AVERROISH

It is often taken for granted that the emancipation of
humen resson coupled with the negation of immortality first took
form in ths Western Word >dur'1ng the period of the Renalsseance. The
desper prinsciples of the Renaissance are not of the Renaissance,
which is characterived more by partiocular a.ﬁ)licatidnl of these
principlolr than by disp'crﬁrw VTlrnu prinsiplu are already fully
articulate in the medieval world, and the full realization of their
disastrous import was the cocasion of St. Thomes' most vehement
polemio writing 1+ De Aeternitate Mundi contra Murmurantes and De

Unitate Intelleotus contra Averroistas Parisienses.

Thess writings were dirsoted against the Parisian Aver-
roists and their lesdsr, Siger de Brabant, and were followsd by the
condemmaticn of the deotrines of his sehool by the Bishop of Paris
in 1270, That these dootrines were well entrenched is seen by the
fact of an even more severs condemnation in 1877 resulting in the
£14ght of Siger and his ultimate intermment in Rems.

That 5¢. Thomas' attack upon them was extremely foresight-
od 1s seen in Brnst Caseirer's attribution of Averrolsm as & funde
smental influsnce in the thought of Renaissance pMIoaoph-h. bt
know the strong influence that Averroism sxorted en soholastis w-t,
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and we know how it graduslly conquered the entire scientific world.
In 1270 Etienne Tempier, Bishop of Paris, sumoned the faculty of
masters of theology to condemn thirteen Averroistic theses. But not
a1l the prohibitions following each other in quick succession were
able to prevent the spread of Averrcism in the universities. ...
Averroism ends by appearing, in the form expressed in the School of
Padua, as "science" pure and simpls. The reason for this lies less

~in its smpirical content of knowledge then in its conceptual form
- and in the basic theorstical comvietion it stood for. For only

within the framework of Averroisa could there be, under the con-
ditions ef medieval culture, anything .lih an "u.u‘tom" physiecs,
an mhrpfotation of natural phencmens independent of theological
presuppositions. It was this funotion that gave Averroism its
moaning, even within the sphere of Christian culture, and secured
1ts exceptional positicn, despite all the keen oritioism directed
against it from the side of the real defenders of the Christian faith
like Thomas Aquinas. luthh its own field Averroims was invineible,
a3 long as i% offoresd the only possibility and ua'emyumm of
& solentifie pliysies.” (Brast Cassirer, Ploo dells Mirandola, pp.
135-136) In subsequent pages of his essay, Cassirer is at pains to
show how Pleo remained faithful to Averroism. Thus, sccording to
Cassirer, while following the following the Mossie story of crestiem
in the Hepteplus, and elsewhere the nec-Platonie tradition and the
category of emanmation, "he alweys returned to the support of the
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Arﬁbian philosophy, and considered it indispensible for the thoo‘rot-‘
ical structure of ‘]movlodge.“ (_i_’q_:l_é p. 136) BElsewhere he em-
phasizes the Averroistic influence upon such Renaissance Platonists
such as Marsilio Ficino and their materialistioc counterparts such |
o8 Pamponazzi. (Individuum und Cosmos, p. 156) A final confirm-

ation of the pervading influence of Averroisa upon the Renaissanoce
is indicated in its renswed oonﬁomtion by the Fourth Council of
the Lateran. (Denzinger, 738)

The object of St. Thomes in writing the two polemical
works above-menticned was precisely to show the nature of this new
"autonomous® physics. According to Cassirer, there is nothing n
the prinoiples of Averroism that eculd raise axy problem for the
philoscphic reasom. "The problem oaly u-in'l and ocan cnly continue
to exist, if reason makes no use of its basio right, the right of
independext oritical exsmination, but surrenders itself to dogma.
Within the limits presorided by the medisval picture of tbmid.
Averroism is the attempt «t a rational explanation of nature." (Pico
della Mirandola, p. 183) The true significance of and fundamental
assumption of what Cassirer is pleased to call “the basic right of
independent eritical }omimﬁcn" in Averroism is laid bare dy 8¢,
Thomes and 1 goes far desper and has & far grester extension than
even Cessirer suspected. To him it is a Gonseption “presoribed by
the 1imits of the medieval ploturs.,” Its influence extended through
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to the Renalssance but was destined in Cassirer's mind to be supersed-

ed by a new conception eliminating the so-called "Subjekt-Objekt" con=

flict. St. Thomas saw its roots extending back to the primordial
revolt of ma.n and its off-'nhootc becoming & nesting place for e
revolt extending indefinitely beyond his own time. He saw f@rther
then Cassirer, although the latter arrived on the scens nine hundred

Yyears later. .

, . _Averroimm, and more partioularly Latin Averroism, is
only ons facet of & more comprehensive drive for the emensipation
of mind, In fighting Siger de Erabant, the oontemporary lesdsr of
the Parisian Averroists, ws at once meeting the ohallenge of lodu-n
thought and centimuing the work of the Pounder of his Order. One of
the mein cocupations of St. Dominio's 1ife was his preaching against
the Nanicheen dootrines of the Aldigeuses and the Cathari., One of
the most significant positions of the Manichesans ws that the elscti,
those who sulmitted themselves to all the demands of their religiom,
mthlmolnum otthoirmporlm. In this the Manichasans
concwr with and rejoin P.h;uns.n.

What were these fundamsntal tendencies in Parisian Aver-
rolsm which so aroused the apprebension of $%. Thomas and provoked

- %o stern language of his polemics ! They are found in the proposis

tions condsmned in 1270, themzelves contained prim:lpo.ny in Biger .
de Brabant's work, De Anima Intellectiva. !hoymbo resumed umbr
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[ J four headings: Denial of divine Providence in the order of ¢
contingency; eternity of the world; numerical unity of the human

[ } intellect; denial of free will, A further elaboration of their

H contents brings to light the following dootriness God kmows nothing
o outside Himself. God does not know singulars. Human actions are
H not subject to divine Providence. The world is eternal. There
“ was no first men., There is numerically only one intelligence
: | for all men. It is false or improper to say that it is man who
[ J . understands. The soul which is the fom of man as such is dntroyid

by death. God cannot give immor¥ality or imcorruptibility to a

thing which i3 corruptible and wortal. The upar‘tod soul efter
death cannot suffer by corporeal fire. All thet takes piuce in the
world is :ubjcot to the influence of the heavenly bodies. The will
of man wishes or chooses under.the empire of necessity. Free will
is & passive not an aotive power, and is htonufily moved by its
desires. (of. Mandornst, Siger do Brabant, Lom, 1911, p.liz)

‘A1l these notions oan be derived from the notion of the

~ intelleot in Averroistic dootrine. It is of such a naturs that it
~ supersedes God ad assumes the individual responsibility of man. ‘.l'hia

‘dootrine:is contained in the treaty De Neocessitate et Contingentia

Causarum. The first esuse produces ot’imu'.. imediately axnd neces~

‘sarily, the first intelligence, which is thus costernal with it.
It is the sole imuediate effect of the first cause. The first ceuse
q.llo produces the separated intelligences, the celestial spheres and
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' can'be trus only if man exists. (ibid., pp. 117, 181)

their movements, and all that is not subject to generatiom. This is
also produced nscessarily but in a certain order. Thus the production
of the world and its coexistence with the first ca.ul‘e are necessary
and eternal. God produces the world by necessity of nature, not by
his knowledge and will, as in Christian doctrine. (Nanifestum est
autem quod Deus per intellectum suum causat res, oum suum esse sit
suur intelligere. Unde necesse est quod sua scientia sit causa re-

rum, secundum quod habet voluntatem conjunciam. 8.T. I, g. 14, a. 8)

Furthermore, ouce God has produced the world, he has no further control

over it, since the first oause produces its effects through inter-
mediary causes such as the oelestial bodies. The effect of these
causes can be impeded and sometimes is. Thus contingency reigns in
t& world and the only necessity in the world is a necessity which is
such only provided that it is not impeded, (of. Mandonuet, op. oit.,
pp. 163-164) |

Godhu!ithtbﬂl&oﬂlytdnﬁncomoﬂm. Onoe he

‘has given it being, it is independsut of Him, as sternal and neces-

sary as He iz. The oreatures beccme God since they are independent

-ot God., They are subject to no laws sinve ther is no necessity other

than the nscessity of the warld's being. Man is not even created by
God, since men can cnly be produced through gemsration. (of. ibid.
p. 169) Truth is subject to man, since the universal camnot exist
ﬂthmmlw. Thus the statement : Man is a rational animal,
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e At first sight, the Averroistic strifs for the eman-

LF } oipation of man seems to be just the opposite of the emanocipation and
» self-redemption of man, since its teaching of the mumerical unity of
] )

E j the hman intellect involves the denmial of personal immortality and

) personal respcnsibility. But, as will be seen, this was merely s
- lcgical and wholly rea:roné.blo detour dwuring which mntun would be
gathered for an ever more bold and open aolf-usértion. How, then,
do the Averroistic positions attacked by St. Thomas contribute to
the modern ides of the emancipation of men, and, more particularly,
how does the denial of persomal immortality function in this

emancipation ?

Averrcism, at lsast Latin Averrolsm, presents a pearadox
et every step. 1o say, for instance, that it stanﬂi for freedom and
sutoncay in philosophy is an over-simplificetion of the question. The
zatural reascn of the Averreists is mot st all thsm.wnl reason
5t. Thomas distinguishes from faith, as Cassirer would lead us to
believe, and as the Lmroim themgelves would hn us believe.

The Averroistic conflict betwesn reason and suthority is sctuslly
& conflict between the authority of human reason and the authority
of supernatural faith. IThe Averroist's suthority of human reascn is
that of Aristotls, and they argue from Aristoble for their positions
cozserning the unity of the human intellect and the eternity of the

. world. It is from human suthority that they argue for the absoluts -
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errorem aliculus quantitatis, Et talem virtuten esse in individuo
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independsnce of humun reascu. A few citations from Averrcos will
suffice to make ovident that Aristotlo's authcrity is for the Aver-
roists syasonmymous with the absclute independsnce of human reasocxn.

thus Lis genius is vosted with an cbsolute and inerrant guality.

"Credo enim quod iste homo fuerit regula in natura, et
oumpla.r, qﬁod pnatura invenit ad demonstrandum ultimam perfectionsm
in humanis, (De Anima, III, cap. 11, Averrois Opera, Venetiis, 1550,
t. VII, fol, 110 v) Aristotelis dootrina est summa veritas, quoniam
eius intellectus fuit finis humani inbolloe'bﬁs, quare bens dicitwr
quod fult creatus et datus nobis divina Providentia, ut sciremus
quidquid potest soiri. (op. eit., De Auime ITI, quoted by Uberwege
Heinge, Orundriss der Gesch. 4. Philos., 11, 1908, p. 251) Laudemus

Deum qui separavit hunc virum ab aliis in perfections, appropriavit
o1 ultima dignitetem humnem, quam non cunis howo potess, in quae
cunqus astate, attingers. (op. oit., De gcwatione animalium, I,
eap, XX, t. VII, fol. 196 v) Camposuit alics lidros in hae arte
(physica), ot in logica ot metaphysice; et ipas invenit et semplevit
has tres artes (that is, the totality of soiense in the Aristotelice-

 Averroist olassification). Izvenit, quia quidguid invenitur soriptm

ab antiquis in has solentia, non est digmm quod sit pars artis huius,
Dec ambiguites etenim, nedum quod prinsipis essemt. Complovit, quia
millus ecrum, qui gecutl sunt eum usque ad hoe ‘tempus, quod est mille
ot quingentorum annorum, nihil addidit, nes invenit in eius verbis




uno miraculosum, et extransum extitit. K+t haeo dispositio, cum in
uno homine reperitur, dignus est esse divinus magis quam humanus.
(op._cit., Physica, Proemium, t.. IV, fol, 2 v) Et per hanc virtutenm
divinam, inventem in ipso, fuit ipse inventor scientias, et complens
sou perficiens eam, et ho¢ raro invenitur in artibus, qUASCWAGUS ars |
fuerit, maxime in hac arte magna. Sed diximus quod ipse fult ixvemtor
et camplens, nam dicta aliorum Antiquorum de his rebus non sunt digne
ut sint dubx.tatioms in his rebus, et a fortiori ut sint principia )

' (og. oi +s Meteorologic. III, summa uounda. oap. 11, ad finm t.

VI, fol. 80) The foregoing oitations have been taken rrcm Ma.ndonnot, et

op. oit. pp. 163-154)

- This servile submission to 2 human authority in matters
of natural reason, this retional dogmatism, is extremely significant,
both from the point of view of amancipation and from the polemic point
of view, 8o long as "rerunm veritas” is the norm, reason iteslf is
independext of any luman authority, and we camct ergue sciemtifically
for the truth from axny philosopher no matter how great. But when
reagon is centorsd in authority, then reason may claim, in some doﬁntc
:ut‘br. freedm to unrt what is or is not, even before Mz has dis-
emrod the wue reason for the assertion. Henoe, even in thes fase
«ofngimrﬂulodh-uth.u'ouldcthbwhhpuu
contradiotary opinion. Thus cne is confrombed with an absolute right,
prior to reason, that is, prior to striotly soientific evidence for -
thopooiﬁmmni;hthold. Mmhutogiunoothnr reason
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for his ppaitioxit than this right.

St, Thomas' concept of the freedom of natural reason is

wholly opposed to this guthroiterisnism. A conflict between falth

and reason can arise only in the realm of opinion, as distiﬁnt from

~ science. Reason must reject its positions only when they sre but

opinions, This primacy of reason in matters of natural science on
the one hand, and the Avurrqist's primacy of the authority of human
reason in the person of Aristotle on tho other, explains the |

difficulty St. Thomss had to cops with and of which one is vividly

aware in every pago of the De Unitate Intellsctus.

One feels that even when St. Thomas shows that the
Averroists cennot even invoke the litera of Aristotle in favor of
their position, he will fail to impress them. To what St. Thomas
oalls reason, that reasom which 4is either the 'w‘ of things, ar
our am reason which is posterior to ﬁhj.ngt aid prior to Aristotls,
the Averroists substituts the primacy of the letter. 8t. Thomas
supposes that even in reading an author such as Aristotle, resson
comes first. The author's positions are to be judged in the light
of truth. "Studium philoscphiae non est ad hoo quod sclatur quid
homines senserint, sed qualiter se habeat veritas rerm." To this
is opposed the notion of the authority of the mz«@m. and in
particular Aristotle, by Averroes. “Quasrendo intenticnem philoso-
phorum in hoo, méis quam veritatsm, oum philondpbioo proocedamus.”
(Mandounet, op. cit. j:. 145) |
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Vexce, in theory, the Averroist presoinds from reacon
us understood by St. Thomes, axd any primucy accorded to reason in
this sense will be an impcsition, a tyranny imposed over and alove

wuth, which lies in the awuthority of the letter. Logicelly, then,

reason way not be appeeled to for the sake of interpreting the letter

&8 o its truth or error. The truth is.trne a'Eiori, snd reason
must conform to this truth. What the letter assets, and what is,

are identical. Hence any rﬁuon prior to the letter must bs wholly
subjective. The authority of Aristotle thus fl‘“l the Aferroiat |
from the "tyranny" of reason, and the use of this reason in the
reading of the letier, either to agree with it or to dissgree with
it, will be interpreted as reading subjective reasson into the letter.
Vhence ccmes the kmowledge of the letter 7 Necessarily from him

who constitutes himself the custodian of the authority oi' the letter.
Whenoe comes the meaning of the letter ! HNecessarily from the |
erbitrary resson of the oustodian thus self-constituted. Thus reasca
and even the reason of Aristotle himself is excluded by the authority
of Aristotle, since Aristotls himsslf is not used in the interpreta~
tiom of the letter. Somhhhénodinth.mppoudpmmd
right of the reason to contradict even supernatural faith which has

8 aeoouitj’. 1€ not based vpen human reason, at least omw with
it. In ot&r words, what we would call arbitrariness of inter-
pretation becomes, in the hands of the Averroists, the freedom of

reascn, the freedem of reeson from reascn itself. The reason whish




comtradicts thip absolubely indupcudent reecgon will be called arbitrary.
s, in tho ewnd, tias Averroistic fresdem of reugon will meke o let-
ter ecpress what arvitrory reason, the I[reodau of rezson, wuats it to
axpress. in the nauo of freedam frum authority, the f;'rs.ﬁn;r of ar-~
viwrary resason is imposed, a reascu linmited by nothing but its om

good pleasure, as aga.inﬁt the strietures of valld sciesuce, and

geauine authority which is, if not subject to human resscn,at least

reagonable.

This arbitrary interpretation of Aristotle in the zeme

‘of the authority of reasen unfettered is further confirmed by what

the Averroists actually hold Aristotle o teach eomoerning the
wnity, or unicity, of the hmsn intellest, and the truth of a prop-
osition such as : Man is rational., We insist upom the unity of

truth, which s the meagure of inbellsot in speculative matters.

The divins intellact i the cause of the truth of things and it is
one. Ow intellect, howsver, is subject to opinfan. For the Avere
roist, luman reason is one andit shines farth so oampletely in
Aristotle that what the letter of Aristotle ssys bescmes the authority
for all future thought, Aristotle's letter becorwes as the temporal
nsasure for all lnman learning., Thus, the human intellect becomes
prior to the th:l.ngs' thenselves from which knowledge should camfo

us, and its unity is substi-tuted for the unity of truth. In imping

this rapprochement betwoen the divine unify of truth and the umity

of the Averroistis intelleot, aneison}y gﬂ Elxinﬁ}.doqtiqa} -
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conclusion that St. Thomes drew in his opusculum, namely, that the
Averroistic intellect is not only separated but is God himgelf.

(De Unitate Intellectus contra Averroistas Parisienses , od. Mandon-

net, p. 64)

According to the Averroiats, that intsllect v.uhioh is the
best in man iz eternal. Along with the world, it ia necessarily co-
eternel with God. In this abgolutely necessary universe, the
geparated intellect of man is as seoure as God himself. Bence the
Averroistio insistence, from the philosophical point of view, on
the oterniﬁy of the universe. Ihe Thomistiec position that, froa the
viewpoint of philoscphy, it is impossible to ascertuin whether the
world is eternal or not, since thig depends upon whsther God had
freely willed it from all eternity or not, was to the Averrcists a

 blemiah both on the being and on the power of the human intellect

loft to itselfs Buch uncertainmby would mean that, without revealed
truth, one cannot determine by oneeself ths actusl condition of what
is greatest in mam. It is enly if the one imtellect is both sternal
and able to demonstrate its necessity, its eternity, that 1t can

make & oamplete reditio ad principium to itself as to an absolute

self oven in the face of God. Whether this intellect is ours in

the perscnal sense or not, the importent thing is that it is “in us,”
and that we can hold up that whioh is in us es self-possessive in its
necessary eternity. The eternity of the world and of the humen in-

tellect is thus an emmncipetion from all comtingensy, sn exaltation




of the self in the uncreated super~self at the expense of God. This
emancipation fram contingency is thus at the same time an omancipa‘bioxi
from the absolutely necessary being that is God. Man cannot raise
himself above himsgelf, b} himself, without diminishing the divinity

“itself.

Averrolsm not only emancipates the intellect and the
world as a whols from God by conferring-npon them sbsolute neces-
sity, but it deprives God of the knowledge of singulars and that
which is left of cocsntingency in the universe. This too is en eman-
cipation of the world from God. In ouwr necessity, the realm of

nmmcuﬁonthpmyunulym. Divine govermment does

Bot reash the singulars, nor doss it resch human astions. The world

of mn is thus oomplets in itself., One is left o wender why God
should be at all. MNarxism has nothing to add to this concept,
sinoe it postulates that the cnly necessity in the universe is man-
mads, the laws of matter being nothing more than comtingensy itself
erected into law, With a Gertain logio and consequence, it subjects
the necessity of mn to that contingeney of matter, & ocmolusien
already implied in arbitrary, undetermined reasom of the Averroists.
It seems that only the temporary authority of Aristotle and the
w.mmo:mmmdm'mm-pmrum

 Middle Ages from openly eliminating God and boldly asserting the

complete independence and self-sufficiency of mam,

8ince Averroism has been presented as the medievel form - =

-
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of the seeking for and emancipation of the self, of the exaltatiom

of the absolute dignity of the self, how oan such an effort at
camplete self-possession involve the denisl of peraénal immortality ?
The coincidence of th.ne two ideas is more logicel than first appears.
My are a typical illustration of the idea that the exxltation of

the self leads ineluctably toward self-destruction, toward intel-

‘ lectual suicide.

Dignity means bonitas per se. The intellectual cresture »

St. Thomas says, surpasses other emturu both in the perfection
ofhisuhzoandinthadignityothilond The intellectual
mamvampunlothuahythodignﬂvothh-mbnamm
rationel creaturs alone by its o op&ation attaing to the last
endortho{minru, namely by knowing and loving God, whereas other
mhm.cmnmuﬂummmptwamupr-
ticipation of Hia likwness. (IIX C. 8., ch. 111) Hence the true
dignityormcmfrmhhabintytomehthhond and the
muwum.uwvu»mmmwmmum
sttainment of this end.

The Averroistic intellsot, however, is eatirely self-
suffioient. It is not merely inmcorruptible, it is necessarily
oternal. But this very self-sufficiency is acocmpanied by the des-
truotion of porlom.). fmmortality. Hence, the exaltation of the

firat entails tho destruction of the hmr. Such an attezpt is a




true case of the alienation by which Feusrbach explains awmay God,
The one intellect is as a means of escape from any form of subject~
ion to God himself, Nhotixor, in Averroism, the intellect ig nmine
or not is not important. The main point is that there be freedam.

This _idu will be pushed to its most logical conclusion
in Marxism. So far as my person is concerned, why should not the
Averroistic intellect become identified with the necessity of mat-
ter; provided tha.t it emancipates my person from God ? Why not
submit my own actions to the necessity of indetermination, why not
subject lwnlf to the indignity of irresponsibility, pror.l&od that
this frees me from the divine law ?

8t. Thanegs, %fm. in his Opusoculum attacks the Aver-
roists on the two-fold ssore of both nisinterpreting the letter of
Aristotls and of abusing roucn 1tself. The first refutation is
campleted by the seocond. For while it is conceivable that & persen
oould hou-tlyninn‘hrwct the letter of Aristotle hummm

'mmmmmyemwm wuth, if this interpretation

is shown to militate against obvious reason, it is necessarily a
deliberate effort to ccmoesl and establish a purely arbitrary intere
pretation under the authority of sn author, The Averroists fully
recegnized St. Thomes and St. Albert the Grest as ﬁbir Rexwsis,

since Siger in his writings peys them the unheerdens compliment {n

medieval writing of naming his two oontuipouriu explicitly Aa
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Praeoipui virl in philosophia, Albertus et Thomas. On what grounds

does he attack them ? Not on the grounds of reasoning incorrectly,
but on the grounds of misinterpreting Aristotle : lsti viri defi-

ciunt ab intentione Philosophi, nec intentum determinant. (¥andonnet,

Siger de Brabant, p. 174) In other words, they are accused, not of

reasoning incorrectly, but of violating the authority of the lotter
of Aristotle, which, as iﬁtcrprehd by the Averroists, assumes a
truth of its own independent of ratiomal truth or supernatural
truth. Quasrendo intentionem philosophorum in hoo, éﬁil quam ve-
ritatem, oum philosophice proocedsmus. (Mandonnet, op. oit. p. 145)
That this Averroistically interpreted letter of Aristotls is the
norm of a1l truth is evident from the previously cited words of

- Averroes.

Thus §%. Thomas, in demonstrating that the Averroists
pervert the seuse of Aristotle, doss nob attribute to them an honest
errar, as he does in refuting other authors, bub sccuses them of
deliberate and therefore arbitrary -pmwmuﬁu. Thus, alfter
showing that the Averrcistio interpretaticn, imvoliing as it does
the erestion of the independent mind into God himself and the denial

- of persomal immortality, is not only against the semse of Aristotle,

mmowutw‘wwammm-um
qualified as Averroces, such as Themistius, Theophrastus, cited by .
Themistius, and Avicenna and Algasel, conoludes ¢ Unde miror ex

quibus Peripateticis luno errcrem se assumpsisse gldrion'hn- s niss
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forte gquia minus volunt cum cetsris Peripateticis recte sapers,

Juanm cum Averros aberrare, qui non tam fult Peripatetious quam Porie

pateticas philosophiae deparavator. (Mandonnet, op. cit. p. 50)

Throughoixt the Opusculum, Averroes is treated to : 2ervorse sexponit.

In refuting the Averroistioc interpretation by reason,
5%. Thomas exposes the manifest absurdities they involve. If the
intellect is separated, 8o also is the will, and morality perish-
8. Refleoting and making laws becomes vain, and sooial and civil
life is destroyed. (Mandomnst, ops cit. pe 59) Thus those who
followed Siger's doctrines could say that if 8t, Peter was saved,
a1l men were undanﬁth.rommmdrcrmapum striving
on the part of the individual. Likewise it would be impossidle
to learn anything from a tescher or from experience, sincs by the
unity of the intellesct one would already possess the tescher's
incliodgo and the seperated stats of the intsllest would dispense
with the phautasmus of experience. Thus truth beccmes independextt
both of zoience and cxgu:hnoo. The separated intsllest becomes
God, since all knowledge is one both cbjectively and mmerically.
Likewise, since kmowledge is a kmowledge of speoies not of things,
knowledgs s not truly cbjective, as Kant wes later to amuounce as

- & great discovery. (ibid. pp. 64-68)

8t. Thomas terminates his Opusoulwa by a famous chilonp,
to the Averroists to come cut in the open and refute what he has said




of them, 8Si quis auten clorisbundus de falsi nominis scientia velit

cantra haec quas scripsimus aliquid dicere; non loquatur in angulis

noc coram pusris, qui nesoiunt de causis arduis judicare; sed contra

hoe scriptunm 'acribo.'b, 81 audet : et invenlet nom solum me, qui aliorum

swn minigmas, sed multos alios, qui veritatis sunt cultores, per quos

o jus errori resistetur val igmorantis consuletur. (1via. p. 69)

That the errors of the Averroists were far from smothered
is evident ﬁ-om an attack upon them in a sermon which St. Thomes
preached before the University. In :Lt_: bs accuses them of proposing
doctrines against the faith and giving the words of Aristotle s |
Justification, without, however, daring to openly admit the 1mplioc~

etions of the contradictiom. Inveniumtur c.ligg_i qui student in

EMIOI%. st dicunt u.lim quss non sunt vers secundun ﬁ&am_
et oun dlelitur sis quod hoo repugnat fidei, dicunt quod Philosophus

dicit hoe, sed ivsi mom asserunt, imo solwt recitaat verba Philoso-
Phi. The authority of the letter aloms must suffice, espscially
when a elear affirmation would have been Qzﬁ-emly dangorou:. Arig=
totle couldmthpwmd,lmtslimdnknhutcwm That does

Baint Thowas say of this tactic ? Talis est falsus propheta, sive

falsus doctor, quin idem est dubitetionem movers et sam nom solvere
quod ssm conoedere; quod sigmetur in Rxod. (21 1 33), ubi dieitwy
i aliquis foderit [ 1 it cisternam et nom coow

perusrit eam, venit bos vicini sul, ot cadat in cisternam, ills qui -
aperuerit cisternam temsatar ad eius restituticnem. mt ons ef tlu

dootrines attacked was that of mmnty 1- widont tro- St. !hanu'




citation of it as & source of confusion in pagn philosophy which the
Averroiatﬁ-would make coin of to oppose the limpidity of the faith.

Plus scit modo una vetula de his quae ad fidem pertinent, quam quondam

omnes philosophi. ...Sed quas vetula est hodie quae non sciat quod

anima est immortalis? Multo plus potest fides quam philosophia:

unde si philosophia contrariatur fidei, non est acosptanda. (Uccelli P,A,,

S.Thomae Aquinatis et S. Bongventuras Balnsoregensis Sermonss Anecdoti,

Mutinse, 1869, p, 713 S. Thomas Opera, ed, Fretts, t. XXXII, p.676.

Quoted by Mandonnet, Siger de Brabant, p. 109)

The pit opened by tho Averroists who proposed the letter
of Aristotle as a-reason which could without further substantiation
oppose fdtﬁ and natural resson had not bnn laid open in vain., While
8iger did not dare to defend openly its :Llpliéat,‘.ou, his less
cautious followers did it for him. Thus, among the statements
condemned by the Papal Legate in 1276 there are the following:
‘Theology 1s founded on fables. The only wise men in the world are
the philosophers. Christienity is sn cbstacle to sclense. The only
happiness is in this worlds death is the end of all, One should
not pray, Fornication is not a sin. '

- This then is what Cassirer calls "an attempt at a ratiomal
oxplanation of mature ...'scisnce! pure and simple”: & reason which
does not dare to resson, which seeks to hide behind autherity, a
reascn which denies the we#y rights of m. This duplicity 1s

At
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- evident since the Latin Averroists, after ooncluding that their

doctrines are substantiated by reason, promptly assert their readiness
to hold the contrery by faith, which is to completely disown the
validity of iouon, scmething St. Thomes never did. Adhuc gravius

est quod postmodum dicit: 'Per rationem concludoc de necessitate

quod intellectus est unus numero; firmiter tamen teneo oppositum

per fidem.' When faith has been supplanted by force, the successors
of the Avorroin.'.l will be equally willing to throw over reason for
force, With reason jettiscned in the name of arbitrary suthority
masquerading as the freedom of reason, that is, freedam to contradiot
itself, there is nothing left to prevent man rrm‘u'romly plunging

- to dutrﬁction. in the name of mnoipati'on. God and the immortality

of the scul are dismissed without regret. The philosopher is then
left with the eventually hopeless task of ruling a world he did not

make ard delighting his soul with the nourishment of worms. ,
: ' v
While 813'3; takes a slavish attitude towards the authority
of Aristotle as he sees it through the syes of Averross and will
even aduit manifest absurdities rather than sbandon the psotion to

which he has soomitted himself, St, Thomas maintains a noble independence

- towards any goercicn by philoscphical suthority not substantiated

by reason, While Siger remains stuck in his Averroistio rut, .
Bt. Thomas looks ahead enthusiastically to an increasingly

.richer ocomprehensi on and extension of truth laboricusly scquired .-
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by man's intellectual labors throughout the centuries, Paulatim

humenea ingenie processisse videntur ad investigandum rerum ori:inem,

evelicet id quod unus homo potest immittere vel apponere ad cognitionem

veritatis suo studio et ingenio sit aliquid parvum per comparationsm

ad totam considerationem veritatis, tamen illud quod aggregatur ex

omnibus coarticulatis, exquisitis et collectis, fit aliquid magnum,

ut potest apparere in singulis artibus, quas per diversorum studia

ot ingenia ad mirabile inorementum pervensrunt. (De Substantiis

Seperatis and Netaph.II, lect.l. Quoted by Mandommet, Siger de
Brabant, p.146 Compure these enthusiastic words on the solidarity
of all men in erecting the greatest possible knowledge of all tr\;th.
with the authoriterian rantings and revings of modern philosophers
egainst all those who timidly suggest any further view of reality
than that which they have arbitrarily decreed. What a contrast this
makss with the false modesty of thoss like Dessartes, Kant aud Hegel,
to mention but a few, who have tho pretention of creating by
themselves all truth and blithely deny sad contemn the gontributions

“of their predecessors, as ir, to quote St. Thamms, soli sunt homines,

ot oum eis oritur sspientis. Is this not the opituv of the egotimm
and subjectivien they denounce, of the arbitrary authority they see
everywhare but in themselves? Thus Siger does nos hesitate to
calaly declare that the phiilosophers who do not share his ideas
belong to an inferior omtegory whose intelligence is to his as

that of the brutes is to men, (Mandommet, op. dit. p.151)




But as St. Paul‘ predicted, the time would cc;mo when men
"will not onéure sound doctrine, but according to their own desires,
they will heap to themselves teachers, having itohing ears; and will
indeed turn away their hasring from the truth, but will be turned
intc fables.” (II Tim, 4:5,4) Thus, in St, Thomas'time, Averroism,
despite repeated condemmation, kept its grip. Cessirer oa:;; write:
Der Averroismus schien in vierzehnten und ffinfzehnten Jahrhundert,
trots aller Angriffe, die er in der klassischen Systemenen der
Scholastik erfehren hatte, in seinen theoretischen Grundlagen noch
‘unerschiittert su nin. Lange Zeit bildet er an den italienischen
Universititen die herrschenden Lehrs. In dem eigentlichen gelehrten
Zentrum der t:;iiohltilehon Studien, ih P_adua., hat die Averroistischen
Doktrin sich von der ersten Ealfte des vierzshnten Jahrhunderts bis
.in sechsehnts und siebsshnte Jahrhundert beheuptet. (Individuuam u.

Cosmos p.135)

Thus while men liks Ficino ‘nd Pouponassi set out to

combat Averroism because of wlu.t they considered its affront to ‘the
value of the individual, their own stand was m-«dy & product of that
emancipation of resscon and denial of ixmortality whioch Averroism
involved, Gomqmnﬂy, in the oontribution to mdodern thought
, atiributed to such men as Fioino and Pamponassi, cne can imply the |
perpetuation of Averroism, that roﬁlt against God and truth in

favor of the im!ividml, 80 prophstically cmbatﬁd by 81.'; Thomas.
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Fop matan.co » in Ficino there is that separation of the
intellect from the body, that posseseion of pure knowledge without
phantesmeg which is proper to Averoism, and which leads, as St. Thomas
foresew, to the identification of the human intellect with thoe divine
intellect, as ymll as to the destruction of the universal velldity

of knowledge,

On the other hand, in Pomponassi thereis that reduction
of all forms in man to material forms mecessitated by the Avprroi;tic
supposition that & partially immaterial form could not inform a
material body and the consequent denial of Ww. There is
elso that constantly proned dootrine of the liberals that virtue is
its own rewsrd and thereby any future retribution is rendsred
11lusory. (Siger de Brabant, Do Anima Intelleotiva, quoted by
¥andonnet, op.oit. p.154, Pompomassi, De Immortalitate Animss,
p»120)




Chapter V

THE RENAISSANCE

In the words of Engels, the Renaissance ™mua the greatest
revolution that the world had so far experienced." What was the
nature of this revolution? "It was the epooh which brouéht into
being the greai monarchies in Europe, hroke the spiritusl dictatorship
of the .Pope, evoked tﬁa revival of Greek antiquity and with it the
highest artint;o devalopment'of the new sge, broke through the
bounderies of the old world, and for the first time really discovered
the world." (op.oit. p. 184) What was the nature of this world thet
bad finally been discoversd, this new cbjective world? It is none
other than man himself ag the center of the universe, ths singular
.individual as both the subject and objest of all ome's iunteresta.

This point of view is amply borme out in the words of Jacob Burckhardt
in Die Kultur der Benaissanos: *Im Mittelalter lagen die bieden
Seiten des Bewusstaeing » = nach der Welt hin und nach den Innern

des Meuschen selbst « » wie unter einen gemeinssmen Sohleier

traumend oder haldwach. Der Sohleier war gewoben aus Glaubex,
McbWit und ¥aln; duroh ihn hindurchgesehen erschienen

Welt und Gesohichte wundersam geflirbt, der Mensch aber erksnnte

sich nur als Rasse, Volk, Partei, Korporation, Familie oder soust

in irgendeiner Form des Allgemeinen. In Italien suerst verwsht
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dieser Sohleier in die Luft; es arwacht eine objektive Betrachtung
und Behandlung des Staates und der simtlichen Dinge dieser Welt
uberhaupt daneben aber erhebt sich mit voller Macht das Subjektive;
der Mensch wird geistiges Individuum und erkennt sich als solches.”
(Pe76) Thus one is confronted with that strange paradox which
endurss unabated in modern fiui, namely, that henceforth to look at
the world objeotively is to look at it from the central point of view
of the human irndividusl, that is, subjectively, To look at man as
part of some greater scheme, as part of a divinély ordered universe
is precisely, in the words of Feiwrbach, to look at the world
subjectivelyr "Der Glaube an das Jenseits ist deber dor Glaube an
do Treiteit der Subjektivitht yon den Sohranken der Fatur,” (Das
esen des Christentums, Leipsig, 1883,p. 202)

In the Remaissance, Pelagianism and Averroisn find their
full expression: the open cult of the individual, of the "Ego" aa
the prime tm of existence, From the Renaissance dates the
exaltation of personal, independemt and wnfettersd excellence.

From the Renaissence also dates the gradual seifedobssement of men
through his efferts to elimimate enything in himgelf which would
imply dependence wpom M sogountability t0a superior botig,

The frult of the greatost thinking of the Gresk philosophers
on the ncture and position of man as clarified and elevated by the

~greatest Christian thsologians of the Niddle Ages, which endcwed man




with & genuine excellence unparzlleled by any outline of his destiny
excogitc.tcd'by the Renanissance phileoscphers and their successors up
to modern times, can be expressed in the simple formula: Secundum

hoc ipsum quod est, elterius est. To them, man and all oreatures

naturally loved the Creator more than themselves and the basis of
all their good was the participation in the infinite géod of the
Creator, a participation opening up a perspective of unlimited
God=given excellence for the creature united to his Crestor. In tho/
Renaissance, on the other hand, with that perversion of the excellence
to which man has b&n brought by Christianity, one is confronted with
the frank eipression of that fatal pride, which by its desire for
singularity and independence, leads men to divest himself of all

thet makes him an image and likeness of God. It now becomes a
compliment to call a man uomo singulsre, uomo unico, and although

such expressions ocan be benignly interpreted, the uluitoul
consequences of the striving for linguhrity and m‘gwn that

they imply gives them alresdy tho.r'ing of impending disaster. _

-

Thus the holiness of Christianity which mads the excellence
of man to consist in the campleteness of the identificatiom of his
will with the will of God was replaced by the men of the Remaissance
uﬁﬁocﬂtofm&amm'mnuﬂehbmdum

mdmiatontalyupenbohgtrmtothooompﬁmofth
individual's own perscnal greatness. "...An die Stelle des
ohristlichen Lebensideals, der Heiligkeit, das der historischen




condottieri in Renaissance 'Iuly,‘ the "rugged individuslists”

drdsso trat.” (Burckhardt, p. v7; Cardaunus leys down as a wmaxim

for his life: "Non poenitere ullius rei guam voluutarie ef{ecerim,

‘etizm guas male cessisset.” (of. Burckhardt, note 1122)

The Christian doctrine of immortality, which presupposes
that man will be rewarded after death for faithful service and
subjeotion to God in this life, because it implies dependence for
ons's good .upon another and sutmission to a will other than one's
own, is replaced by the pagan'notion of immortality wherein a man
crectes his own undying fame and immortality by the singulerity and
divine freedom of his deeds which perpetuate his memory mmong &
dassled and either adoring or terrified populace. Thus Burckhardt
apeaks of "dieser Heidenhimmel,...in welchem das Ideal der historischben
GéQllo und des Rnhnm die Idesle des christlichen Lobens in den
Schatten stellte.” (8p. oite ps 319) Be also quotes how ascordimg
to Bernardo Pulci's posm on the desth of Cosimo the Elder be is

received in heaven by Gidarc, the Fabil, Fabrichus and other defenders

of the fatherland., (op.cit, p. 820

xn'mm-hqm:unthu self-created immortality it is
nsoessary for a man to marshal n.l'l‘hu toruntolo'anamutm
for. himself, & aame based om the magnitude of cne's personal pewer,
whoreia cue sess that striving of the proud to be 1ike God while
yot demylng Fim, Thus we see the rise of the tyramts and the




of the Cinquecento century. As Burckhardt aptly puts it: ”Dér

Geist dieser Leute lernt notgedrunge alle seine imners Hilfsquellen
lernen, die deauernden wie dis dés Aujenblickess auch ihr Lebensgenuss

wird ein durch geistige Mittel erhBhter und konzentrierter, um

oinsr vielleicht mur kurzen Zeit der Macht und des Einflusses einen
grisstnbgliohen Wert su verleihen,® (cpeoit. p.77)"Das passive und

kontemplative Christentums mit seiner bestindizen Boziehung auf

eine Jenseltige hSbers Welt beherrschte dicse Meuschen nicht

mehrs (op.cit. p. 321)

 Vnile the Nedicis, the Sforsas, the Malatestas were
oocupied with leaving their impriat upon history by ihe impact of
their personal power, thé. effart of other ven of the Renalssanoe
concentrated on the expression of their personslities in other fields.
Thus one has the flowering of art, by which man imitates iu s

' oreated wy the cmmipotent workings of the Cresator, intredacin; into

matter the conceptions of the intellect. Undoubtedly meny of the
~works of the age are superbly beautiful, but yet the art of the
Resaiscance carried within it the seed of its own deoline by the
latent tenéonoywto ochsider 21l expression ss the. creation of men
rather than fundamentally m' imitation of mature. Just as modern
philosophy Las temdsd towards the unintelligibility and Lrrationslity
of matter as beisg the poouligr n;rk of im'u singularity, so also
has modern art, under the impetus that it is man alons who crestes
independently of the norms cf objective subordination,
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Bus daeper than the need for expression of the t)ran's
and artis;;.s was the ‘nvectijution of the gource of this oreative.
outpouring, the Ego, the prelude to thet idealist philosophy which
in its expression has becoms the powerful dialectical naterialism.
of today. 7To a certain extent the exaltation of /the ego of the
tyrants contributed to the concentration upon thewego of the docforn,
since to resist the tyrants was a task of revolutionary proportions
leaving as an only alternative for a man, who felt his powers zreat
but insufficient to attain to temporal domination, the exaltation
of and satisfaction in the greatusss of his own interior self,

Thus the tyrants of the Renaissance could be said to have driven

the great minds of ths day who resentsd their doaimation to concentrating
their own lofty and impregnable ﬁmy towers within themselves.

‘However this was at most e contributing fastor. Undoubtedly the
olation at the recognition of the powsr of the nind %o wing forth

the secrets of mature and probe the very depths of the universe, a
power paisstakingly secured and developed by centuries of Christisnity,
was the prime mover in the focussing of the mmanist's attention

upon the complex end mystericus besuty of his ows imtericr self.

8o great is its pewer thtt‘it does not seem presumptucus for the

 soul by the contemplation of itself to attain to divine Imowledge.

Thus Mersilio Fieino, in his Theologis Platonica: De

Immo rtalitate Animorum is able to say:s "The entire effort of our
socul is to become God. This effort is as naturel to man as that of
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flyinz to the birds. For it ir inherent in 211 men, everywrere
and alweys;:thorefors it does not follow the incidentsl cuality of

soms man, but the nature of the species itself," (The Philosophy

of Narsilio Facino,Paul Oskar Xristellar, New Yorlk, 1948, p. 337)

It ssoms perhaps unfair to sey that Ficino's work which was devoted
to showing the immortal nature of tﬁo soul wns one of the .fir_ut
forsrunners of the ultimate negation of immortality, yst it is
aeoopfod as such by oonianporary scholars suct as Kristeller, The
seme fate was to befall Descartes, Spinoza, Berkelsy and Kant,
whose defense of the immortality of the soul has precisely provided
the weapens with which materialist philosophy denies it.

How can this be trus? Undoubbedly the root of thess
disastrous defenses liss in the attempt of man to ponsess truth, as
to possess all things, by himself alone. The philosophy of Fioine
presupposes man's ability to min 3 tha'm:t truths by the
power of his maked intellect without any reccurse to the mmbling
and toilsome elaboration of truth from rigid objedtive reality, |
Man is the lowest of the intellestusl ereaturss, his imtsllect is
in pure potency to fruth, which mt first come from sabstrastion of
the data of the senses, Thil'il humiliating for man, since it

implies that he does not possess the Imowledge of all things, that

he semmot create it within himself, but must humbly elaborate it
from the contemplation of ebjective reality. To wish to possess

| truth iwnediately within omsself s to fall prey to that pride .
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wiiich consisis o1 & creavure cumposed of oody and s ul aspiring

oy his own power ¢o atiain uhe periection of the angels,

‘ Fhat are the consequsnces of such an on(_lcavort Man
cannot make the divine., If he wents only the divinity he can make,
he ghall have nothing. As always the roe;xlt is that man, in seeking
en inordinate excellence loses the very excellence which is his
by nature. TM F ieino, by resorting solely to unsubjected internal
experisnce la.id'the groundwork for the loss of that objective '
truth which alone can raise man's mind to tho divine things to whioh
he aspires. Kristeller defines this internal expericnoe as “a
heightensd state of mind, experienced indspendently of and even in
oppositior to all outward events, bearing in itsslf its own certainty
and having in tura an influence on the form and interpretation of
81l our other experiences.” 0pe0ite Pe208) Onoe this has been
acospted, ono m deny all but one's irmer consciousness md this
is Yhat i quito 1oginuy dome. Thus Kristeller disposes of God
and .the Soul in Fioino's philosophy in the following vordu "Emoo,
lmrin; begun this mlyau with the faot that the omcpts of 8oul

_and God are ths two fosi of Fieino's metaphysios, w ean now

understand its basic premises, those two oconcepts sre mothing but
the subject and cbject of conbemplation transformed inmto substanses:

" in other words, the two aspects of immer or tpirihal conscliousness,

developed and made independent.” (op.cit. p.3560)




it is o ve noled that altnough Ficino makes prepunderant

uge ol Thw wrgument o the unatural appetite of the soul for eternal

" and imrutable things &8 & proof of its own immortali vy vy wlliuily,

as in the Icllowing: "Che Scul of man will always exist, because
it strives toward ecternal things," (cp.cit. p.330), tnis is not to
be confuged with the utilization of the axiom "Raturals desiderium

zon est vamum,” in Aristotelic Themistic philcsophy. In the latter,

the validity of such a natural desirs for immortality is based upon -
the opjectiw and aoquired kmowledge of immutable and eternal

truths. in. thes former, it is bané rather upon the demsnd of a

free and independent mind to oreate what it desires. Thus Kristeller
interprets F:io;..noi "For ths eternity of the Soul is doubtless
derived from the eternity of the objeots of knowledge; but the
existence and immutability of these intelligible objeots receives

its certainty, ss we have seen, from the inner or spiritual ascent of
consciocusness, The mlyuh. therefore, ascomplishes a oyolical
rovement as 11;‘ prm«h rirrb' from the subjeotive experience of
consolousness to the exteblishment of the metaphysical cbjeot, and
conversely establishes the metaphysicel attributes of the subject
1tself sonceived as an objective entity.* (op. cit. p. 351) This

Anterpretation is corroborated by Fiolnols own words : “The Soul

aots by itself when 1t neither reaches the bodies thron;hﬂs extern~
2l senses nor recollects ths images of bodies through the sxternal
senss, but when the pure and incorporeal foree of the Soul itself




seeks and finds something incorporeal which is neither a body nor
an image of a body, and this action we osll pure thought (intelli-
gentia).” (op. oit. p. 219) Thus immortality apperas as a con-

sequence of the power of self-possessicn and self-objectification.

That such a conception of the naked powers of the soul
leads directly to the denial of God and objecti*_n reality may be

seen in all its implication in Feuerbach's Das Wesen des Christentuns,

Thanks to the mode of thought of whioh Fieino is accepted as one of
the first proponents, it is possible for ?cmbcﬁh to oonsider both
immortality and God as more alienations of the subjeotive self. "Der
Glaube an das Jenseits ist daher der Glaube an die Freiheit der
Subjektivitlt von den Sohranken der Netur, =- also der Glaube anidie
Ewigieit und Unendlichkeit der Persalichkeit, wnd zwar nicht in
ihrem Gattungsbegrife, dﬂ' lioh in imer meuen Individm enfaldet,
sondern dieser bordh mltm-ndu Individuen = l‘olgl:loh m
Glaube des Mensches an sish selbst.” (op. oit. p. 262) This camot
be ommwmuwfyn;mnmatimmw
as wopomdn&byrim,wtnwu;mumhh sonslusion onos
the premises mwﬁd. !‘utracecftingatmehuctﬂtub,
thnodnnynpmhotlmt, Hegel, mmmmum
it as & great coniribution to the advencemsnt of mankind, although
one not fully realised by its author in all its implicaticas. Tt
would also appear diffiocult to impugn the devastating sorrestuess of

[
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"Hier berflhiren sich Ankllnge der mittelflterlichen Mystik mit

~ platonischen Lehren und mit eigontlimlichen modernen Geiste. Viel-

laickt reifte hier eine hBchste Frucht joner Erkenntnis der Welt
und des Lenschen um dersntwillen allein schon die Reraigsesnce von
Italien die Filrerin unseres Weltaltors beissen muss.” (p. 321)

However, even during the Rensissance, the very Eraft-
geflihl which prompted the more inmtellsctual men of the Renaissancs
tc demand lmmortality as a necessary consequence of their person~
ality, prompted others more attached to "the warm precincts of the
cheerful day,” to reject it as the more materialistic ef the Greeks
rejected it, beceuse of the nots of dependency and subjectica i
would imply for thu. It would appear ignominisus for o strong,
domineering man, ruler over his fellows and served by all the plea~
sures of the senses, to have to face ucmmmmh;m«»
less, powrless shade, st the mercy of some shadov ruler of the
spirits. Ou earth he was master of its destiny. He would go to
death with & laugh ou his 1ips, but that exit wes 4o be the snd.
mwmofmowuwummm&wmmu
the helpless prey of some other more pmrmw&m te be
elininsted. Such a oapitulation was in viclent contradiction to the
vaunted principle of honor which guided the stromg menm of the
Renaissance and whersby in all things man must be true te his omn
exalted opinicn of his personal warth and dignity and which lent




éclat even to licentiocusness when undertaken with disregard for

aught but the satisfaction of a sublimely intrepid ego.

Consequently it is not astonishing to see the immortelity
s0 loftily defended by Fiecino sttacked by ean equally learnsd doctor
such as Pomponassi with a formidable array of eruditiom. Although
the Averroistic dootrines concerning the unity of the intellect and
consequent denial of the immortality of the individual soul had led
to a dootrinal decree of the Lateran Couméil of 1512, Pomponacsi

- produced his De Immortalitate Animes in 1516, which while asserting

on the last few pages an immortality beatowed by Christ, is devoted
1n a1l its previous chapters to showing that man is purely mortal
and that aspirations to immortality are mot in keeping with his
zature, although be prudently refrains from cammitting himself ex-
plicitly for either mortality or immortality, it having alse been
condemned by the Lateran Counoil to state that it was at least
philosophically trus to say man was mortal.

Thus Fomponassi speaks of the hwoan soul as "suprema ot
perfectissine materislimm formerus, ... quare vere est forna simal
inciplens et desinens owm corpore, mequs aliquo pacto potest opera-
r1 vel 9520 8120 00..." (Bd, 1534, ps 62-53) In keeping with Aver-

‘roistic dootrine, its very materiality is the prineipls of the mul-

tiplication of souls, uhieh thus leaves the single sctive intellect

htactmim,andunmrtuldn«hohmtmhhlmm
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creature. . Man has an intsllect but it is only an intellsct equi-
vocally, rather than anslogically, speaking : "...Unde verius ra-
tio quam intellectus appellari dicitur, non enim ut ita dixerim,
intsllectus est, sed ﬁstigim et wmbra intellectus.u." (op. cit.
Ps 63) Since the human soul is primarily an "actus corporis or-
ganici,” whatever there is in man which is purely intellectual and
separable is not striotly hman. (p. 68) Thus the human soul "est
facta, sed non per creationem, verum per gemeratiocnem.” (op. cit.

Pe 67)

In this wmay man assumes his poait.toh not as the lowest
of the intellectusl creaturss, but as the highest of the material
creatures. "Solus homé in‘m mortalis maxinmes Divinitatis est par-
ticeps; compargtusque casteris mortalibus immortalis dici potest,” -
(p. €9) Thus to maks man the most excellent and the most superior
of beings in his sphere, it is necessary to eliminate frem him the
true source of his greatness, his -pmmiuv. and consider him as
the most perfeot of the sfiimals. The capecity of the intellsct to
know all materisl things is dus privarily, not to its immteriality,
but num"tp its pure potentiality 1 "... Intellestus humanus cum
ean proportionsm habsat in gensre imtelligibilivm qualem habet ma~
teria prina in gemere semsibilimm, ut stism Fhemistius ot Averroes
confitentur, movebitur ad suscipiendun ommes species ab aliquo quod

'non est pars eius, neque ei confunotum, ¢t hoo dicitur intellectus
agens...” (op. oit. pp. 84.-85) Because of the necessary comnection




[ ’ ' bygtwoen the. sense and the intellect in knowledge, the universal

}] _, rust necessarily tarninate in the individual : "... Quod homo co-

r i gnogeitur in aliquo homine, sed non in Socrate, neque in aliquo

J\ 1 ; singulari, istud quiden in primis videtur esse cenmira experimentum;
‘ quenian guantumcumque immateriale vel univeraéle COEnoscamis semper
nobis formamus aliquod idolum in cogitative in quo illud specula-
H 3 mur X ." (op. cit. p. 82) Hore one sess a begimning of that soience
of the individual, a kind of perody of man's striving for unity ef

knowledge, which socience of the individual nacessarily concentrates
in its downward péth ca matter, the source of material individuality,

and from which it will eventually evolve the sole universality.
Formal wmiversality, whish would constrein all the individuals of
& same speciss to the same essential laws is thus happily dispensed
with. '

That 1s the practical conolusion ¢f all Pomponasri's
learned disquisitions ? It can Ds summed up in two lines from Pope!

s Essay on Mam 1

e

*Know then thyself, presums not God to scan,
“Ihe proper study of mankind is msn.*

Msa's imtellsct nay be conaidered under tires aspeots, the speculative,
the operative and tﬁc'muu. The first is too divire, the last is
in cosmon with the avimals. The cnly life of men is the cperative -
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life of civic and domestic virtue. The speculative life of man is
an unnatural state. One cennot find happiness in it. "... Talis
speculatio non videstur posse facere hominem felicem cum fit valde
debilis et obscura...” With studious humility he shows that this
is not fitting for man 1+ "Nequs mortalis immortalem felicitatem
appetere debet, quonimnv immortale mortali nom convenit...” The true
1ife of man is in ruling and possessing his own soul, free from the
humiliating labor of striving for divine things, wnconstrained o
subnitting to the laws of materiel nature, which presuppose subject-
ion to a power other than the human.

All this in:ilﬁneeuponiwtautyilmlynm&oo
ofthohmhntoconhﬁlbyfouorhopootmdthonuhom
not impelled to act well by the sole comsciousnsss of their persomal
dignity. "Respioiens lsgislator pronitatem visarwm sd malwum, inten-

dens commmi bomo, umtuimilumm,mcmdon-‘

ritate, sed tantum de probitate; nequs accusandus est politicus,

siout namque medicus multa finglt, ut asgro senitatem restitusts sie
Politicus Apologes farmat, ut cives rectificets verum in his Apole-
gis, ut dicit Averroces in pﬁ-olego S phys, proprie neque est veritas,
neque falsitas..e® (p. 124) It is understandable that the Marxists

- should revere the hmnists, How aimilar the Apologi to the modera

Commissars, and how similar this passage in Pomponassi o & passage

in Lenin 1 " (A commmist) mist be ready to do anything, to make
. sacrifices, and if necessary, to use every possible deceit, fraud,
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illegal method, silence and concealment of truth" -~ ~for the good

of the woﬂnern, of course. (Radicalism as an Infantile Disease of

Communism, Berlin, 1930, p.42)

The free, unbowed and independeﬁt man sots oy honor
alone, "...Prasmium essentiale virtutis est ipsamet virtus quee
hominem fellcem faoit, nihil enim maius natura humans habere potest
ipse virtute, quasndoquidem ipss sola hominem securup facit et
remotum ob omni p&rturbation‘a s amia nsmque in studics cozzsonaﬁt,

nihil timens, nihil sperans, sed in prosperis et adversis uniformitor

se habens, siout dicitur in fine 1.Ethic. aud Platone in Critone
dixit, viro bono neque vivo nsque defuncto potest sliguod malum
contingers...” (opsoits p.120) This point of view is aptly stated
by Rabelais im speaking of his Abbey of Theleme: "En lewr reigle
ntestoit que ceste clause: Fay o8 que vouldras. Parce qus gens
libres, bien nays, bien inth-\uctn;_ conversans en compagnies
honnestes, ont par nature ung instinot et aiguillon qui toujours les
poulse a falcts vertusux,.et retire de vice: lequel ils nommoyent
honneur." (Garg o La1,01.57) As Burckhardt notes, the deeds
to which this natural "instinct et aiguillon™ named honor pushed
the society of the Remaissance seem t0 have been anything but
virtuous. However the descendsnce of this concept to modern time

is vory evident in the proning of the matural goodness of man
apparsnt in Rousseau, who deposited his children at the Enfahtl

L

Trouvés in Paris, but who neverthelesz inspired these words in Kant:




"11 fut un temps ou Je pensais jue la recherche de la vérité constituait
la diéniéé de 1l'espéce humaine...Rousseau m'a tird de mon erreur...
J'ap;rends 4 connaitre le véritable prix de l'homms." (Picavet, p.310)
This theme is ocarried through to modern times in the writings of

Engels who was inspired by the De 1'Homme of Rousssau's contemporary
lelvetiust "S5i 1'homme tire toute connaissance et tout sentiment

du monde gensible, l'important est &'organizer le monde empirique

de telle mani&rg que l'homme y 'apprenne par expérience ce qui est

vraiement humain, qu'il en regoive des habitudes humaines et q,u'j,ll

en tire la connaissance de soi et de sa dignité humaine.” (_L_g

~ Philosophie de Feuerbach, A. Levy, Paris, 1904, p.289) It is likewige

apparent in the school of Dewey which insists upon the ohild

having freedom to express himself and develop his presumably naturally
good personality. It is esasily the fundamental thesis of owr so=
called ‘progru‘aivoi' edusation of tcday, in which the teacher's

rolé consists in benigily catering to the whims of the students.

The consequences in the children thus favored are only too apparent,
the anecdote concerning Ne. Dewey's con being a case in point,

who, when he has floodod the bathroom, met his father's consternation
with the words: "“Just don't stand there doing nothing, John,

Get a mop," Would all the conssquences were so harmless,

In thia unrestrained and laudable development of the
naturally good personality, which assumes astronomic and oataclysmie

-

proportions when it is translated into whole states blissfully
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spreading their personalities over the face of the earth by means
of destruction, murder and famine, the thought of immortality
must be obliterated because of its external coarcion upon the
bringing to fruition of the unfettered ego. Thus Pomponassi
concludes his disquisition on tho immortality of the soul: "Quare
perfectius asserentes animam mortalem melius videntur salvare

rationem virtutis quam asserentes ipsam irmortalem, spes namque

>prunii, ot poenas timor, videntur servilitatem quandam importare,

quae rationi virtutis contrariatur.” (op.cit. p.139) Such was the
ory of the angel who cast away his divine beatitude: "I shall not
sorvel” Yet this very suicidal pride is set at the base of the new
ors ushered in by the Rensissance, this very glorying in man's

power to be nothing, the reverend admiration before man's indeterm-
inatensss as though the power to destroy onsself were nunifo;tation
of divine ommipotense: "...Grands igitur mirsoulum quidem dizerunt
esse hominem, ewm totus mmdus £it, ot in unemquanque naturam
vertibilis, oum sibl data est potestas sequi quamoumque propriﬁtatu
rerum malusrit.” (gz.gg.'y.lﬁ)

This therefore was that achisvement of the Renaissance, '
which by vowing itself to the unconditional eult of man's independence
and cmnipotence, begsn the downward path towsrds the veid. In its
name immortality had either to be within man's control or denied.
Tts denisl in the Christien sense has, in the words of Burekhardt,
"the widest and despest relxtions with the whole development of the
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modern spirit," (Burckhardt, op.oit., English translation, p.335)

~—

Ultimatei& the blending of the idealistic and the materialistic

3

point of views will be reachsd since the very assumption of self-

created immortality implicit in the idealists will eventually be

transformed into the indinite nothingness of the .dia.lectico.l‘ materialists.-

This triumphant synthesis, this supreme "nsgation of the negation"

2

whereby the highest in man eventually beocomes identified ﬁ.th. the

————

lowest in him on the road to ultimats amnihilation (at least in the
intentional order), will be the unwitting task of the successive

3

philosophers in that magnificent effort which a eontemporary author
can well entitle: "The Anolition of Man." Thanks to them, =

learned professor of Columbia can write today with scholarly
asswrance: “...The concept of a substential Soul has lost all
significance for us.” (Eristeller, op.cit. p.20S)




