be its position. It can easily be de-
tected in a statement, for it will be the proposition containing
the condition and be ordinarily preceded by the particle, “if > ;
e.g., “If the Congo’s deeply-rooted political problems are
solved, then African unity will soon be a reality.” Sometimes,
however, the particle, “if,” is merely implied in conditional
statements. In such instance it may be less easy to identify:
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e.g, “Had I known you wanted to go to My FAIR LADY, I
would have bought you a ticket.” The Consequent, on the
other hand, will generally signify what results or does not result
from the fulfiliment or the non-fulfillment of the earlier con-
dition, and will be preceded usually by the particle “ then,” as
was seen above.

Besides having some sort of a Conditional propositional-form
as its Major premiss, the Conditional syllogism will necessarily
have its Minor premiss and its Conclusions structured from
Categorical statements logically operating on the parts of the
Major premiss—i.e., by affirming or denying. Though some
syllogistic arguments may appear to be Non-Categorical, they
~are not strictly speaking considered to be so, unless the above
conditions are satisfied. Ordinarily, such synthetic hypothetical
syllogisms are easily reducible to the normal Categorical
syllogistic-form: e.g.,

If M is, then N is;
@ If O is, then M is;
Therefore: Tt O is, then N is.

This 1s reducible to:

(Ify Al M is N;
(and if) All O is M;
(Then-Therefore) : All O is N.

Prior to actually exposing the canons of validity, proper
to the Conditional syllogism, it might be feasible to inform the
Non-Traditionally oriented logician that a normal Conditional
statement for the Traditional school of Logic is not formed
merely from any two or more causally unrelated atomic propo-
sitions haphazardly joined together by the sentential-connec-
tive, “if . .. then. . . .” Rather, the Traditional logician tends
to look for some necessary and/or causal dependence of the
Consequent on the Antecedent: e.g., “If you fool with fire,
then you will be burned.” In other words, the Traditional
school of Logic tends to view implications to be quite formal
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in character. From such a frame of reference very many of the
Material Implications of Non-Traditional Logic are considered
by the Traditional logician only in a per accidens mode. Subse-
quently it will be shown why the Non-Traditional school of
Logic is inclined to give such emphasis to material implication
and simultaneously to minimize the importance of the causal
nexus between the Consequent and the Antecedent in the
standard propositional and syllogistic forms involving Con-
ditionals. Its close affinity with Mathematics is one of the
basic reasons, because physical causality is not the natural
concern of sciences in that degree of abstraction. This type of
implication is not a creation of Modern Logic, as so many
erroneously think, but is really as old as the ancient Stoic
logicians.’* Material implication may be typically exemplified
by this proposition: “If Judas had not betrayed Christ, then
it is snowing out.” As to an appraisal of the validity of syllo-
gistic arguments involving any kind of material implicational
statements, the “informed > Traditional logician is not less
capable of appreciating their logical shape or structure than is
the Non-Traditional logician. However, in so doing, the Tradi-
tional logician is in no way agreeing that statements are true
merely because someone arbitrarily assigns such a “ truth-
value” to them. Truth is a relationship with much deeper
roots! '

Experience has frequently made us aware that not every
Conditional syllogistic argument is logically valid. This de-
fect is usually brought about by some logically wrong opera-
tional procedure involving the Minor premiss and/or the
Consequent as related to the Major premiss of the syl-
logism. Though each of these atomic propositions can posit or
each can destroy either part, or both parts, of the syllogism’s
Major premiss, still the choice of proceeding validly is very
limited for both the Minor premiss and the Conclusion. Even
the sequence of these logical functions performed in by each of

18 Cf. Methods of Logic (Henry Holt & Co.: New York, 1955), by W. V. Quine;
pp. 12, 17.
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these Categorical propositions is extremely important. The key
to every valid operation in the Conditional syllogistic is pri-
marily with the Minor premiss, for the Conclusion should follow
its direction. To function validly, the Minor premiss must
posit (i.e., affirm) in a standardized way, and must destroy
(i.e., deny) in a standardized way. Otherwise, the syllogistic-
form will inevitably be logically defective for it will have
violated a basic rule of logical reasoning, as happens when
anyone commits the fallacy of affirming the consequent*':
“When two things are so related to each other, that if the
one is, the other by necessity is, then if the latter is not, the
former will not be either; but if the latter is, it is not necessary
that the former should be.” The two simple rules every valid
Conditional syllogism must satisfy may be formally stated in
this manner;

a) If the Minor premiss * posits” (affirms) , it must affirm the
Antecedent of the Major premiss, and then the Conclusion
must affirm the Consequent of the Major premiss: e.g.,

If M is N, then O is P;
(anteced.) (conseqt.)
@ M is N (the Antecedent is identically restated) ; then-
therefore: O is P (the Conseqt. is identically restated) .

and
If M is not N, then O is not P;
(anteced.) (conseqt.)

@ M is not N (the Anteced. is identically repeated);
then-therefore: O is not P (the Conseqt. is identically
repeated) .

b) If the Minor premiss “ destroys” (denies), it must deny
the Consequent of the Major premiss, and then the Con-
clusion must deny the Antecedent of the Major premiss:
e.g.,

If M is N, then O is P;

(anteced.) (conseqt.)

17 Ct. Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, chap. 4; also his De Soph. Elen., chap. 5.
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@ O s not P (the Conseqt. is negated, contradicted) ;
then-therefore: M is not N (the Anteced. is also negated) .

and
If M is not N, then O is not P;
(anteced.) {conseqt.)

@ O is P (the Conseqt. is negated, contradicted) ; then-
therefore: M is N (the Anteced. is negated, contradicted).

In the concrete these rules are not difficult to understand.
(a) asserts simply that it would be a logically invalid procedure
to infer conversely the fulfillment of any of the many possible
or specific conditions in the Antecedent, for there would be no
real or logical assurance that one depended on the other: e.g.,
“If 1 fall asleep (go to the cinema; watch T-V, etc.), then 1
will flunk the semester examination; but, T did flunk the
semester examination; therefore, I fell asleep.” Both the Tradi-
tional and Non-Traditional schools of Logic are in substantial
agreement with the soundness of the logical law invalidating
such an argument-form. This law is traditionally known as
the modus ponens. (b) states that the non-fulfillment of the
Consequent of the Major premiss reasonably allows for the
inference of any one or even of all of its possible conditions in
the Antecedent, insofar as the Consequent did not de facto
occur and none of the alleged conditions which would induce
the Consequent were fulfilled: e.g., “ If I overeat, then I shall
get sick; but, (de facto) 1 did not get sick; therefore, I did not
overeat.” Both the Traditional and Non-Traditional schools of
Logic are also in complete accord as regards the soundness of
the logical law validating this argument-form. It is tradition-
ally known as the modus tollens. Further on these two logical
laws will be shown to be valid or tautologous by means of a
rather modern logical device used often as a decisional pro-
cedure and known as the truth-table method.

Like all Non-Categorical syllogistic-forms, the Disjunctive
syllogism also has a genuine Non-Categorical proposition as
its Major premiss and both its Minor premiss and its Conclu-
sion will be a Categorical proposition. The Non-Categorical
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proposition in the Major premiss will always be Disjunctive in
its structure, insofar as it will be made up of two or more
atomic statements joined together by the special sentential-
connective, “either . . . or . . .”: e.g., “ Either Russian ships
approaching Cuba will submit to being searched, or they will
be sunk.” In order that there might be unity in this syllogistic
form, as was also necessary in the Conditional, its Minor
premiss and its Conclusion must be operationally related
to the constituent parts of the Major premiss. The Dis-
junctive syllogistic, taken strictly, always contains a Major
premiss which asserts that one and only one of the two
or more disjuncts is true. This is so because of the mutual
incompatibility that exists really between the disjuncts, i.e.,
at least one of them is true and only one of them tis true:
e.g., “ Either you will pass this final examination, or you will
flunk for the semester.” However, there is no orderly sequence
that has to be followed for validity by the Minor premiss and
the Conclusion as regards their proper functions of positing
and destroying in relation to the Major premiss. Because the
disjuncts are usually so fundamentally opposed, the rule for
proceeding validly is quite simply expressed in this manner:
If one part of the Major premiss is affirmed in the Minor
premiss, the other part must be denied in the Conclusion; and,
If one part of the Major premiss is denied in the Minor premass,
the other part must be affirmed or posited in the Conclusion:

-

(i) Either John passes the final exam, or he flunks for the
the semester;
@ John does pass the final exam;
Therefore: he does not flunk for the semester.
(ii) Either John passes the final exam, or he flunks for the
the semester;
@ John does not pass the final exam;
Therefore: he does flunk for the semester.

That there are two vastly different types of Disjunction is
not a discovery of modern logicians, as some logicians mis-
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takenly think. The history of Logic shows unequivocally that
even in Megarian-Stoic Logic this logical phenomenon was
recognized.’® The strict or pure Disjunctive syllogism is often
referred to as the Exclusive Disjunctive and even in Non-
Traditional Logic it is often given a separate consideration as
a truth-function. However, by far the more popular type of
Disjunction is called weak or Non-Exclusive. Usually the Non-
Exclusive Disjunctive syllogistic will contain a Major premiss
that has an incomplete list of alternatives, one of which at
least will be true. Not infrequently it happens that two or
more of the alternatives may be true: e.g., “ Either you can
have lobster, or some southern-fried chicken, or, a full course
steak dinner ”; again, *“ Either one can fly from Chicago to New
York, or walk, or take a train, or even drive over the new
highways.” Sometimes this type of syllogistic-form is called
Alternation; historically it was known as the quasi-Disjunctive
syllogism.™

Unlike the Exclusive Disjunctive syllogistie-form, in its valid
formulation the Non-Exclusive Disjunctive syllogism is quite
standardized as to its sequence of positing and destroying. In
this weak kind of Disjunction, because an alternate is affirmed
(i. e., posited), it does not lead one validly to conclude to an
outright denial (i. e., destroying) of the other alternate or even
alternates: e.g., “ Either the cross-country varsity won, or it
lost the race; but, it did not win; therefore, it lost the race.”
Such a conclusion is factually unwarranted and logically in-
valid, for the possibilities (i.e., the alternates) of the outcome
were insufficiently stated, since the varsity team could have
tied. Thus, the proper sequence of logical operations (i.e.,
positing and destroying), if the Alternative syllogistic is to be
valid, is for the Minor premiss first to deny or destroy one part
of the Major premiss, and then for the Conclusion to affirm or
posit the other part(s): e.g.,

Lloyd is either in the Army, Navy, Marines, Coast Guard,
or Air Force;

18 Cf. Bochenski, op. cit., pp. 119-120.  ** Cf. W. V. Quine, op. cit., pp. 11-18.
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@ Lloyd is not a Marine;
Therefore: He is either in the Army, Navy, Coast Guard,
or Air Force.

Only a brief treatment is to be given to the Conjunctive
syllogistic-form, for it is the least common of the Non-Cate-
gorical syllogisms. Like all the other Non-Categorical syllo-
gistic-forms, the Conjunctive syllogism (some times called the
Copulative) will ordinarily have a Major premiss composed of
two or more atomic statements joined together in a unit by a
special sentential-connective: and, moreover, but, etc.: e.g.,
“John Kennedy was assassinated and Johnson took the oath
of the Presidency in the airplane a few hours later.” Generally,
its Minor premiss and its Conclusion will be atomic or cate-
gorical propositions, related to the Major premiss both in
content-matter and by some type of logical operation, i.e.,
either positing or destroying, or both. However, in this syllo-
gistic-form, if it is to be valid, only the positing (i. e., aflirming)
of the parts constituting the Major premiss is permissible, for
in every conjunctive proposition all the parts must be true if
the proposition as a whole is to have the value of truth. The
Traditional and Non-Traditional schools of Logic are quite
unanimous in their agreement on this point; the latter school
customarily shows this most clearly in its definition of the
conjunctive functor by the truth-table method. This will be
exhibited later.

The implicational features of Conjunctive syllogisms become
most apparent when they are re-cast into the more common
types of the Non-Categorical syllogistic-forms already treated.
After such reconstructions, however, their validity is then regu-
lated by the norms proper to that syllogistic-form: e. g.,

“ John Kennedy was assassinated, and
Johnson took the oath of the Presidency in the airplane.”
N. B. Both conjuncts are true (de facto).

Reconstructed: “ It is false that either John Kennedy was not
assassinated, or that Johnson did not take the oath of the
Presidency in the airplane.”
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N.B. 1t is false that either disjunct is false. The rest of
argument would be subject to the rules of validity
governing the Disjunctive syllogistic.

Thus we conclude the Traditional presentation of the Com-
pound or the Non-Categorical syllogistic. That such a presenta-
tion can be definitely complemented and perfected by some
formal features studied by the Non-Traditional school of Logic
will be shown in the remainder of this comparison.

* * * * *

Before presenting some of the more common techniques em-
ployed by Non-Traditional logicians in appraising the logical
value of very many Compound arguments, some form of intro-
duction to the Non-Traditional school of Logic seems to be
both feasible and necessary. This orientation is chiefly for
those who are not too well-acquainted with this relatively new
kind of Logic. This introduction will consist of a somewhat
brief and simple exposition of this New Logic, as it is sometimes
called, in the following areas: (1) its distinctive features, (2)
its salient purposes, (8) its historical genesis and evolution,
and (4) its basic elements.

The Non-Traditional school of Logic has, since the turn of
the century, outstripped by far all other schools of Logic both in
popularity and prestige. This is a fact that in fairness cannot
be denied by the “ informed ” members of the Traditional school
of Logic. In some ways it is quite a departure from Traditional
Logic, and for many reasons it is rightly labeled THE NEW LOGIC.
It is also known as theoretical logic, mathematical logic, exact
logie, symbolic logic, and modern logic. Each of these labels
reflects some facet of this novel brand of Logic. Like so many
others, the writer tends to prefer mathematical logic as its
most fitting name. This choice of name is based on the fact
that Non-Traditional Logic has four features which really
distinguish it from all other kinds of Logic, i.e., Ancient,
Medieval, and Indian: (1) it is built normally along the lines
of a calculus in which formalism is the general principle em-
ployed in a logical methodology; (2) it is deeply concerned
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with the project of devising the most perfect formal systems
of reasoning in order that more exact interpretations of argu-
ments and more rigorous proofs can be effected; (8) it has the
natural proclivity to formulate its own basic logical laws,
axioms, and theorems in a thoroughly artificial language; (4)
its object language, which comprises variables, functors or
_constants, quantifiers, etc., is made up almost exclusively of
arbitrarily-designated symbols which are ideographic in char-

- -
acter, (e.g., p 2q) rather than the conventional phonographic
symbols (e.g., words).

This mathematically-oriented Logic offers many solid reasons
for its existence, but only those directly pertinent to the scope
of Logic itself are of immediate interest to this discussion.
Since the validity of discourse is the chief preoccupation of the
logician, he will be much more concerned with the form or
structure of arguments and argument-forms than with their
Content-matter. The Non-Traditional school alleges that this
detachment from the matter of arguments is quite character-
istic of genuine formal logicians and is the paramount reason
for their creating a new kind of scientific language. With such
a technical medium that is not unlike the equations and other
formulae so often found in the sciences of Mathematics and
Chemistry, more arguments would have greater probative
value and most of the dangers to rigorous deduction would be
noticeably minimized. Some of the common fallacies antici-
pated are solecisms, equivocations, and other errors of discourse
rooted in the ambiguity of everyday language. Even deceptions
springing from rhetoric and emotionalism, which are so inherent
in natural languages, would also be more frequently avoided.
Like musical notes, such a technical language would have both
an universal intelligibility and an operational flexibility which
would far surpass that of any natural language. In other
words, it would be functionally more efficient in evaluating
arguments than is the popular version of Arabic numerals
(compared to the ancient Roman) in performing calculations:
e. g., compare 20 x 20, and XX x XX. Thus, programming the
arguments of everyday intercourse into this exact kind of
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communication would become an easy task and assure greater:
accuracy in testing their logical validity. Leibniz expresses this
purpose of the New Logic with a great deal of confidence:

Then, in case of a difference of opinion, no discussion between two
philosophers will be any longer necessary, as (it is not) between two
calculators. It will rather be enough for them to take pen in hand,
set themselves to the abacus and (if it so pleases, at the invitation
of a friend) say to one another: calculemus!

Ordinary languages, though mostly helpful for the inferences of
thought, are yet subject to countless ambiguities and cannot do the
task of a calculus, which is to expose mistakes in inference owing to
the forms and structures of words, as solecisms and barbarisms.
This remarkable advantage is afforded up to date only by the
symbols (notae) of arlthmetlcxans and algebraists, for whom infer-
ence consists only in the use of characters, and a mistake in
thought and in the calculus is identical.®®

Peirce and Frege have expressed similar views about the goals
which the New Logic can accomplish in the domain of discourse.

Ezact logic will be that doctrine of the conditions of establishment
of stable belief which rests upon perfectly undoubted observations
and upon mathematical, that is, upon diagrammatical, or iconic,
thought. We, who are sectaries of exact logic, and of exact philos-
ophy, in general, maintain that those who follow such methods
will, so far as they follow them, escape all error except such as will
be speedily corrected after it is once suspected.?*

Inference is conducted in my symbolic system (Begriffsschrift) ac-
cording to a kind of calculation. 1 do not mean this in the narrow
sense, as though an algorithm was in control, the same as or similar
to that of ordinary addition and multiplication, but in the sense
that the whole is algorithmic, with a complex of rules which so
regulate the passage from one proposition or from two such to
another, that nothing takes place but what is in accordance with
these rules. My aim, therefore, is directed to continuous strictness
of proof and utmost logical accuracy, along with perspicuity and
brevity.2?

20 Cf. G. Leibniz, Abkdlg. ohne Uberschr. I, 200, as found in Bochenski, op. cit.,
p. 457.

# Cf. Charles S. Peirce, The regener. Logic (CPIII), 268. (Noted in Bochenski,
op. cit., p. 280.

2 Cf. G. Frege, Grundgesetzen der Arithmetik (1893), p. 316 (Noted in
Bochenski, op. cit., p. 284.






























































































































