RESURRECTION TRADITIONS AND CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETIC

tian Church unless it is conceded that Jesus’s disciples
and the apostle Paul really did undergo experiences which
convinced them that Jesus himself had been raised from the
dead and had personally made an appearance to them. But
it is another question entirely when one asks whether their own
interpretation of their experiences was the correct one. Not
infrequently it has been suggested that the conviction of Jesus’s
resurrection was simply the product of their own minds® It
is this suggestion, primarily, that Christian apologetic has to
deal with, and it is the contention of the present essay that the
apologetic arguments commonly employed are unconvincing.
It is a peculiar difficulty of the problem that it arises directly
out of New Testament studies and yet leads the inquirer into
a field of psychological theory in which the New Testament
specialist has no professional competence. This has not, how-
ever, deterred New Testament scholars from raising the pos-
sibility of psychological explanations and apparently refuting
them. It may therefore be worthwhile for a fellow New Testa-
ment specialist to point out that, even to the eye of the layman
in psychology, there seem to be obvious possibilities which have
not been thoroughly considered, and which might prove some-
what difficult to demolish.
The purely psychological explanation of belief in the resur-
rection (as this explanation is commonly understood) is con-
veniently summarised by C. F. D. Moule as follows :

IT IS VERY difficult to account for the origin of the Chris-

18ee, e.g., Maurice Goguel, La Foi & la Résurrection de Jésus dans le Chris-
tianisme Primitif (Paris, 1983), pp. 109-117, 893-396, 421-480; also Wilhelm
Bousset, Kyrios Christos, ET by J. E. Steely (Nashville, 1970), p. 106.
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What is more widely believed, so far as I can ascertain, is that
the Christian Church took its rise not indeed from a deliberate
falsehood but from a sheer, honest misapprehension—assisted, per-
haps, by superstitious awe and hallucination. For some reason
(which, it is presumed, may be psychologically explained) these
men and women became mistakenly convinced that their adored
leader was alive again. A hoary old theory such as that the women
went to the wrong tomb, or (a theory that was known as long ago
as St. Matthew’s Gospel) that the body was surreptitiously taken
from the tomb, is still sometimes revived. On this showing, some
of them genuinely found an empty tomb—emptied by some ra-
tionally explicable means unknown to them—which, it is sug-
gested, assisted their belief that Jesus had risen. For, after all (it
is urged) the traditions do say that Jesus himself predicted his
resurrection; so that, even if the disciples were temporarily shaken
by the disastrous death, it is hardly surprising if courage returned
into their consciousness and they began to rally: they remembered
the predictions; hope reasserted itself; the wish became father to
the thought; he must have risen again—he had risen again: Al-
leluia! the Lord s risen indeed.?

According to this summary of the psychological argument,
the genesis of belief in the resurrection had three elements.
Two of these are in fact psychological in character: the
disciples’ recollection of predictions Jesus himself had made
about resurrection; and their swift recovery of hope after his
death. The third, the discovery of a grave which was empty
for some ordinary, natural reason, served to confirm the belief
which had grown out of the first two.

What does Christian apologetic have to say in reply? De-
fenders of the Christian account have had something to say
about all three aspects of the explanation. Since it would be
helpful to be able to establish some objective historical fact
which would count in their favor, over against the more
hazardous process of determining the subjective mental state
of the recipients of resurrection appearances, a fair amount of
attention has been paid to the third aspect, and it has been
forcefully argued that the various natural explanations of the

2 C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament: Studies in Biblical
Theology, Second Series 1 (London, 1967), p. 9.
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empty tomb are unconvincing. The most plausible is perbhaps
the one advanced some time ago by Kirsopp Lake, on the basis
of the story in Mk. 16: 1-8. The women went by mistake to
a different tomb which happened to be empty. A young man
who chanced to be on the spot at the time told them that
Jesus’s body was not there but somewhere else. They ran away
in fright, believing that they had seen an angel who had told
them of the resurrection.® But this explanation is very unlikely.
Its inadequacies have been sufficiently pointed out by J. C.
O’Neill:

It is possible that the women mistook the tomb, but very un-
likely that anyone would be present to tell them their mistake.
If a gardener were present, it is unlikely that he would startle
women who had come to anoint a body. If he did startle them,

it is unlikely that he would allow them to run off without reassuring
them.*

In any case, the Marcan young man is an angel, and his asser-
tion that Jesus is not there is simply a dramatic device which
prepared for the announcement of resurrection, not a recollec-
tion of words actually spoken at the time.* Lake’s theory is
untenable, because it lacks plausibility and takes the story as
too literal an account of what actually happened. With this we
may agree. But the rejection of the theory as a whole does
not necessarily require us to reject the basic sugestion that
the women went to the wrong tomb. O’Neill admits that this
is a possibility.

At this point, however, we should find ourselves confronted
with a further apologetic argument. If the women went to the
wrong grave, then the right grave would still contain the body
of Jesus. And in that case, the Jewish authorities would have
been able to produce the body, so as to put a stop to the

8 Kirsopp Lake, The Historical Evidence for the Resurrection of Jesus Christ
(New York, 1907), pp. 68-69, 250-252.

*J. C. O'Nelll, “ On the Resurrection as an Historical Question,” Christ, Faith
and History, ed. S. W. Sykes and J. P. Clayton (Cambridge, 1972), pp. 205-19;
see p. 210.

5 Ibid., p. 211.
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proclamation of Jesus’s resurrection. That they were not able
to do so constitutes strong proof that the right tomb was known
to be empty. Thus, W. Pannenberg quotes Althaus:

The resurrestion kerygma “ could not have been maintained
in Jerusalem for a single day, for a single hour, if the emptiness of
the tomb had not been established as a fact for all concerned ”.®

And O’Neill remarks:

If the first witnesses to the appearances of Jesus believed that
he had been raised from the dead, their assertion could have been
refuted by producing the body.’

Furthermore, the story of the guard on the tomb in Mt. 27: 62-
28: 15 is evidence that the opponents of Christianity were
forced to accept that Jesus’s tomb was empty and to invent
an explanation. The story is designed to show that it would
have been impossible for the disciples to have stolen the body,
and also to explain how a rumor to this effect had arisen. It is
therefore evidence that this was the form taken by Jewish
polemic. To quote Alan Richardson:

St. Matthew’s Gospel provides evidence that years later the
Jewish anti-Christian polemie had to invent the charge that the
disciples of Jesus had stolen the body, because they could not
deny that the tomb had been found empty.®

(The explanation is obviously unlikely. The enthusiasm and
devotion of the first Christians, which in some cases led them
to sacrifice their own lives, could not have been the result of
deliberate fraud.?)

This line of argument, however, is not as strong as it might
at first sight appear. It is at least possible that even if the
authorities knew that Jesus’s body remained where it had been

¢ Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus—God and Man (London, 1968), p. 100. See also
Gerald O’Collins, The Easter Jesus (London, 1973), p. 48.

7 Art. cit., p. 209; cf. O'Collins, op. cit.,, p. 43.

8 Alan Richardson, “The Resurection of Jesus Christ,” Theology, Vol. 74 (No.
610, April 1971), pp. 146-54; see p. 153; cf. O’Collins, op. cit., p. 48.

® Wolfhart Pannenberg, “ Did Jesus Really Rise from the Dead? ”, New Testa-
ment Issues, ed. Richard Batey (London, 1970), pp. 102-107; see p. 114.
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buried they might not have wished to disinter it for public
display. Might not a public exhibition of the corpse have
constituted a threat to public order? A Jerusalem crowd which
had been roused once again to enthusiasm for Jesus’s move-
ment by the powerful preaching of the apostles might con-
ceivably have been provoked to riot by the sight of his body.
Popular reaction is not always logical, and many of the apostles’
hearers may have had only a hazy notion of the precise import
of their message. But in any case the apparent production of
the body could not have provided any conclusive evidence to
controvert the apostles’ claim, and one suspects that those who
make so much of the argument are unconsciously influenced
by the conditions of the twentieth century, when anonymous
and disintegrating corpses may be identified by means of their
dental history and the more esoteric methods of the forensic
laboratory. How long would a corpse in first century Pales-
tine have remained identifiable with any certainty? R. Robert
Bater has argued that it may have been a long time before
the Christians attracted enough publicity for their claims to
be put to the test.® Even if this is incorrect, there may well
have been a certain time gap between the original Easter ex-
perience and the apostolic preaching in Jerusalem, as Acts
suggests. The resurrection appearances were probably spread
over a period of time,"* and the disciples may well have waited
until their collective and cumulative experiences assured them
that the first appearance was not an illusion on Peter’s part.
If this was so, no one would have been able to say for certain
whether a corpse in the tomb where Jesus had been buried
was really the body of Jesus or not. His followers would have
denied it, since they were absolutely convinced that they had
seen him raised from the dead. And those Jews in Jerusalem
who were impressed by the apostles’ spiritual fervor and
obvious conviction would have believed them. The simplest

** R. Robert Bater, “ Towards a More Biblical View of the Resurrection ”, In-
erpretation, Vol o. 1, January , pp. 47-65; see especia . 56.
terpretation, Vol. 28 (No. 1, J 1969) 47-6 pecially p

* Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology: Part One (London, 1971), p.
801.
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answer to the question of why the authorities failed to produce
the body may be that the lapse of time since the crucifixion
would have rendered it unrecognizable, and the action point-
less. Nor is the Matthean story of the guard very strong
evidence that the tomb was known to be empty. If we accept
the usual dating of this gospel, the controversy it reflects was
taking place (outside Palestine) at a time subsequent to the
fall of Jerusalem. There is nothing to show that it reflects an
earlier controversy before the devastation of the city and its
inhabitants, when some people might still have been in a posi-
tion to know whether the grave was empty or not.

If, then, we have no substantial independent evidence that
this was so, the possibility remains open that the women did
go to the wrong grave. But even if they went to the right
one there remains the alternative possibility that the Jewish
authorities had themselves removed the body. They might
well have seen some danger in Joseph of Arimathea’s over-
hasty act of piety. To have Jesus buried in an individual and
identifiable tomb might cause trouble. The grave might be-
come a place of pilgrimage in memory of the popular prophet
from Galilee,** and attract sympathetic crowds who would re-
gard Jesus as a martyr to the pagan tyranny of Rome, and
might consequently threaten the public peace. In that case
they might have removed the body elsewhere, to some common
grave. Nor would they have been likely to produce it to refute
the apostles’ preaching at a later stage. To produce a corpse
out of a common grave would be even less convincing, from
the point of view of its identification, than to disinter it from
an individual tomb.

This historical component of belief in the resurrection of
Jesus is therefore ambiguous in character. We may grant the
truth of the tradition that certain women went to a grave which
they supposed to be that of Jesus, and found it empty, and that

12 See James D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London, 1975), p. 120: “In the
history of religions (not least Judaism—Matt. 23.29/Luke 11.47) the sacredness
of a dead prophet’s tomb or burial place is a regular feature.”
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this tradition may have played a part in confirming, if not
originating, the resurrection faith, But the question which has
to be settled is whether the discovery of the empty tomb is
capable of a natural explanation. If it is not, then we have a
piece of historical evidence which would count in favor of the
objectivity of the resurrection appearances. But if it is, then
the possibility that the appearances were simply the product
of human psychological processes must remain open. We have
argued in favor of the second alternative. Let us note, how-
ever, that we have not actually disproved the resurrection itself.
What we have disproved is the validity of certain apologetic
arguments commonly used as positive support for the Chris-
tian belief. The possibility that the women went to the wrong
grave does not logically exclude the possibility of the bodily
resurrection of Jesus from the tomb in which he had really been
buried. And if what happened was that the Jewish authorities
removed the body from the original place of burial, the same
conclusion follows. Resurrection from a common grave is just
as conceivable, in strict logic, as resurrection from the tomb
of Joseph of Arimathea.

Another originating factor has been held to be Jesus’s own
predictions of future resurrection. These predictions would
have led his disciples to expect some miraculous restoration
after his death, and may have played a part in producing the
resurrection appearances. To this suggestion Christian apolo-
getic has a ready reply. A. M. Ramsey points out that if Jesus
did make any predictions of future vindication, these were
probably of a mysterious nature and somewhat incomprehensi-
ble to his followers. He continues:

* The disciples were not anticipating the Resurrection. It is pos-
sible to dismiss at the outset any view that their belief in it sprang
from a projection of their own expectations.”*?

We may add that the more common it has become to cast
doubt on the passion and resurrection predictions as the authen-

% Michael Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ (London, 1946), p. 89.
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tic words of the historical Jesus, the stronger Ramsey’s argu-
ment appears to become. It has been re-stated recently by B.
Rigaux, who writes:

*On ne recourt plus non plus & Pidée d’hallucination. Psycho-
logiquement, cette idée ne résiste pas a la critique. Elle suppose
aussi une fol que rien ne préparait. Elle attribue aux prédictions
de Jésus une valeur que ’exégése conteste et une intelligence de la
Résurrection que les textes leur refusent.’ *

Jesus made no such clear prophecies of personal restoration to
life as would lead the disciples to expect to encounter him
raised from the dead.

Before we consider the validity of this line of apologetic argu-
ment, let us look at the remaining component of belief in the
resurrection, i. e. the speedy recovery of hope and confidence on
the part of the disciples. The likelihood of any such reaction is
strongly denied by Pannenberg. He points out that Jesus’s
death must have exposed the disciples’ faith to extreme stress:
it cannot possibly have remained unshattered. In such a situa-
tion one could hardly suppose that it was their own enthusiastic
imaginations which produced the resurrection appearances.*® It
seems, then, that the Christian apologist can legitimately argue
that neither the mental nor the emotional condition of Jesus’s
followers was such as to produce the visions of the risen Lord
which they experienced.

These arguments, however, become rather less convincing
if they are considered in the light of various principles of
Jungian psychology. The case of the apologist rests on the
presupposition that what is under consideration is the conscious
memories and conscious hopes of Jesus’s followers. No such
memories or hopes existed, at the conscious level, as would
create the resurrection appearances. But according to Jung it
is the unconscious mind which may sometimes produce visions.
They occur, he claimed, when a person is suffering from a psy-
chic dissociation:

14 Béda Rigaux, Dieu Ua ressuscité: Studii Biblici Franciscani Analecta 4 (Gem-
bloux, 19738), pp. 346-847. Cf. O’Collins, op. cit., p. 31.
8 New Testament Issues, p. 112,
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.. . that 1s, when there is a split between the conscious attitude
and the unconscious contents opposed to it. Precisely because the
conscious mind does not know about them and is therefore con-
fronted with a situation from which there seems to be no way out,
these strange contents cannot be integrated directly but seek to
express themselves indirectly, thus giving rise to unexpected and
apparently inexplicable opinions, beliefs, illusions, visions, and so
forth.®

It is precisely in the case of “the very people who are least
prepared for such phenomena and least inclined to believe in
them ” that visionary images may be produced.’” If we set this
quotation from Jung side by side with the words of A. M.
Ramsey cited above, we may be inclined to ask whether
Ramsey’s assertion, if true, does not prove the exact opposite
of what he intended. At any rate, the apologetic force of his
argument is considerably weakened. At the conscious level,
doubtless, the disciples’ state of mind was just as Pannenberg
and Ramsey picture it. But this gives us all the more reason
to ask whether, at the unconscious level, different forces were
at work which were much more favorable to the production
of visions of the risen Jesus. This requires further investigation.
Let us first note that in the case of two of the people named
as witnesses to the resurrection, i. e. Paul and James, it is highly
likely that there was precisely the conflict between conscious
and unconscious attitudes which Jung deseribed. Paul original-
ly persecuted the Christians, and James had not accepted his
brother’s claims during his lifetime. In both cases there may
have been a high degree of conscious resistance to the possibility
that Jesus could have been vindicated by God by means of
resurrection. If so, we should have promising conditions for
the production of visions of the risen Christ out of the un-
conscious minds of the people concerned.*®

8 C. G. Jung, Civilization in Transition: Collected Works, Vol. 10 (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964), p. 319.

17 Ibid., pp. 319-320.

% Pannenberg would object at this point that what he calls the psychiatric
concept of vision is primarily concerned with mental illness. One cannot apply
it without further ado to religious phenomena, and the New Testament texts
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So far we have established a negative result. We have shown
cause to doubt the effectivenes of apologetic designed to prove
that the resurrection appearances were not simply the product
of the minds of the recipients. But the representatives of this
apologetic might reasonably require some more positive evi-
dence to show that a psychological explanation is plausible.
They might point out that the psychological processes at-
tributed to Paul and James do not account for the experiences
of Peter and the other original disciples. In the one case we
have conscious rejection of the claims of Jesus coupled with
an unconscious realization of their truth, in the other the con-
scious acceptance of Jesus during his lifetime. They might ask
how we propose to account for the numinous element inherent
in all the recorded experiences®® and particularly prominent
in the experience of Paul, who understood the event as a the-
ophany * in which he had seen the being to whom he attributes
the divine title k¥pios (I Cor.9: 1; cf. Acts 9: 5; 22: 8; 26: 15).
In short, a convincing refutation of the usual Christian apolo-
getic requires the production of a coherent psychological ex-
planation which takes account of as many aspects of the
resurrection traditions as possible,

The tentative explanation outlined here proceeds in three
stages. First, it will be argued that the numinous element in
the resurrection appearances suggests, in Jungian terms, that
the visions were in part due to the activation of the archetypes
of the collective unconscious. Secondly, a correlation will be
established between the archetypes and the historical fate of
Jesus. Thirdly, we shall attempt to show how the impact
of the death of Jesus upon the original disciples and upon Paul

give no cvidence that mental illness was a causative factor in the production of
the resurrection appearances. (Jesus—God and Man, pp. 94-95). Jung, however,
claims that “ a vision is a phenomenon that is by no means peculiar to pathological
states.” (Civilization in Transition, p. 314, n. 1). Since it is the applicability of
Jungian theories to the New Testament evidence which is under consideration
here, it is Jung’s viewpoint which is accepted.

*J. D. G. Dunn, op. cit., pp. 127-181.

2°H. J, Schoeps, Paul: The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish
Religious. History (London, 1961), p. 54.
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might have activated the archetypes and caused the resultant
images to be presented to consciousness as visions of the risen
Christ.

Jung applied the term “ archetypes ” to what he called “ the
primordial images common to humanity,” that is, “ the inherited
possibilities of human imagination ” which explain the universal
appearance of identical motifs in myth and legend at all times
and in all cultures.® They are “ the most ancient and the most
universal thought-forms of humanity.” They lie buried in the
deepest layer of the unconscious, where they “lead their own
independent life.” ** Jung described these contents of the un-
conscious as:

the hidden treasure upon which mankind ever and anon has
drawn, and from which it has raised up its gods and demons. . . .2®

The emergence of an archetype to consciousness, in whatever
form, may exercise “ a numinous or a fascinating effect.” * The
numinous quality of the archetypes is in fact basic to the
Jungian understanding of them. If it should be possible to un-
derstand the visionary experiences of Paul and the rest as the
manifestation and external projection of an archetype, the
numinous element in the experiences would be accounted for.

This brings us to the second stage of the explanation. We
need to establish a connexion between the archetypes and what
happened, and was believed to have happened, to Jesus. This
is by no means difficult. Jesus died by crucifixion, and was
believed to have been restored to life: the archetypal motif
of rebirth, immortality, or resurrection as the sequel to death
is of wide occurrence, and the manifestation of the archetype
is traceable in many forms.*® We find the theme of the god
who experiences death and rebirth,*® and of the hero’s self-

2 C. G. Jung, Two Essays on Analytical Psychology: Collected Works, Vol. 7
(Londen, 1966), p. 65.

22 Ibid., p. 66.

28 Ibid., p. 67.

24 Ibid., p. 70.

2% Victor White, God and the Unconscious (London, 1960), p. 252.

3¢ C. G. Jung, Symbols of Transformation: Collected Works, Vol. 5 (London,
1967), pp. 887-338.
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sacrifice for the attainment of immortality.” Furthermore,
there is a particular variant of the theme of life out of death
which 1s of especial interest to the argument we are pursuing.
This is the image of the tree which is both the tree of death and
the tree of life.®* Within Christianity this becomes related to
the cross upon which Jesus was crucified:

“In this world of images the Cross is the Tree of Life and at the
same time a Tree of Death . . .2°

If this is so in later Christian legend, and if the image
is a universal one, deriving from the appropriate archetype,
it is possible that the motif may have been latent in the Chris-
tian mind from the very beginning. It is perhaps worth noticing
that in the New Testament the word &dlov is used both for
the actual cross (Acts 5: 30; Gal. 8: 18) and also for the mythi-
cal tree of life (Rev. 2: 7; 22: 2), just as in the Old Testament
we find the same word Y% for the tree of life in Gen. 2: 9 and
for the ‘ tree > upon which the criminal is hanged in Deut. 21:
22-23. At any rate, it seems clear that what the New Testa-
ment presents as a sequence of events which happened to
Jesus of Nazareth has some considerable aflinity with the
primordial images of the collective unconseious.

We come, thirdly, to the most important question of all.
How can these theories be fitted together so as to provide an
explanation of the visionary experiences which Christians re-
gard as resurrection appearances? We could begin with the sug-
gestion that the actual historical manifestation, in Jesus’s death
by crucifixion, of the one aspect of the archetype of death
and new life might have led to its activation, and have
produced a visionary manifestation of the other, comple-
mentary, aspect. But we need to consider also the various
situations of some of the people concerned. In Paul’s case we
might suppose that the following process took place. The
claims made for Jesus by the Christians he was persecuting may

* Ibid., p. 412.

% Ibid., pp. 246-247.
* Ibid., p. 238.
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have made a deep impression upon him. Since, however, the
possibility that they might be valid would have been wholly
unacceptable on the conscious level, any such conviction would
be totally repressed into the personal unconscious. It would be
able to achieve consciousness only as a vision of something ex-
ternal to Paul himself. This is the explanation of Paul’s experi-
ence given by Jung himself in the course of his discussion
of autonomous psychic complexes which may exist indepen-
dently of the central ego-complex and so remain unconscious
until brought to light by some psychological upheaval.

“Saul, as he was then called, had unconsciously been a Christian
for a long time, and this would explain his fanatical hatred of the
Christians, because fanaticism is always found in those who have
to stifle a secret doubt. That is why converts are always the worst
fanatics. The vision of Christ on the road to Damascus merely
marks the moment when the unconscious Christ-complex associated
itself with Paul’s ego. The fact that Christ appeared to him
objectively, in the form of a vision, is explained by the circum-
stance that Saul’s Christianity was an unconscious complex which
appeared to him in projection, as if it did not belong to him. He
could not see himself as a Christian; therefore, from sheer resistance
to Christ, he became blind and could only be healed again by a
Christian. We know that psychogenic blindness is always an un-
conscious unwillingness to see, which in Saul’s case corresponds
with his fanatical resistance to Christianity.” 2°

We should have to add that this vision must also have be-
come linked in some way with the manifestation of the con-
tents of the collective unconscious, that is, with the activation
of the appropriate archetype which is able to impart the numi-
nous quality to the experience. The obvious link would be the
impact made on Paul by the crucifixion of Jesus, as we have
already suggested. The substantial nature of this impact is
indicated by his later concentration upon a theologia crucis. In
his pre-conversion state he must consciously have seen the
crucified Jesus as subject to the divine curse. If, at the same
time, the claims of the Christians he was persecuting were

3 C. G. Jung, The Structure and Dynamics of the Psyche: Collected Works,
Vol. 8 (London, 1969), pp. 807-308.
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having their effect at the unconscious level, a conflict situ-
ation would arise which was specifically related to the cruci-
fixion. Now a situation of distress, Jung maintained, may bring
about the activation within the unconscious of the relevant
archetype.® We might therefore suppose that inner conflict re-
lated to the crucified Jesus might bring about the constellation
of the archetype of the tree of death which is transformed into
the tree of life, and that the way would be prepared for the
revelation of Jesus as restored to life again. It is true that
Paul’s references to his vision of the risen Christ contain
no overt allusions to the tree of life motif. But this might be
explained on the grounds that the activated archetype has to
attract to itself conscious ideas in order to become perceptible
and capable of conscious realization** Paul’s conscious ideas
about Jesus’s restoration would be those he had acquired from
his acquaintance with the claims the first Christians were
making, and these were concerned with the presentation of
Jesus as the glorious celestial Messiah.** It would be this pic-
ture which would provide the structure of his own vision. The
vision itself would occur at the climax of the conflict situ-
ation, and provide its resolution. We may conclude that it is
by no means impossible to construct a psychological explana-
tion of the resurrection appearance to Paul.

In the case of the original followers of Jesus it might appear
more difficult, since the kind of inner conflict attributed to
Paul can hardly be attributed to them. We can, however, sug-
gest one or two possibilities. We may plausibly suppose that
the tragic and brutal death of their leader, and the destruction
of all their conscious hopes, constituted so formidable a shock
as to bring about the temporary withdrawal of their psychic
energies from the outer world and their regression to the
inner world of the unconscious. Certainly the execution of
Jesus was an event which would have required a fresh orienta-

3 Symbols of Transformation, p. 204.

2 Ibid.

_ ® Barnabas Lindars, “ Re-Enter the Apocalyptic Son of Man,” New Testament
Studies, Vol. 22 (No. 1, October 1975), pp. 57-72; sce especially pp. 61-62.
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tion on their part. At such times, Jung claimed, there occurs
the introversion and regression of the libido, its entry into the
interior world of the unconscious, and this effects the constel-
lation of the primordial images which are relevant to the need
of the moment. Their emergence to consciousness may be ex-
perienced as a revelation.** In the case of Jesus’s disciples im-
mediately after his crucifixion, the prime need would have been
to counteract the brute fact of his death. The emergent
archetype, therefore, would have been that of death and resur-
rection.”® The more impossible the conscious acceptance of the
idea of resurrection, the more likely that it would be projected
in the form of an external vision. The experiences of Peter and
the rest could, perhaps, be accounted for in this fashion. The
case of James is probably more akin to that of Paul. We should
have to postulate a similar conflict between conscious and un-
conscious attitudes towards Jesus, resulting in the external
projection of an unconscious acceptance of Jesus’s messiah-
ship. H. C. Snape suggests that when James heard of the ap-
pearances his attitude towards his brother unconsciously began
to change, and that “in the depths below his consciousness he
began to realize that if Jesus was Messiah as Jesus’s brother he
had a claim to take his place provisionally.” Jesus will have
appeared to him as Messiah at the moment when this new
orientation emerged to consciousness.*

3¢ Symbols of Transformation, pp. 293-294.

% 1 am grateful to the Editor in Chief of The Thomist for drawing attention
to the possibility that ‘resurrection’ should be distinguished from ‘immortality ’
as a Jungian type. Jung himself appeared to make no distinction, and one cer-
tainly feels that he was wrong not do so. From the theological point of view
the two concepts differ considerably, and this should make some difference, one
would think, to the argument we are pursuing here. Further reflection, however,
suggests that the objection would be answered, from the Jungian viewpoint, in
terms of the principle we have already mentioned: the activated archetype has
to attract conscious ideas in order to become perceptible. At least one of the
conscious ideas prevalent in first-century Judaism was a belief in resurrection. It
could therefore be argued that the archetype of death and life would manifest it-
self in this form to Paul and to Jesus’s original disciples.

3¢ H. C. Snape, “After the Crucifixion or ‘The Great Forty Days’”, Numen,
Vol. 17 (1970), pp. 188-199; see especially p. 198.
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It is along these lines that one might perhaps argue the case
that the resurrection appearances were the product of the
minds of those who experienced them. The explanation
sketched here would meet some further apologetic arguments
to which we have not so far referred. J. D. G. Dunn, in
his book on the nature of early Christian experience, admits
the possibility that the visions of the risen Christ may have
been “ all in the mind,” but argues that “ the weight of prob-
ability ” favors the Christian interpretation.”” Why, he asks,
should the first witnesses assume that they had seen Jesus,
rather than an angel? We should reply that it was the person
of Jesus, and especially his death, which evoked the psychologi-
cal reactions which produced the visions. He refers also to the
fact that the experiences of Peter, James and Paul were inde-
pendent of each other. This is true. But we have suggested
that there was a basic psychological mechanism common to
them all, i. e. the projection into the external world of uncon-
scious contents rejected by, or unavailable to, the conscious
mind. Probably all the experiences involved the activation of the
archetypes of the collective unconscious, and, as we have just
remarked, it was the personal fate of Jesus which provided the
stimulus. There is enough common ground here to facilitate the
production of similar visions without any direct influence of
one recipient upon another. Lastly, Dunn alludes to “the
divine significance so quickly attributed by monotheistic Jews
to one of their fellows.” *® But this would be readily explained
by the numinous nature of the archetypes.

In the light of the argument developed here, we might ask,
in conclusion, whether the apologist for the Christian interpre-
tation of the resurrection appearances has any other options
which remain open. J. D. G. Dunn suggests that psychological
explanations may simply throw light on the recipient’s mental
mechanism without providing an exhaustive account of what
took place® Despite all that has been said so far, it might

37 Op. cit. pp. 181-132.
 Ibid., p. 182.
8 Ivid., p. 107.
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still be legitimate to argue that the psychological processes
here described may have served as the vehicle for divine revela-
tion. Although Jung sometimes spoke as though ‘ God’ were
nothing but the highest archetype, he strenuously denied that
he was trying to replace God by a psychic image. The psychic
image, on the contrary, might perhaps become a receptacle for
divine grace.*® In the case of the resurrection appearances,
then, we should have to say that the kind of reactions we have
postulated were the means by which Paul and the rest were
able to perceive the real personal presence of the risen Christ,
and that it was this presence which ultimately set the psy-
chological processes in motion, enabling the unconscious mind
to create and project the resurrection visions. We are familiar
with a somewhat similar phenomenon in everyday life. Our
recognition of the presence of our friends and acquaintances
depends upon our own mental synthesis of a multitude of sense
impressions, and also upon our memories of previous en-
counters, so that in one sense it is we ourselves who create the
people we meet. This does not, however, disprove their objec-
tive existence, and it is their actual arrival within our field of
sense perception which sets in motion the process of recognition.
It might be along lines such as these that Christian apologetic
would have to proceed.

It would still be necessary, however, to find some criterion
to justify a decision in favor of the Christian interpretation.
What follows is a tentative suggestion only. It is that if the
resurrection appearances are set within the wider context of
the theistic faith of the biblical tradition, the Jungian explana-
tion may appear less than adequate.

Let us reiterate the two alternatives, The resurrection ap-
pearances may have been solely the product of the activation
of the archetypes. Alternatively, the experiences may genuine-
ly have been experiences of the presence of a divine, transcendent
reality, mediated, however, through these human psychological
processes. From the point of view of the recipients, the events

“® Victor White, op. cit., p. 258.
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may be classed under the general heading of theistic religious
experience. That this is so has been made plain as a result of
various studies of the significance of the use of the term d¢fy
in connexion with the resurrection appearances (Lk. 24: 84;
Acts 18: 81; 26: 16; I Cor. 15: 5-8; ¢f. Acts 9: 17). Fergus
Kerr ** notes that in the Septuagint d¢fn commonly refers to
the appearances of the Lord, or the Angel of the Lord, and he
sees this as constituting a model for the language of the credal
fragment quoted by Paul in I Cor. 15: “ there is every likeli-
hood that Paul aligned the appearances of the risen Jesus with
Old Testament theophanies.” ** Luke also saw Paul’s Damascus
road experience as belonging to this tradition. He refers to the
light from heaven, and he describes Paul’s reaction as prostra-
tion, which would be an appropriate response to a disclosure of
the divine presence. If this is how the experiences of resurrec-
tion appearances are to be understood, then, fundamentally,
the question we are asking is the same as the more general
question of whether God is really the absolutely transcendent
reality, or only the dominant image of the collective uncon-
scious. Can the psychological processes postulated by Jung
provide an entirely adequate account of the religious experience
which is reflected in the biblical writers’ theistic beliefs? If
they cannot, then it would be logically possible to maintain
that in the particular case of the experiences of the risen Christ
the Christian interpretation may be required as a means of
explanation.

* Fergus Kerr, O. P., “ Paul’s Experience: Sighting or Theophany?”, New Black-
friars, Vol. 58 No. 686 (July 1977), pp. 804-313. He refers also to the article on
épdw by W. Michaelis, in the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Vol.
V, ET: G. W. Bromiley (Michigan, 1967), pp. 315-382. I am indebted to the
Editor in Chief of The Thomist for the reference to Kerr’s article,

*? Fergus Kerr, art. cit. p. 310. I have myself argued elsewhere that the numi-
nous, theophanic element was especially prominent in the case of Paul. Christ
called him in the same way that the Lord of the Old Testament had called the
prophets, and he consequently identified Christ in some way with the Lord of the
prophetic revelation. (Margaret E. Thall, “ The Origin of Pauline Christology,”
Apostolic History and the Gospel, eds. W. Ward Gasque and Ralph P. Martin
(Exeter, 1970), pp. 304-816; see pp. 313-315).
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I suggest that a comparison between the characteristics of
biblical theism and Jung’s account of the archetypes may at
least cast some doubt on whether the latter can sufficiently ac-
count for the former. According to Jung, the archetypes are
very ancient thought-forms.** They are typical thought-forms,
moreover, activated in response to typical situations, constant-
ly repeated:

The archetypal structure of the unconscious corresponds to the
average run of eventst*

And they are derived ultimately from very primitive percep-
tions of the world of nature. For example, the rising and setting
of the sun, with the regular alternation of day and night, im-
prints itself upon the primitive psyche, and produces the
primordial image of the divine hero born from the sea, who
travels to the West in the chariot of the sun, traverses the
depths, engages in combat with the serpent of night, and is
reborn again in the morning. The image is a counterpart of
the natural process, enabling a kind of participation in it.*
It seems rather doubtful whether psychological processes of this
kind could wholly account for the religious experience which is
reflected in the theistic faith of Deutero-Isaiah and the first
chapter of Genesis, or for the experience which produced the
prophetic confidence in God as the Lord of history. The Crea-
tor of Genesis and Deutero-Isaiah is not the mythical projec-
tion of the forces of nature: he is wholly transcendent over
them. Could the experience of such a Creator have arisen from
a primitive form of perception in which the deity and the
natural process are ultimately identical? And the first Chris-
tians’ experience of the risen Christ led them, not to abandon
the theism of the Old Testament, but to understand Christ in
terms of it, as instrumental in the creation of the universe.
Furthermore, the God who is experienced as active in human
history is the God who brings about new events, creates new

% See above, p. 207.
4 Symbols of Transformation, p. 294.
45 The Structure and Dynamics of the Psyche, pp. 153 ff.
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possibilities, and changes the expected and routine order of
things. Could this kind of experience of God derive solely from
typical unconscious reactions to the repetitive sequence of typi-
cal events? Again we may note that belief in Jesus’s resurrec-
tion did not turn his followers into adherents of a nature re-
ligion. Rather, it caused them to take their situation within
history with the utmost seriousness, as those living in the last
age, called upon to make a radical decision in the present
moment and commanded to preach to all nations within the
space of human history which should remain, so giving this
final period of history its ultimate significance. Lastly, what-
ever the explanation of the experiences from which the Chris-
tian faith took its origin, one can surely claim that they were
primary religious experiences of a new and creative kind. It is
questionable whether new and creative apprehensions of the
divine presence can originate in psychological processes which
are the product of ancient and typical thought-forms.*

The possibility remains open, therefore, that the theistic faith
of the biblical writers does relate to some strictly transcendent
reality, and that it is in terms of this ultimate reality that the
resurrection appearances are to be understood. '

Marcarer E. THRALL
University College of North Wales
Bangor, Guwynedd, United Kingdom

% There seems here to be a fundamental inconsistency in Jung’s exposition of
the nature and function of the archetypes. On the one hand, they are said to
be typical patterns of response to typical situations: very ancient thought-forms
deriving from perception of regular natural processes. On the other hand, the
claim is made that it is to the archetypes that all forms of cultural creativity,
scientific, artistic and religious, are to be ascribed: “ All the most powerful ideas
in history go back to archetypes.” (The Structure and Dynamics of the Psyche,
p. 158). This appears self-contradictory.



DIVINITY AND IMMORTALITY IN ARISTOTLE:
A “DE-MYTHOLOGIZED MYTH”?

[ )

T HAS BEEN said that “ the Olympian gods, though they
were manifest in nature, had not made the universe and
could not dispose of man as their creature with the same

unquestioned right of ownership which the ancient Near
Eastern gods exercised.”* Knowing their gods as they did and
believing that they themselves were also of divine origin, the
Greeks were prompted to harbor feelings which bordered on dis-
respect and jealousy. It is in this mood that Pindar complains
in his Sixth Nemean Ode that common ancestry with the gods
does not translate itself into equal power and equal rights:

Of one race, one only, are men and gods. Both of one mother’s
womb we draw our breath; but far asunder is all our power divided,
and fences us apart; here there is nothingness, and there, in strength
of bronze, a seat unshaken, eternal, abides the heaven. (After Corn-
ford.)

Such a lack of awe for the deities was bound to have reper-
cussions on Greek philosophy, the most important being per-
haps the admirable serene and philosophical approach to death
which characterized most of the Greek thinkers. One might
even say that the basic premise of all Greek arguments con-
cerning the immortality of the soul is based on their belief in
its divinity, a belief which is found also at the root of their
lack of awe. In this sense, the basic premise of the soul’s
divinity depends on the Orphic myths, as interpreted by the
Hellenes, which was taken seriously by all Greek philosophers.
The Frankforts’ commentary goes like this:

H. and H. A. Frankfort, “ The Emancipation of Thought from Myth,” in The
Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man (Chicago and London: The University
of Chicago Press, 1967), p. 874.

2 Op. cit., p. 874.
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The initiate of the Orphic mysteries, for instance, not only hoped
to be liberated from the ‘ wheel of births’ but actually emerged
as a god from his union with the mother-goddess, ‘ queen of the
dead.’ The Orphic myths contain speculations about the nature
of man which are characteristically Greek in their tenor. It was
said that the Titans had devoured Dionysus-Zagreus and were
therefore destroyed by the lightning of Zeus, who made man from
their ashes. Man, in so far as he consists of the substance of the
Titans, is evil and ephemeral; but since the Titans had partaken
of god’s body, man contains a divine and immortal spark.®

1. De-mythologizing the Myth.

Aware of the force of the Orphic myth in their culture, even
the most dedicated philosophers would take seriously the
myth of the Titans’ destruction and recognize a necessary rela-
tion between an immortal substance and a sort of participation
in the divine Being; this would be done by taking the ex-
planatory nucleus of the myth and incorporating it into the
description of those natures which are supposed to be immortal,
such as the one of the “ mind ” or “ Nous.” The greatest repre-
sentative of ““empiricist ” philosophy in Greece, the Stagirite,
seems to guarantee with his authority the scholarly value of
such a procedure; he writes in Bk. XII of his Metaphysics the
following confession on the occasion of his dealing with the
first substances:

Our forefathers in the most remote ages have handed down to their
posterity a tradition, in the form of a myth, that these bodies are
gods and that the divine encloses the whole nature. The rest of
the tradition has been added later in mythical form with a view to
the persuasion of the multitude and to its legal and utilitarian ex-
pediency; they say these gods are in the form of men or like some
of the other animals, and they say other things consequent on and
similar to these which we have mentioned. But if one were to
separate the first point from these additions and take it alone—
that they thought the first substances to be gods—, one must re-
gard this as an inspired utterance, and reflect that, while probably
each art and each science has often been developed as far as pos-
sible and has again perished, these opinions, with others, have

* Ibid.
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been preserved until the present like relics of the ancient treasure.
Only thus far, then, is the opinion of our ancestors and of our
earliest predecessors clear to us.*

We might call this method the “ demythologizing of myth.”
Its justification lies in the assumption that there is a very
metaphysical nucleus in all true myths. The Frankforts con-
cur in that Aristotelian evaluation, and they exhort us to
take mythical explanations into consideration as a philosophi-
cal, rational, matter. “Myth then "—they write in another
contribution to the already-mentioned book—is to be taken
seriously, because it reveals a significant, if unverifiable, truth—
we might say a metaphysical truth.”® Accordingly, we may
safely state that both Aristotle and the Frankforts view myth
as a function of speculative reason. Kant, upon pointing out
the essential trait of pure reason, seems to make room for such
a contention, since reason, according to the author of the
Critique of Pure Reason, is nothing but the same mind which,
in its capacity as understanding, was already concerned with
the “ whatness ” of things. The only difference consists in the
fact that, insofar as the mind is fascinated with the “ why ” and
the “ how,” it is led to draw conclusions in search of ever more
fundamental explanations and thus deserves the name of “ Rea-
son.” As a result, the philosopher of Koenigsberg reduces the
essence of reason to a frenzied drive in the pursuit of the uncon-
ditioned condition according to the following principle: reason,
he writes,  follows the principle that, if the conditionedis given,
the whole sum of conditions, and therefore the absolutely uncon-
ditioned, must be given likewise, the former being impossible
without the latter.” ® In this sound conception of reason, as can
be easily seen, the nature of the conditions on which the mind
relies is not confined to that with which science is concerned.
Any explanation, even of the metaphysical kind, is acceptable
as long as it seems to be necessary to the mind’s drive toward

* Aristotle’s Metaphysics, XII, 8, 1074b1-15.
5H. and H. A. Frankfort, “ Myth and Reality,” op. cit., p. 7.
¢ Immanuel Kant, Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, B436. The italics are mine.
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full accountability. By way of expanding this thought, Guthrie
firmly protests against the remarks of Lévy-Bruhl concerning
certain assumed pre-logical Platonic accounts by placing the dif-
ference not in the nature of reason, but only in the different
perception of the premises that it uses: “It is not”—he
writes— that the human mind ever worked on entirely dif-
ferent lines, but simply that in the then state of knowledge the
premises from which men reasoned were so different that they
inevitably came to what are in our eyes very odd conclusions.”
In sum, myth is but one of the three possible courses that are
available to speculative reason in its essential pursuit of “ suf-
ficient reasons,” according to the principle that Leibniz made
so famous: (a) an extreme right course, the one of science,
which relies on the discovery of necessary physical “laws” as
sufficient reasons, (b) an extreme left course, the mythical ac-
count, to which the primitive mind would resort whenever its
limited natural observation of the immediately surrounding
objects did not offer an acceptable account, and finally, (c¢) the
middle course, which is the one traced by Kant in his theory
of “philosophical belief,” and which consists in resorting to
metaphysical accounts when and if no one can find any other
sufficient “ wherefore ” in the realm of nature. Consequently,
whenever a scientific theory is not available nor can be adduced
by anyone, myth and the Kantian * belief ” cannot help but
fully coincide with each other “in substance.” This, in Aris-
totle’s view, would be the case with the Aristotelian metaphys-
ical solution just mentioned. They differ from each other only
in the sense that the metaphysical thought is totally free from
imaginative representations, whereas the mythopoeic thought
finds in imagination a kind of necessary vehicle for its own
expression and its popular acceptance—as pointed out by the
Stagirite—and perhaps even for its own conception. But as
the Frankforts warn us: “The images . . . are products of
imagination, but they are not mere fantasy. It is essential that

"W. K. C. Guthrie, The Greek Philosophers from Thales to Aristotle (New
York: Harper and Row, 1960), p. 13.
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true myth be distinguished from legend, saga, fable, and fairy
tale . . . true myth presents its images and its imaginary ac-
tivity. It perpetuates the revelation of a ‘Thou’.”® In the
Frankforts’ opinion, “ It is likely that the ancients recognized
certain intellectual problems and asked for the ‘why’ and
‘how,” the ‘ where from’ and ‘ where to.” Even so we cannot
expect in the ancient Near Eastern documents to find specula-
tion in the predominantly intellectual form with which we are
familiar and which presupposes strictly logical procedure even
while attempting to transcend it.” ® In other words, the primi-
tive mind may be described as lacking in experience, in sharp-
ness and in abstractive power, and therefore as being unlike
that of the present generation; the primitive mind can be said
to be ultra-sensitive to emotional stimulation and inclined to
judge everything in terms of a limited experience, according to
which the concept of causal activity rests only on the observa-
tion of human interaction; but it cannot be indicted on the
grounds of ‘llogicity’ or even ‘pre-logicity.” “We shall find”—
say the Frankforts—* that if we attempt to define the struc-
ture of mythopoeic thought and compare it with that of modern
(that is scientific) thought, the differences will prove to be due
rather to emotional attitude and intentions than to a so-called
pre-logical mentality.” ** In other words, there is still hope
of coming to right conclusions through a careful * demytholo-
gizing ” procedure, such as the one taught by Aristotle.

M. and H. A. Frankfort, “ Myth and Reality,” op. cit., p. 7.

° “ Myth and Reality,” op. cit., p. 6. It should be added that, by the same token,
primitive mentality does not indulge in poetic * personifications.” It rather con-
ceives causality altogether in terms of “ persons,” due to the fact that the empirical
observation has not yet been able to observe the actual causal process of inanimate
nature, having been restricted to focusing upon the final product only. In this
respect the warning issued by the Frankforts is correct: “ This does not mean
(as is so often thought) that primitive man, in order to explain natural phe-
nomena, imparts human characteristics to an inanimate world. Primitive man
simply does not know an inanimate world. For this very reason he does not ‘ per-
sonify ’ inanimate phenomena nor does he fill an empty world with the ghosts
of the dead, as ¢ animism ’ would have us believe.” (Op. cit., pp. 5-6.)

10« Myth and Reality,” p. 19.
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2. Myth and Analogy.

By way of parenthesis, let us insert an aside concerning the
conscious use of imagination as a means to the build-up of the
explanatory “ myth.” We might point out that medieval phil-
osophy, and Kant himself in later times, was going to resort to
the same kind of help. The medieval thinkers also borrowed
concepts that apply only to creatures and used them to “ repre-
sent ” somehow God’s Being, which properly cannot be * repre-
sented ” conceptually because it is not a finite entity; but at
the same kind of help. The medieval thinkers also borrowed
borrowed “ concept.” They called this operation the “logic
of analogy,” and justified it on the grounds that through think-
ing we can come to the conviction that God exists and possesses
in an infinite manner the same perfections that we only possess
finitely, and that consequently such perfections can be “ repre-
sented ” by means of our corresponding concepts as long as we
make in our minds an inner correction—which is not itself
representable—, namely, that God’s perfections are such as ours
but in kind only, not in intensity, thus pointing to the infinite
excess that characterizes whatever is divine.

Friedlander presents Plato’s method in the same light: “In
the unique, unrepeatable, and unsurpassable Platonic world,
the myth has its necessary place. Its formal changes tell us
something about Plato’s growth or, to speak more carefully and
correctly, about the growth of Plato’s work. But whether they
are playfully anticipating, whether they are guides along the
path, or, finally, whether they show eternity incorporated in
this world of nature and history, the myths invariably have
one element in common. Mythology is fiction mixed with truth
(Republic 377A). This formulation does not mean it is ar-
bitrary, but rather that it is deeply embedded in the nature
of being and the human knowledge of this being. Pure truth
belongs to God.”** Perhaps we might put together the theory
of “analogy” and the Kantian description of “belief” to

* Paul Friedlinder, Plato (New York: Harper and Row, 1964), p. 209.
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describe the nature of myth. We would say then that since we
do not know its object we cannot have a true concept of it; but,
on the other hand, being able to reach it with certainty through
“ thinking ” or belief, we only need an analogical expression to
communicate to others what we are thinking. The analogical
expressions may be more or less accurate, more or less naive,
according to the thinking habits and the differences in tempera-
ment and power of abstraction that the different civilizations
may have been endowed with, but the object about which we
are thinking can be perfectly correct. We can detect these two
steps in Plato’s justification of his dwelling for so long on the
myth of Tartarus towards the end of his Phaedo:

Step I:

Now to insist that these things are just as I have described
them would not befit a sensible man;

Step II:

but a belief that this or something similar is the truth
about our souls and their habitations—since the soul has
been shown to be immortal—is proper and worth banking
on (xivdvreboar) for one who thinks as we do. The venture
is a splendid one, and one must, so to speak, sing such
things over to oneself like a charm. That is why I have
been telling my story at such length.*®

*2 Phaedo, 114d. In Phaedrus, Plato draws a clear line between the nucleus
(Yvxh maca dbdvaroes), which is the nature of the soul, and the mythical form.
See 245a5 ff. He does the same in the Phaedo. From 84c up to 9le, Socrates
takes care of a disturbing whispering that is going on between Cebes and Simmias
and that he views as & sign of disagreement with something he may have said.
What he utters at that point seems to be a prelude to the reply to their respective
objections. In it we are told that we should not give in to the frustrating sceptical
attitude that the exceptional dexterity the Sophists were able to show in the
use of the “pro-con” argument tends to create. To the contrary, we should
persevere in the hardnosed research, not only to convince ourselves of the truth
as much as possible, but also to defeat those ““ people who are quite unconcerned
about the truth of any question which may come up in debate, but devote all
their effort to persuading the company to adupt their own thesis” (9la-b). But
what is really important is that such a digression—which is also a dramatic transi-
tion to the examination of the steering objections raised by Simmias and Cebes—
though coming immediately after the digression on transmigration, bears only on
the main thesis of the dialogue, namely, on the immortality of the soul itself,
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W. K. C. Guthrie, in his monumental study on Plato (vol. IV
of A History of Greek Philosophy) , concurs in this interpreta-
tion when he takes note of Plato’s epistemological humility to
praise it as an indication of a sharp sense of moderate realism:

As dialectic progresses, the field of mythical expression is reduced
and the philosopher’s aim is to reduce it as far as possible: but
unlike his greatest pupil he would never deny that there are some
truths, and those the greatest, which can never be demonstrated
by the method of dialectical reasoning.®

It might well be the case that the very illustrious disciple who
is being contrasted herein with the Master was doing nothing
more than corroborating Plato’s position, as interpreted by
Guthrie. In fact, we have already had the opportunity to en-
counter in Aristotle’s Met., XII, 8,1074b1-15 a clear treatise
detailing a method as to how to “ de-mythologize ” the myths
without losing sight of the valuable truth they always contain.
Now, what Guthrie refers to, in this context, is precisely one
more illustration of the same technique volunteered by the
Stagirite. Aristotle, indeed, is speaking of “The school of
Hesiod and all the theologians,” who, as he points out, “ thought
only of what was plausible to themselves, and had no regard
to us. For, asserting the first principles to be gods and born
of gods,”—with which he is in full agreement, as we heard him
telling us in 1074b5-15—, “ they say that the beings which did
not taste of nectar and ambrosia became mortal; and clearly
they are using words which are familiar to themselves, yet what
they have said about the very application of these causes is
above our comprehension. For if the gods taste of nectar and
ambrosia for their pleasure, these are in no wise the causes of
their existence . . .”** Obviously, then, his disagreement with
Hesiod and with the theologians bears only on the “ additions,”

«

which is the nucleus of the transmigration, not on the “additions” that give it
colorfulness (see: 84cl, 84c5-6, 84d4-8, 85b10-c, 85¢3-86a3, 86b5-7, 86c2-d5, 86e6-
87a4, 87a9-b2).

12'W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, vol. IV: “Plato” (Cam-
bridge: University Press, 1975), pp. 863-365.

1¢ Met., II1, 4, 1000a9-17.
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of which he spoke in Bk.XII, not on the main bulk of the
myth, which had to do only with the divinity of the first sub-
stances. To put it in modern terms—in Bultmannian terms,
to be specific—we ought to agree that, although the form of
the structure which embodies mythic symbolic phenomena may
be invalid, the content is always valid. Hence, Bultmannian
“ demythologizing ” cannot be essentially different from that
proclaimed by Aristotle. As David M. Rasmussen puts it:
“The basis of the Bultmannian enterprise of demythologiza-
tion is constituted by the assumptions that religious phenomena
are primarily myth: that the form in which such language
manifests itself obscures the reality that it attempts to present.
If it is possible to find a way to free the intention of myth
from the rigidity of its expression, one may discover the true
and real message contained in mythic-symbolic phenomena.
Myth then presents a fundamental problem, a hermeneutical
problem. Myth raises the question of understanding.*

3. Aristotle’s Platonic Period.

Aristotle, coming from the Platonic School himself, did
not fail to show some clear traces of Platonic idealism for
quite some time before finding his own personal position; for
example, in the dialogue Eudemus, one of his early writings
which was written under the impact of the grief caused to him
by the premature death of one of his beloved young disciples.
In it he still conceived of the soul as a form in itself (eldos i),
not as the form of something (eldos Twés), that was to become
the trademark of pure Aristotelianism.*®

Characteristically, in this work, the mythological theories
which could be found in Plato’s books—such as the theories on
the heavenly origin of the soul, on its temporary banishment to
the earth, and on its eternal repatriation—had still the upper
hand.** If we listen to Jaeger, the genuine empiricism of Aris-

15 David M. Rasmussen, Muythic-Symbolic Language and Philosophical An-
thropology (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1971), p. 11.

1% See Eudemus, fr. 45 (according to the Teubner Edition of the Aristotelis frag-
menta) .

37 See Eudemus, fr. 44,
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totelianism was diametrically opposed to the kind of Platonism
that the Stagirite shows, mainly in connection with the problem
of immortality. Jaeger writes: ‘“Aristotle’s Platonism comes
out most clearly in the main subject of the dialogue, the doc-
trine of immortality. Later on he held that the essential prob-
lem of psychology was the connexion between the soul and the
bodily organism, and he claims to have been the first to recog-
nize the psycho-physical nature of mental phenomena. The first
result of the discovery of these psycho-physical relations was
inevitably to undermine the Platonic belief in the permanence
of the individual soul, and the only part of his original con-
viction that Aristotle could retain was the belief that pure Nus
is independent of the body. All the other functions of the soul,
such as reflection, love and hate, fear, anger, and memory, in-
volve the psycho-physical unity as their substratum and dis-
appear together with it.”*®* We will have the opportunity to
see that, despite the empirical accuracy of Aristotle’s psycho-
logical observations of his mature period, he never went so far
as to affirm that the soul breaks into parts when the subject
dies, and that only the upper part of it is divine and survives.
That will be one more confirmation of the contention that
Aristotle’s conception remained always dependent upon a kind
of critical acceptance of the Greek myth of the Titans.

In the Protrepticus—which was not written in the form
of a dialogue, but rather was conceived with a proselytiz-
ing purpose in mind and was addressed as a letter of exhorta-
tion to Themison, a prince of Cyprus with whom Aristotle had
become acquainted through the mediation of his friend
Eudemus—the Stagirite wanted to convey the message that
philosophy cannot be avoided at all. Either we ought to
philosophize, he thought, or we ought not. If we ought, then
we ought. If we ought not, then also we ought (in order to
justify this view). Hence in any case we ought to philoso-
phize.*®

8 Werner Jaeger, Aristotle (London: Oxford University Press, 1962) p. 49.
1 Fr. 51. See Jaeger, op cit., pp. 56-57.
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Jaeger links Aristotle’s Protrepticus to Plato’s inspiration as
follows: “ Just as in the Eudemus Aristotle took the Phaedo
for model, so in the Protrepticus he frequently followed the work
that contained Plato’s criticism of the Sophists’ protreptics,
namely the Euthydemus.” ** And, certainly, as to being a clue
to the kind of conception of the soul that Aristotle must have
had at that time, the Protrepticus sounds strongly Platonic.
One would have to say that in the Protrepticus he took a posi-
tion that was the antipode of the conception he was going to
hold in the De Anima. It is clear, indeed, that whereas in his
mature stage he believed that the natural state of the soul is
inseparable from the actual information of the body, on which
it depends in order to know the surrounding objects, in the
Protrepticus, to the contrary, the soul was supposed to be suf-
fering from heavenly nostalgia, unable to know anything with-
out extreme difficulty, always hoping to be released from the
bodily chains and thus to be able to fly to its place of origin—
at least if the passage in Iamblicus’s Protrepticus in which
this point of view is expressed is genuinely Aristotelian, as
Jaeger contends.”® However, perhaps a thorough examination
of Aristotle’s mature production will prove that the claimed
change never went so far nor was so radical. For even in the
De Anima, as well as in Met. XTI, Aristotle still held the onto-
logical reach of the mind’s focus in such a high esteem, that
he thought that the intellectual part of the soul was the only
and true divine element of the soul. In fact, if we analyze cor-
rectly and thoroughly the text which deals with the agent intel-
lect in the De Anima, as we propose to do in the course of this
paper, the apparent contrast with the following excerpt made
by Tamblicus out of Aristotle’s Protrepticus vanishes at once:
“Man has nothing divine ”—we read in that passage—"nor
blessed except the one thing worthy of trouble, whatever there
is in us of Nus and reason. This alone of what we have seems
immortal and divine.” # 1If this is true, it would mean that

20 0p. cit., p. 62.
** Tamblicus’s Protrepticus, p. 60.11, 10-15; see Jaeger, op. cit.,, ch. IV, p. 100.
22 Aristotle, fr. 61. See Jaeger, op. cit., p. 49.
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even when he had reached the peak of his critical power, Aris-
totle could not dismiss from the traditional myths the meta-
physical element which they contained, whenever he had to
account to himself the “ meta-scientific ” processes of the mind.
This hint leads us one step further in our investigation. By-
passing, therefore, the works of his travelling period, in which
he openly indulged in his Platonic leanings without contra-
dicting his previous positions, let us go straight to the crucial
creation that Aristotle left us in terms of psychology: the
De Anima.

4. Aristotle and his Respect for Myth.

The book, On The Soul, is decisive in determining to what
extent Aristotle really held the thesis of immortality. Fol-
lowing as it does those previous works, in which myth had a
substantial part to play—for which there was no apology—,
one must wonder first of all whether in the De Anima also the
myth of the divinity of the soul is still upheld, and whether,
if it is, the philosophical rigor that is used in this new method-
ology does not counter and neutralize its effect to the point of
forcing upon us the conclusion that the soul, albeit divine, is
not immortal. As for the first problem, Jaeger is still impressed
by the mythological traces that plague it. Speaking of book
ITY, in particular, where the thesis of the vols is lavishly ex-
pounded, he accuses Aristotle of being under a strong Platonic
spell and of neglecting the canons of scientific discussion.

Jaeger’s learned opinion deserves the most considerate atten-
tion. Concerning the mythological aspect of his remarks, one
ought to agree with him fully. But then, we should learn to
read Aristotle’s approach to myth, which in no way bespeaks
sloppy scholarship. For him, indeed, the myth of the divinity
of the soul is to be screened out and interpreted as a meta-
physical account of something which otherwise cannot be ac-
counted for. This attitude shows up very clearly in Bk. XII of
his Metaphysics, where he organizes his whole research about

# Werner Jaeger, Aristotle, ch. XIII, p. 332.
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the nature of the primary substances—and most particularly
about the First Mind—on the basis of a hint that is provided
by the old myths. In this remarkable testimony, which we al-
ready mentioned,” two main features stand out. First, that
Aristotle agrees so fully with the substance of the myth that
he too is led to posit divine substances when it comes to giving
a fundamental account of the universe. Second, that those
tenets thus screened, sifted and scrutinized—namely, the beliefs
in the divinity of each one of the first substances—are in Aris-
totle’s view the only truths which have been able to survive the
successive ups and downs of both philosophy and the sciences
while those branches of knowledge were going through periods
of the highest achievements and the lowest depressions.*® In
this light, of course, the clear recourse to the divinity of the
agent intellect in the De Anima, which for centuries kept highly
regarded scholars baffled, makes full sense. It is not a sign of
surrender and defeat, as some have believed, or, “ a recognition
of the cardinal difficulty in any naturalistic theory of knowing
and intelligence,” ** as Randall puts it. It is, on the contrary,
such a well-reasoned conclusion that it has survived the vicis-
situdes of both philosophy and science and has remained in-
tact even when many philosophical systems and scientific the-
ories were losing credence and were fading from serious con-
sideration. It is, in sum, an account that imposes itself upon
any mind in search of understanding, if and when science fails
to provide an explanation. For this reason, Aristotle, the
eminent naturalist and scientist of his time, embraced it with-
out hesitation, just as he believed in the mythical origin of
the first substances in general. One can see, indeed, that he
is not disposed to question such tenets, but rather, if anything,
he is ready to buttress the thesis of the divinity of the First

24 Qee here, footnote # 4. See also Met., A (XII), 1074288-1074b15.

** By qualifying these truths as “relics” of a universal wreckage and by failing
to mention anything else, Aristotle does not support the English translation,
which adds “ with others.” See 1074b12-18.

2¢ John Herman Randall, Jr., Aristotle (New York and London: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1965), p. 108.
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Mind, which is more closely related to the divinity of the hu-
man mind.*

This is all the more remarkable, because this whole discus-
sion comes as the natural outcome of an exhaustive examination
of substances and of their causes; in the course of this examina-
tion the problem of the separability of formal causes from their
material effects—and consequently also of the separability of
the very special kind of formal cause that is the human soul
from the human body, mainly after the corruption of the com-
posite—comes to the forefront. What is striking about this is
that Aristotle displays here the same confidence and the same
conviction concerning the “ possibility ” of immortality that
we can see coming through in his De Anima.?®* And the chrono-
logical order of the publication of these two treatises does not
affect the result of the comparison. For whether Book XII of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics was written at the end of the phil-
osopher’s career-—as was the general belief until Jaeger guided
the scholarly interpretation in the opposite direction—, or
whether it should rather be said to be the fruit of the early
stages of his literary production, as Jaeger would have us think,
the basic coincidence between the two treatises is a mighty
argument in favor of the heavy influence that the old myth
exerted on Aristotle’s account of the human soul. Further-
more, in both cases we confront a high caliber exercise in
philosophy. For either way there is continuity of thought and
in both alternatives one can see that the Stagirite is not
ashamed of searching out the metaphysical element from the
old myths and injecting it into his philosophical body of doc-
trine whenever the scientific accounts prove insufficient to satis-
fy our curiosity. Thus, it becomes clear tha:, far from being a
sign of defeatism, the recourse to purified mythological reasons
is, in his view, one of the highest philosophical achievements.
Because, if we assume that Bk.XII is not only prior to the
De Anima, but constitutes also an outline of Aristotle’s sys-

*7 See Met., 1074b15-1075al1.
8 See Met., 1070a25-26.
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tem, then the insinuation made in the Metaphysics can be said
to have been brought to the status of metaphysical fact in the
De Anima—provided, of course, that the problematical text
concerning the agent intellect be interpreted in the light of the
whole work. On the other hand, if it is the De Anima that
came first, then Bk. XIT would be a work of the Stagirite’s ma-
ture age in which there would be no way to detect the least
trace of denial or the most hidden setback. Even if one focuses
on the purely negative tone of the statement regarding im-
mortality in Bk. XII, the same striking continuity of thought
comes to light. The reason is that, in his Metaphysics, Aristotle
does not have to go over the positive findings established in
the De Anima, because in Bk.XII he is concerned only with
the absolute possibility of an independent status for natural
forms in general, and such a possibility has to be viewed only
in terms of the notion of the corresponding forms.

There is no reason, therefore, to deny that the reference to
the divinity of the agent intellect in the De Anima, III, is an
echo of the Titans’ myth. But, on the other hand, it should
not be overlooked that such a divine principle is actually being
invoked precisely as the fundamental condition of possibility
for the most wonderful process that can be found on earth,
namely, human thought. It is, therefore, a metaphysical argu-
ment. This is, of course, an invitation to analyze the develop-
ment of Aristotle’s argument for immortality as presented in
the De Anima.

5. The “ De Anima™ : the Problem.

In order to reach a better understanding of Aristotle’s posi-
tion in that work it is necessary to realize that his concern in
it, as in Bk. XII of his Metaphysics, is the immortality of the
whole human soul, even when he seems to be referring to a kind
of dividing process involving the agent intellect, as can be seen
in chapter V, book II, of the De Anima.*® But, as of now, we

2 See De Anima, I1I, 5, 480a10-15. For the discussion of this text, see my article,
“Aristotle’s Agent Intellect: Myth or Literal Account? ”, The Thomist, 40 (1976),
pp. 505-535.
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might say, as arule of thumb, that the apparent dismemberment
of the soul should be interpreted in function of Bk.XII of the
Metaphysics, as well as in the light of the whole context of
the De Anima—i. e. taking into consideration the goal and the
methodology of the composition, as well as the meaning given
or allowed to the words “ mind ” and “ soul ”” in the work. Now,
beginning with Bk. XTI, it is clear that it is the soul, not the
agent intellect, that is at stake in it, since the Stagirite is speak-
ing therein of the separability of substantial forms, of which
the soul—not a particular faculty of it—is a very special case®
Aristotle seems to be very conscious of the meaning that the
word vobs is being given in this context, so much so that, in
order to preclude any danger of having it taken to mean the
faculty of understanding (mind) and not the substance “ hu-
man soul,” which it occasionally clearly means in the De
Anima,® he uses very carefully the adjective wds, which can
have a quantitative connotation as well as a distributive one,
instead of its pendant &\os, which can never be given a
distributive sense. This nuance was sharply realized by the
Latin translator who was in charge of translating the treatise
on the soul for St. Thomas Aquinas.®? It is as though both were
saying that not all kinds of soul are immortal, but only the
human soul, which is also called vois; * or, to put it more ex-
plicitly, that the power of thinking fully qualifies on its own
as a genuine soul, despite the fact that it is not found in all
living beings.

2 Even the word soul is mentioned unequivocally. See Met., 1070a 24-26.

3180, whereas in the De Anima, III, 9, 432b25-30, mind stands for the faculty
of understanding as counterdistinguished from the other faculties of the soul, in
De Anima, 111, 2, 418b24-30, and III, 4, 429b25-30, the same word stands for
the whole soul, although the latter is being designated by reference to its status
as the ultimate source of the power of understanding.

8 The Latin translator, too, avoids the adjective “ tota” while settling for the
distributive “ omnis”: “In quibusdam enim nihil prohibet, ut si est anima talis,
non omnis, sed intellectus.” This is taken from William of Moerbeke’s translation,
as it appears in Metafisice de Arisidteles (edicién trilingue por Valentin Garcia
Yabra, Editorial Gredos, Madrid, 1970), vol. I, p. 205. In Moerbeke’s translation:

1070a24-26, paragraph 1040,
3% See Met., XII, 1070a25-26.
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The reason for this is that the generic notion of soul which is
at work in Aristotle’s discourse is so open that many kinds
of soul can be encompassed by it. For, in the Stagirite’s mind,
soul is to be understood in terms of powers, i.e., as the source
of “the powers of self-nutrition, sensation, thinking, and mo-
tivity.” ** According to this, two extreme cases are possible:
one, in which there is only a single power at work—as is the
case with a plant’s soul-—and another, where all the powers
are involved, as is the case with the human soul. But in any
event, the structural complication is always such that the
powers are encompassed by one another according to an ascen-
dent scale, and this necessarily raises the question as to whether
the highest power’s source 1s also the source of the lower powers,
in which case the distinction of powers would be only logical,
not physical; or whether it is not so absorbing, in which case
the distinction of powers would entail also a real separability.
Interestingly enough, Aristotle does not seem to be in a hurry
to answer this question. For it would seem that he prefers to
wait until the study of the understanding faculty has been
brought to an end, in the expectation, undoubtedly, that it
will yield such results that the problem about the unity of the
soul will automatically be resolved:

Turning now to the part of the soul with which the soul knows
and thinks (whether this is separable from the others in definition
only, or spatially as well) we have to inquire (1) what differenti-
ates this part, and (2) how thinking can take place.?®

Indeed, his expectation is quite in order because, in fact, the
striking difference between this faculty and the others is such
that it cannot help but bring at once with it the necessary con-
clusion that the power of understanding must ultimately be
totally independent of the body and of its organs.*® Further-
more, to the extent that the corollary of immateriality that we
have just drawn from the nature of the mind is also the con-

% De Amima, II, 2, 418b1-15.
3 De Anima, 111, 4, 429210-21.
38 See op. cit., Bk. ITI, 2, 418b24-30.
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dition of possibility of immortality, we are forced to wonder
whether such a power—in case it is really separable from the
others—should not be said to be immortal forever. But from
there to wonder about the immortality of the whole soul is
only one small step: it takes only the realization that the soul
is one and indivisible, and that its parts cannot be separated
from one another.®” It is in this vein that Aristotle raises the
following question, which seems to contain the core of the real
problem of the immortality of the soul:

We have no evidence as yet about mind or the power to think; it
seems to be a widely different kind of soul, differing as what is
eternal from what is perishable; it alone is capable of existenee in iso-
lation from all other psychic powers. All the other parts of the soul,
it is evident from what we have said, are, in spite of certain state-
ment to the contrary, incapable of separate existence though, of
course, distinguishable by definition.®®

This quotation does indeed cut straight through to the heart
of the issue, as in it the real difficulty comes fully to the fore.
For one thing, in this passage, the “ mind ” is conceived of as
“the power to think ” while it is being designated also as a
“kind of soul,” thus implying that it is the only form of the
whole human being. For another thing, while its right to im-
mortality is being emphasized in contrast with the destruction-
bound destiny that belongs to the lower powers considered in
themselves and on their own, the real puzzle begins to build
up. It arises precisely at the conjunction of two apparently
unrelated assertions, namely, that (1) the lower powers cannot
subsist by themselves after death, and that (2) they are really
inseparable from the power to think, which is immortal, al-
though they differ from it conceptually. This immediately sug-

37 Already in Bk. I, chapter 5, Aristotle had realized that every indication tends
to point in the direction of indivisibility. See 410b10-18 and 411b5-13. As to the
lingering doubt which seems to have been at work all along, it seems to have
subsided in chapters 8 and 10. See op. cit., 8, 482220-432b1-5. In the De Anima,
IIT, 4, 429a20-30, he even seems to take for granted that the whole soul is im-
mortal to the extent that it is “ immaterial ” in its entirety.

38 Op. cit., Bk. 111, 4, 429a25-429b5.
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gests the following riddle: How can the only soul of man be
both at once, absolutely independent of the body in one respect,
and inseparable from it in another respect? For the same hu-
man soul, inasmuch as it is a “ substantial form,” cannot be im-
mortal, but at the same time, insofar as it is a very special kind
of substantial form, it “must” be separable from the body.
Now, either this constitutes an open contradiction, or it creates
such a baffling problem, that even the “ pilot-ship ¥ Platonic
relationship type of solution loses its oddity and lack of likeli-
hood. Aristotle puts it in this way:

We must not understand by that which is “ potentially capable
of living ” what has lost the soul it had, but only what still re-
tains it . . . ; the body corresponds to what exists in potentiality;
as the pupil plus the power of sight constitutes the eye, so the soul
plus the body constitutes the animal.

From this it indubitably follows that the soul is inseparable from
its body, or at any rate that certain parts of it are (if it has
parts) —for the actuality of some of them is nothing but the ac-
tualities of their bodily parts. Yet some may be separable because
they are not the actualities of any body at all. Further, we have
no light on the problem whether the soul may not be the actuality
of its body in the sense in which the sailor is the actuality of the
ship.?®
This may well be one of the strong indications that led Jaeger
to indict Aristotle with the charge that he is still too dependent
on Plato as well as on the old myths. Without having to agree
with the pejorative aspect of Jaeger’s indictment, it is in-
cumbent upon us to recognize that at that time—whatever the
date of this treatise may be—Aristotle could not see Plato’s
position in that respect as evidently absurd. The enormity of
the problem had much to do with this confession, unques-
tionably. And, certainly, he should be praised for this, and for
having reduced the problem to its finest lines—namely, to the
difficulty in understanding the nature of a soul which, being
one, seems to be inseparable from matter insofar as through
some of its powers it is the essential form of some of the body’s

%% De Anima, Bk. II1, 2, 412b25-413al0.
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parts, while at the same time, through its highest parts it is
totally independent of matter and thus should be altogether
immaterial. This excruciating dilemma did not escape the
penetrating insight of Aristotle’s Western Commentator, as
can be seen from the following quotation taken from Aquinas’s

Commentary on the “ De Anima™:

. .. we can certainly conclude that no soul can be separated from
its body—at least certain parts of the soul cannot be separated, if
the soul can be said to have parts. For obviously some * parts’ of
the soul are nothing but actualities of parts of the body; as we
have seen, in the case of sight, that it is the eye’s actuality. On the
other hand, certain parts of the soul may well be separable from
the body, since they are not actuality of any corporal parts, as will
be proved when we come to treat of the intellect.*

Thus, taking into account that the human intellect cannot
in any way be blended with matter,** the problem comes down
to this: How can the soul at once be both the form of the body
and avoid being blended with the bodily parts? It would seem
that Aristotle’s solution, which is implicitly spread throughout
the whole treatise, calls for the clearance of two tncognita: 1.
Is it true that “ informing ” and “ being blended with matter ”
are essentially inseparable? 2. Is it possible that the human
soul is the substantial form of two different subjects at once?

6. The Soul as a Form.

As for question number one, the answer i1s “no,” if we take
seriously the notion of substantial form that is given to us by

4 Sancti Thomae Aquinatis in Aristotelis Librum de Anima Commentarium,
cura ac studio Angeli M. Pirotta, O.P., 8. T.L., Ph.D.; Turin, 1925, lectio II,
paragraphum 242; translated into English by Kenelm Foster and Sylvester Hum-
phries in Aristotle’s De Anima in the Version of William of Moerbeke and the
Commentary of St. Thomas Aquinas, edited by Dr. W. Stark, with an intreduc-
tion by Ivo Thomas, O.P., M.A. (New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1965), p. 178.

1 See De Anima, III, 4, 429a20-30: * Thus that in the soul which is called
mind (by mind I mean that whercby the soul thinks and judges), is, before it
thinks, not actually any real thing. For this reason it cannot reasonably be re-
garded as blended with the body: if so, it would acquire some quality, e.g.,
warmth or cold, or even have an organ like the sensitive faculty: as it is, it has
none.”
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Aristotle himself~—mnamely, that it is the actuality of something
potential.** For it is possible to conceive a subject whose poten-
tiality is entirely and exclusively aimed at the actuality of intel-
lectual knowledge, as is the case with the human individual.
But this answers the second question as well, since in this sense
we would have to say that the human soul informs the human
body as a purely ““ animal ” being, and at the same time consti-
tutes the essential determinant of the human composite, as a
“human ” being.

This leads us to the following solution in outline, which is
fully vouched for by Aristotle in the De Anima. Since the es-
sence of substantial form consists in being the essential deter-
minant of the subject, it follows that the soul must be said
to be the essential determinant of both, the living body, and
the living composite, precisely insofar as both are “living”
beings. On the other hand, however, we know that the living
human composite is capable of operating in a totally immaterial
way at times and thus presupposes an immaterial substantial
determinant, whereas the living body as such does not need
such immaterial foundation. This essential situation of the soul
leaves us with the obligation of understanding the human soul
accordingly, 1. e., as enjoying a very special status among sub-
stantial forms, and as being placed in a border region between
material things and purely spiritual entities, from which it can
provide its determinant causality to subjects so heterogeneous
in nature. It is our task, therefore, to show that this is Aris-
totle’s position, and that it is not contradictory but is rather
absolutely possible.

Firstly: the information of the body on the part of the soul
is proclaimed very clearly by Aristotle. He tells us that the
soul is the source of the living body in all respects—namely,
not only as being both the origin and the final end of its move-
ment, but also and mainly, insofar as it is the essence of the
whole living body. This entails, of course, that were it not for

42 See op.cit., II, 4, 415b8-15: “. . . the actuality of whatever is potential is
identical with its formulable essence.”
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the human soul, the human “living” bodies that we see all
around us would not even exist, This is most unquestionable from
the Stagirite’s point of view, “ for in everything ”—as he puts
it—" the essence is identical with the ground of its being, and
here, in the case of living things, their being is to live, and of
their being and their living the soul in them is the cause or
source.” ** This amounts to the famous Thomistic “ Vivere enim
viventibus est esse 1. e., the being of living beings consists in
living—, which is the way in which Aquinas tried to formulate
the same Aristotelian insight.**

The boldness of this position enables the Stagirite to state
something that Plato would never have been able to utter,
namely, that the soul is so much the substantial form of this
corruptible body of ours, that it can even be said to be ONE
with it—with a substantial unity, of course, not with an es-
sential one, the former consisting of the essential relation that
links a potency to its act. In this connection, the following
text is worth quoting in its entirety:

This is why the soul is the first grade of actuality of a natural body
having life potentially in it. The body so described is a body which
is organized. The parts of plants in spite of their extreme simplicity
are ‘organs’; e. g., the leaf serves to shelter the pericarp, the peri-
carp to shelter the fruit, while the roots of plants are analogous
to the mouth of animals, both serving for the absorption of food.
If, then, we have to give a general formula applicable to all kinds
of soul, we must describe it as the first grade of actuality of a
natural organized body. That is why we can wholly dismiss as un-
necessary the question whether the soul and the body are one: it
is as meaningless as to ask whether the wax and the shape given
to it by the stamp are one, or generally the matter. Unity has
many senses (as many as ‘is’ has), but the most proper and fun-
damental sense of both is the relation of an actuality.*®

8 0p. cit., I, 4, 415b8-15. See also I, 5, 410b10-16, and 411b5-13,

¢ See Commentary on the “ De Anima,” Bk. II. ch. I, paragraph 242; p. 178.
See also Aquinas’s treatise Questiones de dnima, XIV, ad 8m. (in the new edition
by James H. Robb, Toronto, Pontificzl Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1968, p.
2038): “Ad octavum dicendum quod anima dicitur forma corporis in quantum est
causa vitae, sicut forma est principium essendi. Vivere enim viventibus est esse,
ut dicit Philosophus in De Anima.”

5 De Anima, II, 1, 412a25-412b10. The italics are not in the text.
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Secondly: on the other hand, the soul is also the essential
determinant of the whole “ composite ” insofar as the latter
too is a “living being.” One might wonder in what sense, dif-
ferent from the one we just took into consideration, can the
composite be a living being. In Aristotle’s view, however, that
is no real problem, since he clearly envisages a higher kind of
“life ” in which only the whole individual man, as such, can
share. He mentions it when he is talking about the divine life
in the famous Bk.XII of his Metaphysics. He emphatically
states: “And even life belongs to God; for the actuality of the
mind is life, and God is actuality.” *®

Thirdly: If the soul, then, is the substantial form of both
the living human body and the whole human composite, but,
on the other hand, there is only one life in the human in-
dividual, it follows that the soul informs these two living sub-
jects as one and a unique substantial form and that it carries
out both informations in one stroke. This accounts for the
striking continuity of operations that exists between the body
and the mind. It is here Aquinas obtained his typical kind
of epistemology, which is based on the double axiom that states
that there is no human knowledge without a return to the
phantasm, because we are so equipped that we cannot grasp
the intelligible if it is not in the sensible. Aristotle puts it
thus:

The faculty of thinking then thinks the forms in the images . .. ;
but sometimes by means of the images or thoughts which are within
the soul, just as if it were seeing, it calculates and deliberates what
is to come by reference to what is present . . .*7

From here to a conception of the mysterious faculty called
“ memory ” which would be able to bring together, on the one
hand, the Kantian faculty of pure sensibility, in its capacity
as a power rooted in the twilight zone that reigns between pure
understanding and empirical sensibility, and, on the other, the
Thomistic sensus commaunis, which is a faculty working in tight
cooperation with the intellect,—there is only a short distance.
After all, both of these conceptions are based on a grasp of

4 Met., XII, 1072b25-27. 47" De Anima, III, 7, 431b3-10.
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“ pure time” as the unifying characteristic of Being,*® and
this would authorize the rapprochement of memory to the
Heideggerian appropriated LOGOS. In this sense, Aristotle
cannot account for memory if it is not in relation to pure sensi-
bility. This, at least, is what the following quotation seems
to suggest:

Why we cannot exercise the intellect on any object absolutely
apart from the continuous, or apply it even to non-temporal things
unless in connexion with time, is another question. Now, one must
cognize magnitude and motion by means of the same faculty by
which one cognizes time [i.e., by that which is also the faculty
of memory], and the presentation [involved in such cognition] is
an affection of the sensus communis; whence this follows, viz. that
the cognition of these objects [magnitude, motion, time] is effected
by the [said sensus communis, i. e. the] primary faculty of percep-
tion. Accordingly, memory [not merely of sensible, but] even of
intellectual objects involves a presentation: hence we may con-
clude that it belongs to the faculty of intelligence only incidentally,
while directly and essentially it belongs to the primary faculty of
sense-perception.*®

*® There is a striking similarity between the sensus communis, in which memory
is rooted, and pure sensibility. Even the a priori character of the pure forms of space
and time seem to be found by Aristotle in the sensus communis, which, as it would
seem, is another name for pure synthesis and productive imagination. A few con-
cepts taken from De Memoria et Reminiscentia force us to lean towards such an
identity. So, he describes the sensus communis as “ the primary faculty of percep-
tion,” or “the primary faculty of sense-perception,” and even as “the faculty
by which one cognizes time ” (See 450a10-15). He tells us that memory “ is a fune-
tion of the primary faculty of sense-perception, i.e., of that faculty whereby we
perceive time.” (451a15-20). —On the other hand, the strong efforts he makes
to emphasize the fact that we do not get hold of space and time in an a posteriori
manner, are remarkable. One misses, of course, the enlightening language in which
Kant couches that thought, but even in the midst of such an oddity of expres-
sion, the message comes clear enough even in Aristotle’s De Memoria: * There is—
let it be taken as a fact—something by which one distinguishes a greater and
smaller time; and it is reasonable to think that one does this in a way analogous
to that in which one discerns [spatial] magnitudes. For it is not by the mind
reaching out towards them, as some say a visual ray from the eye does [in sceing],
that one thinks of large things at a distance in space (for even if they are not
there one may similarly think them); but one does so by a proportionate mental
movement. For there are in the mind the like figures and movements [i.e., ‘like”’
to those objects and events].” (De Memoria, 452b5-15. The italics are not in
the text).

** De Memoria et Reminiscentia, ch. 1. 450a8-15; translated by J. I. Beare, in
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Furthermore, as we just read, he must also be puzzled by a
problem that he never had the opportunity to solve on his own,
but that was taken over most successfully by Immanuel Kant—
namely, the question of the possibility of metaphysies “as a
science.” Indeed, if one acknowledges, as Aristotle did, that
“ we cannot exercise the intellect on any object absolutely apart
from the continuous, or apply it even to non-temporal things
unless in connection with time,” two questions pop up im-
mediately to the mind: (1) Why is it so?, (2) Is it possible
for the mind, “ while existing separate from spatial conditions
to think anything that is separate,” which is the same as to
say, Is Metaphysics as a science possible at all? *°

But these limitations that ensue to the “ mind,” if we under-
stand it as a “ faculty,” from the interdependence of the know-
ing faculties, are not the only shortcomings that it endures.
Even in connection with the drive towards the Good, the mind
alone proves to be insufficient. It needs the cooperation of the
appetite, which, itself, is rooted in some way in the bodily as-
pect of the composite. Mind, of course, is taken here as “ pure
reason,” not as “ practical reason,” in which sense it already
presupposes a strict cooperation with the appetite.”® But all
of these illustrations of interdependence between the upper
faculties and the bodily powers of the soul prove one thing:
namely, that it is the whole, numerically one soul of the in-

The Basic Works of Aristotle, edited by Richard McKeon, Random House, New
York.

5 De Anima, 111, 7, 431b15-20.

52 Sce De Anima, III, 9, 432b25-483a5: “ Further, neither can the calculative
faculty or what is called ‘mind’ be the cause of such movement; for mind as
speculative never thinks what is practicable . . . not even when it is aware of
such an object does it at once enjoin pursuit or avoidance of it; c. g. the mind often
thinks of something terrifying or pleasant without enjoining the emotion of
fear . . . Further, even when the mind does command and thought bids us pursue
or avoid something, sometimes no movement is produced; we act in accordance
with desire, as in the case of moral weakness.” See also op. cit., I1I, 10, 433a20-
25: “That which moves therefore is a single faculty and the faculty of appetite;
for if there had been two sources of movement—mind and appetite—they would
have produced movement in virtue of some common character. As it is, mind
is never found producing movement without appetite.”
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dividual man, which is situated in the borderline between ma-
terial and purely spiritual substances holding a unique status
among substances. As Aquinas puts it so well: * manifestum
est quod ipsa est in confinio corporalium et separatarum sub-
stantiarum constituta.” > As a result, and on the basis of this
approach, there is no need to fear any more an excruciating
dilemma that might have affected Plato, namely, that either
the soul is to be granted a substantial being of its own, which
forces us to view its union to the body as an accident, or we
consider such a union as a substantial unity, but then we must
give up any hope of seeing the soul survive the body’s death.
The dilemma, says Aquinas, vanishes if we remember that the
very being of the soul actualizes the body in such a way that
a human composite comes into existence, a composite which
enables the soul to pertain to a certain species, a nature’s record
which would fall beyond the soul’s scoring ability if it began
to exist since the outset according to its own natural power
of survival only, without being a “ human ” soul.”

In the light of the foregoing remarks it becomes crystal clear
what is meant when we say that the sensitive and the nutritive
parts of the soul, as well as the faculties of imagination and
even the possible intellect, are not separable. It certainly does
not mean that they perish altogether while the agent intellect
remains . . . ; it can mean only two things: (1) that it is not
by reason of them that the whole soul is separable, and (2)
that they do not disappear altogether, but become idle, as it
were, in accordance with the new “ extraordinary ™ way in
which the soul begins to exist after death., As St. Thomas puts
it, upon the dissolution of the composite the soul ceases to be
an actual form while still remaining a form by nature and by
right.™

5% See Quaestiones de Anima, 1, in corpore; p. 60.

5% See op.cit, 1, ad primum; p. 60: “Ad primum ergo dicendum quod licet
anima habeat esse completum, non tamen sequitur quod corpus ei accidentaliter
uniatur, tum quia illud idem esse quod est animae communicatur corpori ut sit
unum esse totius compositi, tum etiam quia etsi possit per se subsistere, non
tamen habet speciem completam sed corpus advenit ei ad completionem speciei.”

5t See op. cit., I, ad 10m.; p. 62: “Ad decimum dicendum quod corrupto corpore
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7. The Argument for Immortality.

In conclusion, it would seem that all we have been told by
Aristotle thus far is that absolutely the soul could survive with-
out the body, if (1) there were a way for it to prescind from the
bodily help, and if (2) there were a proportionate reason for
such an *“ abnormal ” state to become an eternal reality. For,
after all, we have been told time and time again that the
normal and natural state for man is to live “in a body.” Can
these two sine qua non conditions be cleared?

Let us begin with condition number two. No better reason,
one would say, can be given than the involvement of the soul
with a certain essential good that requires an eternal afterlife.
Obviously, the “natural” interest of the composite as such
does not do it, for it does not call for, nor can it be achieved
by, an eternal survival. Such a survival, on the contrary, would
be totally antithetic to the natural good of the composite which
essentially depends on the interaction of faculties. But, besides
the composite as a substance, there may be another substance
that stands to gain something because its nature will not be
fulfilled as long as its infinite drive is not matched by an infinite
object, and this can be achieved only in an immaterial sort of
existence. Now, that seems precisely to be the case with the
human soul, provided that its natural demands be taken into
consideration in their entirety. Accordingly, Aquinas, who
places himself precisely at this vantage point, sees no incom-
patibility between an immortal life and the nature of the soul.
“In regard to the seventh objection ”—he writes—" one must
say that if the soul is united to the body it is only for two solid
reasons, namely, for the sake of the substantial perfection of
the species as well as for the sake of the accidental good of the
same, which consists in the acquisition of that kind of knowl-
edge which can come only through the sense. For that is pre-
cisely the kind of knowledge that suits human nature. This
natural course, on the other hand, does not preclude altogether

non perit ab anima natura secundum quam competit ei ut sit forma licet non per-
ficiat materiam actu ut sit forma.”
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another way of understanding which is proper to the detached
souls of children and men, since such an activity is not bound
to look after the good of the species, but is rather concerned
with suiting the soul inasmuch as it is in a state of separa-
tion.” *°

With this approach, St. Thomas is certainly bound to score
points in his capacity as an Aristotelian scholar, in contrast
with Averroes’s system that makes out of the possible intellect
a common faculty for the whole of mankind. This is so because
the Thomistic version fits better in the Stagirite’s general
scheme than the Averroistic interpretation, which does not ac-
count for the “individual ” experience of the composite; upon
such “individual ” experience of the composite, on the other
hand, Aristotle placed the whole of his argument, as can be
seen from the long excursuses on the interaction of faculties
that is required according to him in order to account for a sim-
ple act of individual knowledge,’® as well as from the research
goal of the whole treatise of the soul.

As for condition number one, Aristotle is rather generous
in providing the human soul with an enticing and rewarding
object, higher than which there is none. For such a final cause,
which is supposed to account for the whole existential motion
of our mind and our will, must be a kind of unmoved move,*
and only what is desirable and intelligible at once can be said
to be such a mover.®® But what is so, moves first insofar as it
is intelligible and only through its being understood does it
move as desirable.”®* Now, the realm of intelligibility encom-
passes every being, i.e., whatever is “ positive "—as opposed
to non-being, which is its opposite—, but most of all, what is

58 Op. cit., 1, ad 7m.; p. 62.

"¢ See op. cit., II, in c; p. 69: “Sed haec positio [Averroes, Commentarium
magnum in Aristotelis De Anima, 111, 20, lines 29-30, 204-295] stare non potest . . .
Sic igitur si intellectus possibilis sit substantia scparata secundum esse ab hoc
homine sive ab illo homine, impossibile est quod intelligere intellectus possibilis
sit hujus hominis vel illius.”

5" See Met., XII, 7, 1072a23-26.

58 Ibid.

59 Ibid., lines 20-30.
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simple and in act.®* Hence, since what is desirable is to be in-
telligible, the best must coincide with the ontologically first.**
And, since as the ontologically first, it is also the ultimate final
cause—which, by definition, must move by simply being be-
loved, in contrast with the other motors, which move upon
being moved **~—, it must be, not contingently, but “ by neces-
sity,” and thus it is the supreme good, the first motor, the dpx7,
or first principle,* a being that cannot “not be,” i. e., a being
which is absolutely and simply.®* As such, it gives rise to
everything, and thus the heavens and nature depend on Him.*

It is well known that, in Aristotle’s conception, the notion
of creation is missing altogether. For this reason the First
Being can be the dpx1 only through knowledge and love, this
being also the only way for a motor to be able to move without
being moved. For our purpose, however, it is enough to have
found in Aristotle’s writings a clear-cut assertion of the fact
that God is the final cause of all intelligence, and that He can
exercise such a teleological causality, not only because of His
own infinite Being, but also because we are allured by a kind of
love of Being which tends to be equal with the love that God has
of Himself and thus cannot be fully satiated if it is not through
an exhaustive knowledge of God’s Being. However, this kind
of ontological love is such that, even as it is being satiated only
according to a finite measure, it would keep on moving the
mind for ever—as it moves the Heavens eternally **—if only
the mind could get rid of the distractions of the body and con-
centrate on its object in contemplation. Now, positively, the
soul is fully equipped to perform a full concentration on God’s
Being, provided that the obstacles be removed adequately.
For the object of thought, if we consider thinking in ac-

80 Ibid., lines 30-34. Here he is referring to the two series of opposites. He
concentrates on the positive one: Being, One, Substance, as opposed to non-being,
non-one, non-substance.

*1 Ibid., 1072284-1072b1.

2 0p. cit., 1072b4-5.

%% Op. cit., 1072b5-11.

8% 0p. cit., 1072b13.

%% Op. cit., 1072b18-14,

8 Op. cit., 1074a37-38.
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cordance with its essence, is Being, which is also Good by es-
sence; and this entails that all measurements of Being, including
the fullness of the same, are open to the mind and belong to
its scope: “And thinking in itself ”—says Aristotle—* deals
with that which is best in itself, and that which is thinking in
the fullest sense bears on that which is best in the fullest
sense.” " Aristotle goes so far, in establishing the divine des-
tiny of the mind, as to define the understanding as the “ house ”
of Being, where Being can be found “ in act,” which is precisely
what shows best the divine origin and the divine nature of
the mind.*®* After all, by nature, though not with the same
intensity, the human soul can enjoy the same divine life, since
the latter is nothing but the “act of understanding.”® We

7 Op. cit., 1072b18-19.

%% Op. cit., 1072b22-25. 1 translate directly: “because the understanding is
the natural container and correlate of the actually intelligible substance, without
the actual possession of which it cannot be fully in act, this probably being the
reagon why on one hand the intellect deserves the attribute °divine’ precisely
inasmuch as it is in act, not inasmuch as it is a faculty of the soul, and, on the
other hand, it is the act of contemplation that constitutes the mind’s most pleasant
and highest activity.”

% Op. cit., 1072b27. It is extremely significant that here Aristotle dissociates
the concept of life from all chemical reactions since he makes the point that
even God, who is pure and subsistent Spirit, is alive. The reason is that “ the
perfecting act of the understanding is life, and God is such an act.”” (Met,
1072b26-28) . Furthermore, there is here a clear implication that God is the act
of all minds. This, of course, makes full sense even within Aristotle’s philosophy,
and it is not necessary to resort to the Arabic common agent intellect. Being
as Logos suffices, since it is Logos that triggers the process of understanding,
whether in a successive way, or all at once, as is the case with the angels. Now,
the only source that can be assigned to this a priori givenness of the presence of
Being “as a whole,” must be traced to a certain participation in God’s self-
knowledge. Aquinas, upon extricating the ultimate related Aristotelian implica-
tions, stumbled, as it were, on an Aristotelian account of the Christian concep-
tion of eternal life—which in Christ’s words is “ that they may know thee, the
only true God, and him whom thou has sent, Jesus Christ” (John, 17, 8-4)—,
since he treated the beatific intuition of the blessed as the perfeet act of knowl-
edge of the Aristotelian mind (see: Summa Contra Gentiles, III, ch. 51), That
this is a truly Aristotelian approach becomes clear if we notice that not even
Aristotle himself could find another way of defining God than as perfect life
in the sense of perfect knowledge of the whole of Being. “His subsisting per-
fection "—he writes—" is therefore the eternal and most noble life, Thus we must
conclude that God is an eternal and most noble being and that not only does
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are even said to enjoy it in fact on rare occasions, namely,
whenever we indulge in contemplation, an experience that the
Stagirite thinks should enable us to realize how wonderful God’s
life really is.”

The constant emphasis which is being placed all along on
the difference of performance between God’s intellectual life
and ours, together with the clear link that is being established -
between our beatifying apprehension of Being and our personal
individual acts of sense perception, understanding of particular
objects, hope and reminiscence,”™ leads us to conclude that it
is the whole soul that is being considered in regard to eternity,
not only a part of it. For this reason, the famous passage de-
voted to the nature of the agent intellect comes as a shock, and
should be taken as a particular problem or as a possible ob-
jection against the thesis that Aristotle maintained the im-
mortality of the soul. As we already decided,’ we are not going
to repeat here what we have already said elsewhere concerning
this passage. Let it be said, though, that as a rule of thumb,
the meaning of such a paragraph must be interpreted in a way
that does not contradict the context nor the throng of solid
conclusions that we have reached so far.

8. Ontological Foundation of the Soul’s Indivisibility.

As further confirmation of the foregoing thesis, the transla-
tion of Aristotle’s psychological doctrine into ontological terms
clearly shows that it is the whole being of the soul that
transcends the limitations of matter in the sense that it can
both make and become everything “without exception.” The
very text of De Anima, while strongly emphasizing that it is
one and the same soul that carries out both of these two trans-

he possess an unceasing and eternal life, but that he is indeed eternal life.” (Met.,
1072b28-30) . As a result, insofar as God is the act of the understanding whereby
we are led to pursue the comprehension of Being, and taking into account that
this act is life and ontological truth, we might give an Aristotelian interpretation
to the following evangelical saying as well: “I am the way, and the truth, and
the life” (John, 14, 6).

7 Op. cit., 1072b24. See also 1072b14-18,

" See op. cit., 1072b15-18,

72 See here, footnote # 29.



248 FRANCISCO I.. PECCORINI

formations, does not fail to hint that if the soul enjoys such a
lofty prerogative it is precisely because its own nature consists
in such an intensity of being that in it being can be present
to itself “in totality.”

As for the unified way of operating that characterizes the soul,
the passage that justifies the reference to both the positive and
the negative aspects of the soul’s activity clearly suggests it
if only we use the Greek version ™ and carefully fill in it the
terms that are not mentioned but are most certainly under-
stood, as we are going to show in the footnote by conveniently
resorting to the use of square brackets:

Since just as in the whole of nature there is something that is the
matter of all and every genus (that which is all of them in po-
tency) and something else that is the cause and the effective prin-
ciple, whereby nature produces everything, and which behaves
towards the former as the art does in regard to the material, so
also and by necessity the same distinctions hold true within the
soul. For there is first that mind whereby [the soul] becomes all
things, and there is also that mind whereby [the same soul] makes
[actually intelligible] all [the potential intelligibles], and this is a
positive state, such as light.

Using this interpretation, it becomes quite clear that the
active mind stands for a special aspect of the soul, i.e., for an
aspect of a certain being with a very peculiar intensity of being
that enables it to do what no other kind of being can do,
namely, “to know.” Consequently, any characteristic that is
allotted to the agent intellect belongs to the whole soul as well.
This should be enough to allow us to conclude that, if the
agent intellect is immortal, the soul is by the same token equal-
ly separable from the human body. But there is more to it.
Since the possible intellect equally stands for the soul’s being
taken in still another respect, it follows that whatever sub-

" The Trendelenburg version of De Anima, III, 5, 430210-15 might be filled
in as follows:

'Ewel & domep év amdoy 1 ploe éori m 76 uéy UNy éxdore vyéver (rolro 5¢ 8
wdvTa Svrdue e’xeiva), érepor 8¢ 10 alTioy kal mouyTikdy, T& woielv wavTa, oloy
réxvy wpds Thv UNyy mwémovler, dvdyky kal év T Yuxf dwdvyxew TalrTas ras Sragopds.
kal éoTw & péy towodros vols 7§ wdvra [4 Yoyl viveohar, & 8¢ 76 [ adrdh Yvxih] wévra
[ra duvdues voyra évepyely voyrd] mwoieln, ds &s 7is, olov 70 ¢fs*
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stantial property is predicated of both the soul and the agent
intellect, should be predicated also of the possible intellect and
for the same reason. It does not matter, therefore, in the least,
if the following text clearly singles out the agent intellect as
being immortal and impassible:

and it is just this mind which is separable and impassible and un-
mixable in force of its being essentially in act.™

For it is precisely the reason why it is immortal that is explicit-
ly predicated as belonging exclusively to the active mind, not
necessarily immortality as a characteristic. Furthermore, even
the emphasis therein being placed on the reason for immortality
is not without such a sufficient ground that somehow it tends
to favor our own interpretation, since it is precisely insofar as
the soul is destined to be an active mind, and thus to share
directly in the light of God, that it is said to call for the pos-
session of such an outstanding prerogative—the simple char-
acteristic of “ immateriality ” that is mentioned in connection
with the possible intellect confining itself to making immortality
no more than a possible situation, but never, nor precisely,
a natural goal of the human soul. As Aristotle puts it, what is
active is always worthier of honor than what is passive.” Ac-
cordingly, there is no reason to dismiss the thesis that was just
established on grounds which hardly could be questioned, all
the more so that the puzzling sentence which was alleged
against it is far from even having the semblance of an “ exclu-
sive ” type of statement. On the contrary, it is no more than
a mere positive “ assertion ” which concentrates on the reasons
why the agent intellect must be independent of the body, with-
out prejudging in the least whether or not the possible intellect
has grounds of its own to claim the same privilege for itself.
In this sense, far from constituting an objection, the prob-
lematic statement does rather show all the characteristics of a
true confirmation of the whole soul’s immortality, which was—
as we already know—so deeply entrenched in Aristotle’s mind
throughout the writing of the De Anima. Furthermore, within
St. Thomas’s interpretation of that work, this criticism seems

™ De Anima, III, 430al17-18. "% See op. cit., 430a18-20.
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to place the immortality thesis beyond all reasonable doubt.
Indeed, were it not for this conviction that Aquinas ascribes
to him, Aristotle could not have said, as he did while referring
to the possible intellect alone, that the mind must be im-
material—and thus impassible in the strict sense—because it
must be able to become everything.”® Now, the only way to
reconcile the misleading emphasis placed on the eternity of
the agent intellect with the genuinely Aristotelian thesis that
both the agent intellect and the possible intellect are impassible
in the strict sense is to accept the position that both faculties
are nothing but partial functions of one and the same being,
which is called “ soul.”

Furthermore, if we try to explicate the ontological make-up
of the soul, it becomes clear that the very agent intellect itself
already constitutes the first level of the soul’s own actuality
as borne out by the entire book XTI of Aristotle’s Metaphysics.
As a sample of such a direction, let us concentrate on one sig-
nificant passage, contained in that book, in which the Stagirite
is bent upon countering an objection aimed at questioning the
basic principle of his epistemology, according to which the
mind cannot perform the act of understanding without literally
becoming the object which is to be understood. As the objec-
tion goes, if such a theory is brought to bear on “ divisible,”
“ composite,” objects, it forces us at once into an absurd im-
passe. In that case, indeed, we must admit that in order to
assimilate such an object the mind must become successively
each one of its parts, thus splitting into as many parts itself
as the object has parts of its own.”” Aristotle meets the chal-
lenge headlong in the following passage:

Or, is it that whatever lacks matter is indivisible—this being the
case with the human mind or even with any of the composite things
that the mind may get hold of at any given time (since the mind
is not fulfilled with this or that particular thing but only with
a certain whole which is the supreme good and is different from any

"% See op. cit., 329a18-20.
" See Met., XII, 1075a2-5; De Anima, 430a19-20,
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one of those particular things)—and that such is also the way
in which subsistent and self-thinking thought behaves for ever? "

The message that comes clear and loud through this passage
1s fortunately most reassuring. We are told that there is no
danger whatsoever that the mind should transform itself into
the different parts of a composite object and thus shatter all
around into pieces.”” We are then reassured that this is so
precisely because if the understanding can reach the object at
all it is only in the light of the all-enlightening-gathering-col-
lectedness that is the LOGOS. In other words, the threat so
dramatically being contemplated by the objection vanishes at
once in the face of the essence of the mind, in virtue of which
the understanding is always bent upon covering the totality
of being—whether being does actually show up in the mind
as the place of all actual forms,* or whether it does so only
as LOGOS, in which human beings come to know all particular
things both as “beings” and as “bound together.” But by
the same token, it is essential to mind to be free from “ matter,”
since the latter is the “ other” of being and thus cannot but
bring about division and limitations. Accordingly, in order for
the object to become known, it must first leave out at the door-
steps of the mind any trace of matter, since it is a necessary
requirement that it become one with the being of the mind
precisely in the light of LOGOS. But correlatively, the mind
too must be able to transform itself into the object in the
light of being, and this calls for the being of the soul to be
of a very unique nature.

Fortunately, the clues that should lead us to the discovery
of such a nature are already in our possession. For one thing,
it has been solidly established that no object can be objectively
grasped if it is not through what might be called the LOGOS
or the Kantian transcendental object=X. But this entails that,
whenever any object becomes actually present to the mind, it

8 Met., XII, 9, 1075a6-11.

7 See Met., XII, 1075a5-6.

%° When mind is at its best, as in God, it has only one object, namely, infinite
Being both in totality and in detail. See Met., XII, 1074b33-35.
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is the whole of Being that becomes equally present all at
once as a whole comprising not only that particular being but
also what Karl Rahner would call the actual “excess ”—i.e.,
as an actual being standing out against its ontological back-
ground, thus bearing out the rather bafiling conception pre-
sented in Parmenides’s fragments 4 and 5.°* On the other hand,
if the soul, in its capacity as the possible intellect, can actually
become the object as emerging from the ontological background
in totality, it must be such that in it Being in totality is always
and already actually present to itself precisely in its capacity
as LOGOS, i.e., as an enlightening background. Should we
not say, therefore, that the agent intellect is nothing but the
soul insofar as in it Being “ as LOGOS ” is always and already
present to itself “as subject,” and that the possible intellect,
in turn, is the same soul insofar as in it Being “ as subject”
can become all the beings that are simply outlined in LOGOS?

In this sense, the essence of the mind can be retained as
being common to all kinds of mind, while at the same time
allowing for specific differences in the midst of their variety.
Mind, in this light, would be no more than the same and only
one Being of beings simultaneouly considered in two comple-
mentary respects, namely, (1) insofar as in its capacity as
subject it is present to “itself as presence in totality,” and (2)
inasmuch as in its capacity as such a subject it is already and
always actual according to the way in which, as presence, it is
itself (Being) in an uninterrupted state of actuality. If Being
as presence is always actual but not as fully itemized, we call
it the agent intellect—because then the mind as subject is not
thereby prompted to be all forms at once but is only em-
powered to become each one of them at a time, as it encounters
them, with the help of an active power capable of carrying

8 See Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokrater, vol. I, Weidmann, fragments
4 and 5, p. 232; Kathleen Freeman, Ancille to the Pre-Socratic Philosophers
(Cambridge, Harvard University Press, Mass., 1962), fr. 4, p. 42: *“ Observe
nevertheless how things absent are securely present to the mind; for it will not
sever Being from its connection with Being, whether it is scattered everywhere
utterly throughout the universe, or whether it is collected together.” ; fr. 5, Ibid.:
“ It is all the same to me from what point I begin, for I shall return again to this
same point.”
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out such a transformation—i. e., because then the mind as sub-
ject is only “ possible ” and thus is actual only inasmuch as it
“is” already all things “ potentially.” If, on the contrary, as
presence Being is actual precisely as fully itemized, i.e., as the
actual totality of all possible forms, then as subjective mind
it is never potential, but is always and already all things in
actuality—automatically, as it were. In this case there is
neither a possible intellect, nor an active mind: there is only
a mind. Plato’s theory, as a hybrid position, does not fit in
this partition, although if we overlook for a moment the po-
tentiality of the Platonic mind, it would draw closer to the lat-
ter alternative. Whether or not as such it is tenable is irrele-
vant here. What really counts is that, as pointed out by
Aquinas, its lack of need for an agent intellect is a good illus-
tration of the concept of the latter. As St. Thomas puts it:

The reason why Aristotle came to postulate an agent intellect was
his rejection of Plato’s theory that the essences of sensible things
existed apart from matter, in a state of actual intelligibility. For
Plato there was clearly no need to posit an agent intellect. But
Aristotle, who regarded the essences of sensible things as existing
in matter with only a potential intelligibility, had to mmvoke some
abstractive principle in the mind itself to render these essences ac-
tually intelligible.5?

The minimum required for the essence of mind is therefore
the presence of Being as LOGOS. In other words, in Aristotle’s
conception the human mind is a creator that can bring into
being through knowledge all the possibilities outlined in Being
as LOGOS, and precisely in exactly the same order in which
they are found therein. It is, so to say, a replica of the actual
world. For it is always one and the same Being which lies at
the bottom of both the world and the mind. While acting in
nature in its capacity as LOGOS, it assigns a role and a place
to each thing, whereas, while working in the mind in the same
capacity, it lets all things be again “in thought.” Aristotle
himself suggests the commonality of the prineciple that presides
over the ontical differentiation both in nature and in the mind,

82 8t. Thomas’s Commentary on Aristotle’s “ De Anima,” Bk. III, 5, paragraph
781.
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when he suddenly switches from the treatment of the objection
with which we have been busy thus far to the question of the
role of Being (as the Supreme Good) in the physical world.
“Now,” he asks himself, ““ in what sense is that Supreme Good,
which constitutes the perfection of the mind, a real whole?”
Furthermore, he insists: “Assuming that it is an object from
the point of view of the subject, is it the case that as an object
it is to be conceived of as an ‘in-itself,” or should it rather be
thought of as Logos, i.e., as the ontological order? Or ought
we to interpret it as being both at once?”®** Then, with a
rather Kantian bent, he decides in favor of the latter alterna-
tive. It is both, he surmises, namely, God and the ontological
order, or, to put it more accurately, the ontological order as
grounded in God, just as the good of an army is to be placed
in the order that comes to it through its general in command.
On closer examination, what he seems to be suggesting is that,
since the concept of “being” does already include the funda-
mental relationship of all things to God, it is only by grasping
all things in Being conceived as LOGOS that the mind can be
perfected with an objective knowledge of the world. Perhaps
we might explain Aristotle’s position by showing its reducibility
to Kant’s critical account. For in the Critique of Pure Reason ®
the concept of ens, which is the concept of objectivity (of the
transecendental object=X) in which alone we can grasp the par-
ticular objects, bespeaks both the totality of beings in the pure
synthesis of thought and their relation of dependence to the
ens realissimum, which matches the concept of ens in content
and thus accounts for the source of all possible predicates about
the world. But be it as it may, this sudden and unexpected
shift in attention cannot help but bring forth another inner
association of ideas that undoubtedly was going on in Aristotle’s
mind. It reminds us indeed that this human intellect is, as it
were, a replica of the physical world, with one significant dif-
ference, though, namely that in the outside world the Being of
beings is never actual as such prior to its blooming into the par-
ticular beings that it lets be, whereas in the mind—which “ ac-

8 See Met., 1075a10-15. %t See Critique of Pure Reason, A575-580; B603-608.
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tually ” is always and already all things insofar as the “latter ”
are only in a state of potentiality—the Being of beings can
really be said to be actually present precisely insofar as it is
only that, the “ Being ” of beings. Seth Benardete puts it in
a striking way: “ The being of beings can only exist potential-
ly; it can only be nous pathetikos, which in its becoming causes
its being to vanish. Being is not thinking, but the being of
beings comes close to the being of thinking.” **

CONCLUSION.

Undoubtedly, in the De Anima Aristotle had already achieved
such a definite philosophical personality, that it does not
make sense to accuse him of being still attached to Platonism.
What clearly and forever separates him from Plato is his con-
ception of the form in general and the human soul in particular
as being an €ldos Tvés in contrast with the €idos 7w which is es-
sential to the Platonic view. It is precisely this new approach
that further complicated the problem of the soul’s immortality
within his philosophy.** However, although Aristotle is no
longer a Platonist, he may still be a typically Greek thinker,
and to this extent, he is likely to be still under the spell of
Orphic myths.

In fact, as we are confident to have shown, every indication
tends to suggest that the repeated references to the divinity of
the mind—with all their essential repercussions on the nature
of the soul—betray, to say the least, a desperate effort to
emphasize the “ extraordinary ”’ and baffling powers of the hu-
man soul. Unfortunately, the text alone does not yield any
further information about our query. But, if we combine with
this clear-cut indication a very significant clue provided by
the Greek inability to account for the origin of the mind
through a real “creation ”—an inability which is shared by

8% Seth Benardete, “Aristotle, De Anima III, 3-5,” in The Review of Meta-
physics, 28 (1975) N. 4, p. 618.

8¢ Aquinas clearly saw the difference in Summa Theologica, I, 87, 1, c.: “The
difficulty in solving this question arises from the fact that the soul united to the
body can understand only by turning to the phantasms . . . Did this not proceed
from the soul’s very nature, but accidentally through its being bound up with the
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Aristotle in his capacity as a Greek thinker—we find our-
selves with a very strong inclination to take the reference to
the divine status of the soul ad pedem literae, on the grounds
that the soul-mind is a being essentially incompatible with any
process of “ generation.” For, it having been established that the
soul is immaterial, it follows that corruption cannot have a
hold on its substance, which by the same token cannot have
been caused through any of the infinite possible ways of
“natural ” causality, which are all essentially inseparable from
the mechanics of “ generation.” As a result, there was only
one alternative left to the Stagirite, namely, to account for the
existence of such an “ a-natural ” being in terms of a direct par-
ticipation in the eternal being of the gods. This entitles us
to place also the great Aristotle in the company of those Greek
thinkers that Professor Tresmontant associates with a “ divine ”
type of immortality, and thus is forced to contrast with those
philosophers who correspond to the Judeo-Christian tradition,
in terms of which our creatural status fails to warrant any claim
on our part to an “essential ”’ type of immortality.”

Francisco L. PECCORINI
Cdlifornia State University,
Long Beach, California.

body, as the Platonists said, the difficulty would vanish; for in that case, when
the burden of the body was once removed, the soul would at once return to its
own nature, and would understand intelligible things simply, without turning to
phantasms, as is exemplified in the case of other separate substances.”

87 See Claude Tresmontant, Le probléme de 'dme (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1971),
p. 187: “The teaching about the soul’s immortality had a clear meaning within
the Orphic and the Pythagorean traditions as well as in Plato and Plotinus, on the
one hand, and the Agnostics, on the other. For if the soul is divine by nature, if
it already existed when it came down to the body, if it was but a fragment of
the divine substance, then it is easily conceivable that it will go on existing in
the future just as it was eternal and uncreated in the past when it had not yet
entered the body. If we are divine by nature, then we know that we are immortal.
¢ We fecl, we experience immortality in us’

From the Hebrew, Jewish, and Christian points of view, though, things get
more complex. Given that the human soul is not divine by nature, and that it
is not uncreated bu started to exist only twenty, thirty or fifty years ago, how
can we be sure that it will keep on existing when it has ceased to inform a certain
amount of matter and thus has stopped constituting the body that I am?



AESTHETIC SUBJECTIVITY AND GENERALIZED
EMPIRICAL METHOD

[ 4

HE GENERALIZED EMPIRICAL method pro-
posed by Bernard Lonergan® effects a mediation
through self-appropriation of the subject’s intelligent,

reasonable, and responsible intentionality. More precisely, the
work of Lonergan is a quite thorough maieutic of intelligent
and reasonable consciousness, of what Lonergan would call the
second and third levels of conscious intentionality,? and a sig-
nificant pointer to the other levels. The developing articula-
tion of the dynamics of the fourth level, the level of responsible
or existential consciousness, is currently the principal concern
of many of Lonergan’s students® What constitutes self-ap-

1 Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (New York:
Philosophical Library, 1957); as applied to theology, Method in Theology (New
York: Herder and Herder, 1972).

2 On the levels of consciousness, see Method in Theology, Chapter One. Lonergan
there discusses four levels. Consciousness is so structured as to move by ques-
tioning from experience of the data of sense and of the data of consciousness (the
empirical level) to insight into the experienced data and conceptualization and
formulation of one’s insights (the intelligent level), and then to reflection on the
adequacy of one’s understanding and to judgment in accord with the adequacy
reflectively grasped (the reasonable level), and finally to deliberation, decision,
and action, i.e. to constitution of the world and of oneself (the responsible or
existential level). In the lecture, “The Subject” (4 Second Collection, edited
by William F. J. Ryan, S.J., and Bernard J. Tyrrell, S.J, Philadelphia: West-
minster, 1974, pp. 69-86, cf. esp. p. 80), Lonergan adds a lower level of dreaming
consciousness, and in Philosophy of God, and Theology (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1973, p. 38), he adds a highest level of religious love.

®Scholars Press is undertaking the publication of papers delivered at the
annual Lonergan Workshops held at Boston College. The volumes, edited by
Frederick Lawrence, will be entitled Lonergan Workshop. One volume was pub-
lished in 1978. Almost all of the papers in some way reflect concern with
the mediation of existential subjectivity. Furthermore, an annual seminar at the
American Academy of Religion meeting is devoted to the study of what Lonergan
means by dialectic, a functional specialty in Lonergan’s method that is correlated
with the fourth level of consciousness.

257
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propriation of the level of consciousness concerned with evalu-
ation, deliberation, decision, and action? The present paper
proposes to advance discussion of this issue.

The core of my argument is to the effect that the self-
appropriation of existential subjectivity depends on a maieutic
of consciousness distinct from but complementary to that pro-
posed by Lonergan, a second mediation of the subject as sub-
ject, a psychic mediation of one’s dramatic artistry, of the
aesthetic subjectivity whose concern is to make a work of art
out of one’s living.*

The aesthetic and dramatic dimension of our being attends
the operations which occur at all levels of conscious inten-
tionality. There is a drama not only to one’s self-constitution
as existential subject and to one’s constitution of the world
through decisive action but also to one’s pursuit of intelligibility
and truth.® The drama is more than adverted to in Lonergan’s

tIt is obvious, then, that I am employing the term, aesthetic subjectivity, in
a manner quite different from the usage of Hans-Georg Gadamer (Truth and
Method, New York: Seabury, 1975). For Gadamer, the term is pejorative, and
designates an immediacy of taste that would empty the work of art of its distinctive
claim to truth. In my usage, the term also designates an immediacy of fecling,
but to a world already mediated and constituted by meaning. As such, it is not
simply the immediacy of empirical consciousness to data of sense, but permeates
all of the levels of conscious intentionality disclosed by Lonergan. Thus, insights,
judgments, and decisions are all dramatic events; permeating their quality as
intentional operations is a dispositional character, a quality of feeling, of ““mass
and momentum,” of energic compositions and distributions, without which “ our
knowing and deciding would be paper thin” (Bemard Lonergan, Method in The-
ology, pp. 30-31). When I speak of aesthetic subjectivity, I am referring to the
following facts: “Because of our feelings, our desires and our fears, our hope
or despair, our joys and sorrows, our enthusiasm and indignation, our esteem
and contempt, our trust and distrust, our love and hatred, our tenderness and
wrath, our admiration, veneration, reverence, our dread, horror, terror, we are
oriented massively and dynamically in a world mediated by meaning. We have
feelings about other persons, we feel for them, we feel with them. We have
feelings about our respective situations, about the past, about the future, about
evils to be lamented or remedied, about the good that ean, might, must be ac-
complished ” (Ibid., p. 81).

5That feeling permeates not only existential consciousness but also cognitive
levels is clear from the illustrative instance of insight with which Lonergan opens
the first chapter of Insight: Archimedes running naked from the baths of Syracuse,
crying excitedly: “T've got it!” See Bernard Lonergan, Insight, p. 8.
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repeated references in Insight to the struggle between the de-
sire to know and the flight from understanding.® The mediation
I am proposing, then, is an objectification of the whole of con-
scious intentionality in its dramatic dimension. Nevertheless,
its special importance emerges only when one asks whether
there is an access to the data of interiority that will allow self-
appropriation at the level of existential subjectivity to be as
complete, as thorough, and as explanatory as that which
Lonergan renders possible at the levels of intelligent and rea-
sonable subjectivity. Thus it is not without reason that
Lonergan’s discussion of feelings ” occurs, not when he is expli-
cating our cognitive operations, even though these too are
permeated by affectivity, but when he is articulating his notion
of the human good, of the concern for value that is the distine-
tive mark of the fourth, existential level of consciousness.

It will be obvious from my argument that I believe that
the archetypal psychology of C. G. Jung contains the seeds of
a potential contribution to the aesthetic mediation that is the
focus of my concern. But Jung proves useful only as a conse-
quence of a dialectical encounter between his phenomenology
of individuation and Lonergan’s heuristic account of human
development.® As it stands, without such a dialectic, Jung’s
project is mired in the quicksands of romanticism, in a short-
circuiting of the finality of the subject due to an inadequate
treatment of the problem of evil. But to discover the relation
of the self-transcendence of intentionality to the psyche is to
obviate the difficulties raised by Jung, whose extraordinary
familiarity with the psyche was not matched by an appreciation
of the self-transcendent dynamism of the imperatives of authen-
tic consciousness.’

¢ For example, ibid., pp. 199203, and pp. xif.

? Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, pp. 80-34.

8 Bernard Lonergan, Insight, pp. 458-479

® For Lonergan, the self-transcendent capacities of the levels of intentional
consciousness are normative for authenticity., Corresponding to each level is a
precept, and the complex of imperatives constitutes the Jaw of human nature. The
Imperatives or “transcendental precepts” are: Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be
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Aesthetics and the existential subject

In this section I propose to argue from Lonergan’s analysis
of the role of feelings at the fourth level of consciousness and
from his discussion of the relationship of symbols to feelings,
first, that aesthetic subjectivity in the form of dramatic artistry
is the psychic correlative of moral and religious intentionality;
second, that aesthetics is the basis of ethics; third, that aesthetic
or dramatic self-appropriation is the key to self-appropriation
at the fourth level; and fourth, that these three conclusions
ground a methodological affirmation of a psychic conversion
through which aesthetic self-appropriation becomes possible.

The existential subject, then, is the subject as evaluating,
deliberating, deciding, acting, and in one’s actions constituting

reasonable, Be responsible, Be in love. See Method in Theology, p. 20. The failure
of the Jungian project is summarized by Paul J. Stern, C. G. Jung: The Haunted
Prophet (New York: Dell, 1976), pp. 256 f. “The myth of the emergence of
the God-man was the culmination of Jung's quest for the great synthesis that
would resolve his inner duality. This quest also led Jung to propound a variety
of other syntheses: the fusion of religion and empiricism in analytic psychology;
the coupling of ego and unconscious in the archetype of the self; the confluence
of spirit and matter in the symbols of alchemy; the blending of the singular and
the universal in the collective unconscious.

“But in the last analysis Jung’s search for the Holy Grail of conjunction failed.
His syntheses did not eventuate in genuine union; they were makeshift soldering
jobs, contrived amalgamations, rather than transcendent integrations of the op-
posites.

“In the intellectual realm, Jung’s great synthesis remained very much at the
level of mere verbal operations whose superficialities were concealed by an im-
pressive array of erudition. Jung’s often-noted lack of lucidity, his turgid style,
the leakiness of his logie, his inability to distinguish between hypotheses and facts
are as many telltale signs of this lack of integration.” Stermn balances this harsh
" judgment with an appropriate recognition of Jung’s intimations of forthcoming
differentiations and integrations of human consciousness. I view Jung as a precursor
of a very important movement in the evolution of consciousness, a movement that
he could not himself systematize because of his inadequate conceptualizations
concerning the intentionality of the human spirit. I have suggested elsewhere
that the root of Jung’s problem lies in misplacing the opposites, a fact that
appears most obviously in his hopelessly jumbled treatment of the problem of
evil. See ‘Dramatic Artistry in the Third Stage of Meaning,” in Lonergan
Workshop II and “ The Theologian’s Psyche: Notes toward the Reconstruction
of Depth Psychology,” in Lonergan Workshop I. See also “Aesthetics and the
Opposites,” Thought, June, 1977.
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the world and oneself. Existential consciousness is a level of
consciousness distinct from but sublating the three levels of
consciousness constitutive of human knowing. It is conscious-
ness as concerned with the good, with value, with the dis-
crimination of what is truly worthwhile from what is only
apparently good.

The discussion of the existential subject as a notion quite
distinct from the cognitional subject is a relatively recent de-
velopment in Lonergan’s thought. It reflects the emergence
of a notion of the human good as distinet from the notions of
the intelligent and the reasonable. Lonergan acknowledges this
development and the attendant recognition of the role of
feelings in existential subjectivity.

In Insight the good was the intelligent and the reasonable. In
Method the good is a distinct notion. It is intended in questions
for deliberation. It this worthwhile? Is it truly or only apparent-
ly good? It is aspired to in the intentional response of feeling to
values. It is known in judgments of value made by a virtuous or
authentic person with a good conscience, It is brought about by
deciding and living up to one’s decisions. Just as intelligence sub-
lates sense, just as reasonableness sublates intelligence, so delibera-~
tion sublates and thereby unifies knowing and feeling.*

Feelings, then, and with them the whole of the psyche, are no
longer integrated by knowledge, as in Insight, but by self-consti-
tuting existential subjectivity. In Insight, the psyche “ reaches
the wealth and fullness of its apprehensions and responses under
the higher integration of human intelligence.” ** In Method in
Theology, both human intelligence and the psyche are sublated
and unified by the deliberations of the existential subject, for
affective apprehensions of potential values mediate between
cognitive judgments of fact and existential judgments of value.
The new notion of the good, then, involves a relocation of the
significance of the psyche for generalized empirical method.

1% Bernard Lonergan, * Insight Revisited,” 4 Second Collection, p. 271.

* Bernard Lonergan, Insight, p. 726. The psyche is implicitly defined in terms
of “a sequence of increasingly differentiated and integrated sets of capacities for
perceptiveness, for aggressive or affective response, for memory, for imaginative
projects, and for skilfully and economically executed performance.” Ibid., p. 456.
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The import of this relocation becomes more pronounced when
we consider the relationship of symbols to the feelings in which
values are first apprehended. “A symbol is an image of a real
or imaginary object that evokes a feeling or is evoked by a
feeling.” ** One’s affective capacities, dispositions, and habits
“can be specified by the symbols that awaken determinate
affects and, inversely, by the affects that evoke determinate
symbols.” *®* Thus “ affective development, or aberration, in-
volves a transvaluation and transformation of symbols. What
before was moving no longer moves; what before did not move
now is moving. So the symbols themselves change to express
the new affective capacities and dispositions.” ** And affective
capacities and dispositions, as we have seen, initiate one’s ex-
istential response to potential values and satisfactions. They
are the effective orientation of one’s being.*

The transformation and transvaluation of symbols, then,
goes hand in hand with one’s affective development. But it
can be understood only when one realizes that symbols follow
other laws than those of rational discourse.® The function of
symbols is to meet a need for internal communication that
rational procedures cannot satisfy.'” The elemental, pre-objec-
tified meaning of symbols finds its proper context in this pro-

*2 Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, p. 64.

2 Ibid., p. 65.

4 Ibid., p. 66.

1% Ibid., p. 65,

1% ¢ For the logical class the symbol uses a representative figure. For univocity
it substitutes a wealth of multiple meanings. It does not prove but it overwhelms
with a manifold of images that converge in meaning. It does not bow to the
principle of excluded middle but admits the coincidentia cvpositorum, of love and
hate, of courage and fear, and so on. It does not negate but overcomes what it
rejects by heaping up all that is opposite to it. It does not move on some single
track or on some single level, but condenses into a bizarre unity all its present
concerns.” Ibid., p. 66.

17 % Organic and psychic vitality have to reveal themselves to intentional con-
sciousness and, inversely, intentional consciousness has to secure the collaboration
of organism and psyche. Again, our apprehensions of values occur in intentional
responses, in feelings; here too it is necessary for feelings to reveal their objects
and, inversely, for objects to awaken feelings. It is through symbols that mind
and body, mind and heart, heart and body communicate.” Ibid., pp. 66 f.
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cess of internal communication. The interpretation of the sym-
bol thus has to appeal to this context and to its associated
images and feelings.?®

Such an interpretation of symbols and of their relation to
feelings and to the intention of value is obviously significant
for one’s evaluation of the significance of dreams. Thus
Lonergan manifests a clear sympathy for those schools of
dream interpretation that think of the dream “not as the
twilight of life, but as its dawn, the beginning of the transition
from impersonal existence to presence in the world, to consti-
tution of one’s self in one’s world.” ** Later I shall argue for
the privileged position of the dream in the task of internal
communication that is the proper role of symbols for human
consciousness. For the moment, though, I wish simply to corre-
late what I mean by aesthetic subjectivity with the dimension
of our being marked by the reciprocal influence of symbols and
feelings in our initial response to values. Aesthetic subjectivity
is the psychic correlative of our intentional existential orienta-
tion in the world mediated by meaning.* Already it would

18 Ibid., p. 67.

*® Ibid., p. 69. This represents a different evaluation of the function of the
dream from that proposed by Lonergan in Insight, pp. 194-196.

2% That there must be such a psychic correlative is argued also by Lonergan in
Insight: ““Man’s concrete being involves

(1) a succession of levels of higher integration, and

(2) a principle of correspondence between otherwise coincidental manifolds
on each lower level and systematizing forms on the next higher level. Moreover,
these higher integrations on the organic, psychic, and intellectual levels are not
static but dynamic systems; they are systems on the move; the higher integration
is not only an integrator but also an operator; and if developments on different
levels are not to conflict, there has to be a correspondence between their respec-
tive operators.

“., . . On the intellectual level the operator is concretely the detached and
disinterested desire to know. It is this desire, not in contemplation of the already
known, but headed towards further knowledge, orientated into the known unknown.
The principle of dynamic correspondence calls for a harmonious orientation on
the psychic level, and from the nature of the case such an orientation would have
to consist in some cosmic dimension, in some intimation of unplumbed depths
that accrued to man’s feelings, emotions, sentiments. Nor is this merely a the-
oretical conclusion, as R. Otto’s study of the non-rational element in the Idea of
the Holy rather abundantly indicates.” Imsight, p. 532. Cf. also pp. 546f.:
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appear that a disciplined exploration of one’s psychic being
would complement intentionality analysis and would mediate
one’s self-appropriation especially of the existential level of
one’s being. Through such an exploration, one would be in-
vestigating the aesthetic or dramatic dimension of one’s moral
and religious responses. There must be a psychological con-
tribution to the position on the subject, one that would aid
especially moral and religious self-appropriation and that would
facilitate the sublation of an intellectually self-appropriating
consciousness by moral and religious subjectivity.® Such a
mediation would contribute to the articulation of what Loner-
gan calls foundational reality,” i.e., to the basic explanatory
and dialectical position on the subject.

Lonergan has articulated foundational reality in terms of
religious conversion, moral conversion, and intellectual con-
version. But neither religious nor moral conversion is a matter
of religious or moral self-appropriation. Neither is a matter
of explanatory self-knowledge, as is intellectual conversion.®

“{The] unrestricted openness of our intelligence and reasonableness not only is
the concrete operator of our intellectual development but also is accompanied by
a corresponding operator that deeply and powerfully holds our sensitive integra-
tions open to transforming change. . . . Man’s explanatory self-knowledge can
become effective in his concrete living only if the content of systematic insights,
the direction of judgments, the dynamism of decisions can be embodied in images
that release feeling and emotion and flow spontancously into deeds no less than
words.” In “ Dramatic Artistry in the Third Stage of Meaning,” I have identified
the sensitive operator as psychic energy and have related my understanding of
this sensitive dynamism to Jung’s.

1 On the sublations here referred to, see Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology,
pp. 241-243. What I am seeking is a way to render moral and religious self-
appropriation as much a matter of explanatory self-knowledge as is the intellectual
self-appropriation aided by Insight. I am suggesting that we can develop a psy-
chological self-mediation that would display the ground of one’s being as a moral
and religious subject, by uncovering the symbols that awaken and fail to awaken
one’s affective responses, and by enabling one to trace the story of the transvalu-
ation of symbols in one’s sensitive orientation.

*2 Sec Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, pp. 267-269.

%3 Strictly speaking, intellectual conversion has two meanings for Lonergan.
There is a sense in which, as Lonergan says, the Church reached intellectual con-
version at the Council of Nicea. That is, a particularly vexing and critical problem
was resolved by the exercise of human intelligence as orientated beyond the priora
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The position on foundational reality would seem to demand
some explanatory understanding of religious and moral con-
version.”* In effect, what I am suggesting amounts to the
affirmation of a psychic conversion that would be the base of
moral and religious self-appropriation, that would play the
same function in explanatory existential self-knowledge as the
aesthetic dimension of subjectivity itself plays in the decisions
of the concrete existential subject. As aesthetic subjectivity is
the ground of moral and religious response, by being the locus
of the apprehension of values, so aesthetic self-appropriation
is the ground of moral and religious self-appropriation. Authen-
tic self-appropriation in an explanatory mode is conditional
upon the release of the capacity to disengage in explanatory
fashion the orientation of one’s spontaneous symbolic system
on the move. This release is psychic conversion. As con-
tributing to explanatory existential self-understanding, it aids
the sublation of intellectual conversion by a moral and religious
conversion that are advancing in a mediated possession of

quoad nos to an affirmation of the priora quoad se, even though the latter affirma-
tion involves prescinding from the familiarity of images that correspond to the
content of one’s affirmation. Thus the meaning of the Nicene definition of con-
substantiality was expressed by Athanasius: “All that is said of the Father is
also to be said of the Son, except that the Son is Son, and not Father.” See
Bernard Lonergan, The Way to Nicea: The Didlectical Development of Trinitarian
Theology (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976), p. 47. But this exercise of human
intelligence was not mediated to itself by cognitional analysis. The Nicene defini-
tion issues from intelligence in act, but is not accompanied by a reflective account
of what precisely one is doing when one is so using one’s intelligence. The second
and most proper meaning of intellectual conversion is the change in one’s being
brought about by cognitional analysis. Thus Lonergan in Method in Theology
equates intellectual conversion with this explanatory self-understanding in the
third stage of meaning. Intellectual conversion is a liberation from long-ingrained
habits of thought and speech about one’s knowledge, a liberation “that is to
be had only when one knows precisely what one is doing when one is knowing.”
See pp. 238-240.

2+ Explanatory understanding is not critical grounding but critical mediation.
Moral and religious conversion are self-grounding, self-authenticating. Explanatory
understanding of them would move beyond descriptive phenomenology to a formu-
lation based on insights that fix terms and relations by one another: i.e. beyond
the priore quoad nos to the priora quoad se.
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themselves, i.e. the moral and religious subjectivity of interiorly
differentiated consciousness in the third stage of meaning.®

The mediation of aesthetic subjectivity

In an attempt to grasp the immanent intelligibility of an ex-
planatory mediation of aesthetic subjectivity, I suggest that
we begin with an interpretation of Lonergan’s writings and
of what we are about in studying his work. Let us regard the
thought of Lonergan as the mediation by meaning of our in-
tentional immediacy. Lonergan provides us with at least one
statement that encourages such an interpretation. “ Besides
the immediate world of the infant and the adult’s world medi-
ated by meaning, there is the mediation of immediacy by
meaning when one objectifies cognitional process in transcen-
dental method and when one discovers, identifies, accepts one’s
submerged feelings in psychotherapy.” *® Obviously the im-
mediacy mediated by meaning in these two processes is not
that of the infant, who lives exclusively in a world of im-
mediacy, but that of the adult, of the subject who lives in a
world mediated and constituted by meaning and motivated by

25 The third stage of meaning is the epoch in the history of consciousness upon
which we are called to enter in our time, an epoch in which meaning is controlled
neither by practicality nor by theory but by a differentiation of consciousness that
occurs through explanatory self-understanding on the part of human interiority.
See Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, pp. 93-96. As intellectual conversion,
so psychic conversion can have two meanings. The first is analogous to the intel-
lectual conversion in actu exercito manifested in the Nicene treatment of con-
substantiality. It is manifest in many religious and literary documents and in
the lives of countless men and woman even in the first, common-sense stage of
meaning. It corresponds to the first meaning of genuineness in Lonergan’s treatment
of this topic in Insight (see p. 475). The second and proper meaning, however,
is the third-stage meaning I am giving to the term in this paper: the release of
the capacity to disengage in explanatory fashion—with terms and relations fixing
one another—the dynamic process of one’s spontaneous symbolic sensitivity on
the move. As such, it is dependent on intellectual conversion and per consequens
on moral and religious conversion. See Lonergan, Method in Theology, p. 248,
for a treatment of intellectual conversion as following upon religious and moral

conversion.
2 Ibd., p. 7.

















































































































































































































































































