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ABSTRACT

This dissertation analyzes the doctrine of mindybidéntity in Baruch Spinoza
to discover if there is something in his metaphgisitoctrine that is analogous to the way
that Thomas Aquinas views the nature of the ratatigp between mind and body in
human beings. The argument put forth in this werthat Aquinas’s hylomorphism, in
which the human soul is tlierm of the human person, both bodily and mentally, is
echoed in Spinoza’s doctrine of tbenatus. No dependence upon Aquinas is implied in
this comparative study, but merely the argumerttttraways that Spinoza and Aquinas
conceive of the mind-body relationship specificaigd human existence more broadly,
have some very interesting parallels that havebaeh observed sufficiently by other
interpretation of their work. Furthermore, it ipart of the purpose of this dissertation to
suggest that the ways that Spinoza and Aquinayan#ie nature of human existence in
the universe, especially organic existence, cawigechelpful insights that could enrich
contemporary philosophy as it tries to work, in jomiction with modern science, to
understand the way that mind and body are presdniman beings.

The study is divided into six chapters which pdavthe following steps in the
argument. The first chapter introduces the problesfated to the subject of mind and
body in both Spinoza and Aquinas, establishingorameters of the research. Chapter
two looks at the Aristotelian background of hyloploism and argues that it is still a
philosophically respectable theory. Aquinas’stiertdevelopment of the doctrine of
hylomorphism beyond Aristotle’s own foundationaddiny is the focus of the third

chapter. Chapter four turns to Aquinas’s discussiothe nature of mind and body



identity. The next chapter deals substantively@pinoza’s doctrine and in a
preliminary way points to the affinity he has waljuinas’s doctrine. Chapter six points
explicitly to their similarities and shows how eawftthem argued for the immortality of
the human “soul.” In this chapter, suggestionsnaaele as to how Spinoza and Aquinas

can be dialogue partners in contemporary philosabmgind.
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Chapter 1

On Being Rationally Alive:
Why Compare the Doctrines of Thomas Aquinas and Barch Spinoza

The thesis of this project

Very little scholarly attention has been givenhe topic that this dissertation
addresses. So the thought that one could compemads Aquinas’s and Baruch
Spinoza’s respective doctrines of the relation$igfsveen mind and body, at first glance,
might strike many as philosophically fruitless. édmight assume that only a collision of
jarring opposites could be produced in the endeaVabis is understandable, given that
Spinoza has been for many years considered talbbunker of medieval and pre-
modern philosophical systems of thought. He has le®nsidered by most to be, in the
words of Dan Levin’s subtitle to his biography qfigoza, “the young thinker who
destroyed the past.”A good many of Spinoza’s interpreters assumedthibe only a
kind of super-Cartesian who drove the conclusidri3aescartes’ definition of Substance
to its logical conclusions. Hence, Spinoza’s argatal monism, wherBeus sive
Naturais the only Substance, has been considered autjor@futation of the kind of
Christian ontology that one could assume is at wokquinas and others. As well, a
good many Christian philosophers and theologiang kdabbed Spinoza an enemy of the
faith.

This dissertation is, therefore, a kind of minorgport. For its author is

convinced that such a radical line of demarcatsoanwarranted regarding Spinoza and

! Dan Levin,Spinoza: The Young Thinker Who Destroyed the Rdsty York: Weybright and
Talley), 1970.



the medieval philosophical scheme. The thesispgse to explore is this: Thomas
Aquinas and Baruch Spinoza offer philosophicallgiasting and helpful ways of
conceptualizing the so-called mind/body problen,thpon close exegetical analysis of
the doctrines they advance, show a remarkably cemmgrtary, if not similar,
commitment to a version of what is today referedg the “dual-aspect” theory
regarding the relation that exists between mindybofls such, their perspective is, as
well, a kind of “identity theory.” | shall argubdt Spinoza’s doctrine as expressed in the
Ethics— that “mind and body are one and the same thimgg&ved now under the
attribute of Thought, now under the attribute otdfsion” (lll, P 2, S) — gives post-
Cartesian expression to a philosophical insighuébite essential oneness of a human
being’s existence that can be shown to have veghrmmucommon philosophically with
Aquinas’s definition of a human person as a “ralamimal,” i.e., an individual thing
that is simultaneously and essentially mental dngisal. One implication of this,
which will hopefully become evident, is that onedmd considerable help in
interpreting Spinoza’s much-discussed doctrindnefitientity of mind and body if one
first understands Aquinas’s doctrine of hylomorphigghtly and then sees Spinoza’s
body-mind oneness doctrine as a further philos@blievelopment of hylomorphism,
complementary to Aquinas’s thought.

In the course of the research, it will be demomnstrghat the similar hylomorphic
doctrines that one can find in Aquinas’s and Spa®mentification of body and mind
differ significantly from many contemporary verssoof the identity theory. Neither
Aquinas nor Spinoza granted ontological primacthophysical. But, neither did they

countenance any sort of idealist primacy of the taderNor did the various kinds of



dualist ontologies of psycho-physical parallelisnsionultaneity fit their demands. The
same could be said about non-reductive physicaligthis is because, in the similar
doctrines that they espouse, the descriptors “badg “mind” should not be thought of
primarily as substantives in themselves, but inktga designators of irreducible features
of a single entity, i.e., the human person. IniAgs’s metaphysics, this notion of
singularity of essence is expressed via the pHrasenal animal.” Rationality is, for
Aquinas, the intrinsic reality — the Form — of dadily existence (our animalitgua
actually existent entity; it is not something swy@sing upon or emerging from a
preceding biological state of affairs. But, asl wé shown, “Rationality” considered as
the Form of the human body must not be thoughsdithing that exists. Rather, it is, in
Aquinas’s view, a subsisteptinciple that is necessary for an adequate metaphysical
account of the fact thaational animals — bodies that self-consciously know ardoa —
exist in the first place. Similarly, Spinoza eggses a very similar view of the
coextensive reality of the body and what he cattsitiea.” He treats the extended body
and the mental awareness of that body as the @ikiy) single state of affairs that is a
human being’s existence. He does this throughldnelopment of the concept of
conatus For Spinoza, as | shall show, each individuedgh- ordinary particular — is
made to be the very thing that it is by a conasgeace specific to itself; amdnatusis a
principle in Spinoza’s metaphysics that in fact emkverything aliveahimata)to some
higher or lower degree.

| want to argue thatonatusandanimaare, for Spinoza, closely related concepts.
Theconatusof aresin Spinoza’s metaphysics can be seen in one serfmeanalogous

to the essence of a thing that makes it to be -tfaréfore to be “alive” — in a particular



way? He describesonatusin lll, 7: “The strivingby whicheach thing strives to
persevere in its being is nothing but #eual essence of the thig.My reading can
take into account the general observation thatgomimmatais a terms, for Spinoza, that
is related to the conceptens. Also, the term is hardly used kthics. However, what |
want to demonstrate by my reading is simply thatdpanimatain Spinoza’s
metaphysics implies, for him, that there iscanethingwhich | argue is related to the
notion ofconatus but not explicitly described as such by Spinaaa) this something
can be equated with the sort of thing that Aquirelts theanima. Furthermore, my
reading shows how beiranimatameanamore for Spinoza than simply havingens.
Namely the concept of an organisoeinganimated or living can be taken to mean, in
Spinoza’skthics,precisely beingctualized(i.e., “conatically” actualized by an
organizing principle) in such a way as to have adniThis way of reading Spinoza has
the advantage of showing that the mind does no#jtisnd in parallel fashion the body,
but suggests how we can read Spinoza as positgrind and the body are “one and
the same thing.” In his metaphysics, | shall ardhis is the case because, for him, each
of these Modes, as he calls them, are the manifésteures of a conatic essence
expressed in or through the specific conatic egseheach human being’s life.

As is the case for Aquinas in his theory of thel smuthe Form of the body, we

will see that the concept of conatic essenaegi{a)is, in Spinoza’s estimation, a

2 Jon Miller, “Spinoza’s Axiology,” http:/post.qeasu.ca/~miller/Papers/Spinoza's%
20axiology.pdf, 152.

¥ My emphasis. Through out this work all referenmeSpinoza’thics, transSamuel Shirley,
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1992).

* This raises the question of the reality of Atttémiand the question of whether the modes of the
Attributes of thought and extension are real oy avys of conceptualizing the one reality. Thigsfion
is related to issues that will be addressed mdhgifuChapter 5.



necessary description of what enables the “ondlmdame thing-ness” of the mind and
body. Therefore, for both Aquinas and Spinoza¢udesons of the body’s relationship to
the mind in any particular instance — any ordin@yman) particular — can only be
adequate when discussed in terms of a unified huiess@nce that accounts for the
irreducible identity of mind and body in that inatlual. In their metaphysical
discussions of the psychophysical phenomenon sheahuman being, neither the
physical body nor the mind can be considered tmbee fundamental causally. Body
does not “cause” mental powers, nor does the mésdake” bodily activity. That claim
(at least in Spinoza) is uncontroversial. It isrencontroversial to claim such a thing for
Aquinas, but | think it is true for him as wellyistly speaking. What | want more
specifically to argue is that for both philosoptiseghemes the ultimate “cause” in regard
to the active life of human persons is the paréiclife (@nima/conatus Spinoza would,

| think, find a point of agreement with Aquinas wé¢he latter writes that we do not
speak of the mind knowing something, but the peraad similarly that the arm does not
lift a weight, but the man. For each of them thental activities and the bodily
movements of a human being are the acts of a singlg entity> Theanima(soul or
conatug is the reason for this oneness of existencegih philosophers’ views. And the
animais itself an essence that is an organizing priedipat cannot be reduced to purely
physical descriptions, but cannot be adequatelgribexi in strictly dualistic terms either

(Augustinian or Cartesian or otherwise).

® At this point the fact that Aquinas calls humainle “primary substances” and Spinoza
considers them to be “modes” of the One Substannoetiin view. For both, the particular human we
might refer to as mental and physical is a speeiffitity.



Secondary source considerations

The research of others — most notably Henry Wolfspnovides a background
for this present work. Wolfson famously, and cowmérsially, argued in his now classic
The Philosophy of Spinoza: Unfolding the Latentd@ss of His Reasonirigat Spinoza
can most helpfully be interpreted when one readsds interacting with and being
influenced by medieval philosophical categorieBhe Philosophy of Spinozaresents
Spinoza as a kind of latter-day Aristotelian, helds that Spinoza essentially seizes the
Aristotelian categories (as did Aquinas) of fornd anatter and then translates them into
his categories of thought and extensiowolfson also makes a significant argument that
Spinoza’s theory of the natures of a mode of exdensnd the idea of that mode is
essentially a restatement of Aristotelian hylomésph’ One possible way to interpret
the implication of Wolfson’s reconstruction of Spaa’s thought is to see Spinoza as
Aquinas’ “philosophical cousin,” at least. Sucleading suggests that Thomas’s
philosophy -- as a thirteenth century construad ailuenced by Aristotle, but developed
beyond Aristotle’s — and Spinoza’s views might hetfully compared and contrasted as
Aristotelian philosophies of hylomorphisioroadly defined.

Wolfson also contends that Spinoza’s developmethietategoriesatura
naturansandnatura naturatais best understood as Spinoza’s engagement iogtial
with Thomists on the nature of God as cause and/dnkel as effect. Wolfson asserts
that “Spinoza’s description of these two phrasesnseto be a modification of the

description given by Thomas Aquinas” and that Spa®reason for the “modification of

® Harry A. Wolfson,The Philosophy of Spinoza: Unfolding the Latentdesses of His Reasoning,
Vol. I, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Pres§34), 234.
" Ibid, Vol. I, 46 — 48.



[Aquinas’s] description can be adequately accoufaet? In other words, while
Spinoza is developing his metaphysical argumenis begaged in dialogue with the
intellectual legacy of Aquinas as a backgroundnenvkere he nuances his concepts in
contradistinction from the medieval Christian.

Very few scholars have taken Wolfson’s proposala skarting point for
interpreting Spinoza. Perhaps Thomas Cook is nbtdmurrect in his assessment of this
circumstance. He argues that viewing Spinozarasra medieval figure makes him
seem to contemporary philosophers to be “out athiomith philosophical questions and
issues of current interest.”Jonathan Bennett's assessment of Wolfson is eleeynpf
the general attitude. “[Wolfson’s] labor and laaghare awesome, but the philosophical
profit is almost nil.*° E. M. Curley, another of Spinoza’s recent respect
commentators, agrees with Bennett's assessmerdgbuirs from Bennett's total
disregard of Spinoza’s scholastic backgrotih@Vhile the thesis of this project will not
address the question of Wolfson’s scholarship aitalyy, it is his insights that point us
in a helpful direction for this further and morefsed analysis of Spinoza’s thought in
relation to Aquinas.

Others beyond Wolfson have also charted similaekgatBefore Wolfson's

work, Dunin-Borkowski, irDer Junge Spinozdrought attention to the formative

8 Ibid, 16. Wolfson points out that Spinoza dertfes Thomist notion of God as “an intelligent
and purposive cause” and that Spinoza also defigid notion of God as only immaterial substancegctvh
allowed him to develop his idea of the modes oftarice, both extend and mental. One question,
however, to look at is how the Thomists themsetagght have departed from Thomas's idea of the
analogy of being and his philosophy of participatio God’s being.

° Thomas Cook, http://fox.rollings.edu/~tcook/persipage/SpinozainEnglish.htm.

10 Jonathan Bennett Study of Spinoza’s Ethi¢sdianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company,
1984), 16.

™ Edwin Curley,Behind the Geometrical Meth@Brinceton, N J: Princeton University Press,
1988), 137, n 2.



influence exerted on Spinoza’s theory of the Atttds of the one Substance by certain
seventeenth-century Christian discussions on hamderstand the relationship of the
“persons” of the Trinity? In the centuries between the thirteenth and ¢hersteenth,
Aquinas’s treatment of the Trinity proved to be htily influential in Catholic and
Protestant theology’ This does not suggest Spinoza’s dependence ugomas, much
less a commitment to Christian dogma. Dunin-Borgkiwightly concludes that Spinoza
totally rejected the Christian dogma of Trinity ewertheless he contends that he paid due
attention to the philosophical exposition of thstidiction of persons in the unity of the
Trinity that Christian theology offered. This wagsonceptual framework for Spinoza’s
doctrine of the unity of the infinite Attributes 8ubstance. Once again, there are
interesting possibilities raised for purposes astdnical interest, at least to the effect that
Aquinas and Spinoza might be considered togethgyHitosophical purposes.

Even more directly related to the thesis of thisspnt project, Efraim Shmueli
persuasively argues that Spinoza’s much-discuss#dolf clarity in his theory of
Attributes can be adequately understood as Spia@raleavor to reconcile the
intellectual heritage of medieval subjectivism (noatism, from Maimonides) regarding
attributions made of God and that of medieval dbjest (realist) views. Shmueli
contends that Spinoza actually spans the dividgeway that harkens back (even if
unintentionally and independently) to Thomas’s bagw of the issué? Aquinas has

been called a “moderate realist,” because he arthadhe distinctions and similarities

12 Stanislus Von Dunn-Borkowski, S. Der Junge de SpinogMuenster, 1920), 340f; 451; 489f.
13 M. William Ury, Trinitarian Personhood: Investigating the Impliats of a Relational
Definition (Eugene, Oregon, Wipf & Stock Publishers, 2001}f 2 224.

14 Efraim ShmueliJournal of Religious Studig6-7 (Fall 1978- Spring 1979), 61 — 72, 71.



that we perceive among things must be real if thexe existence in our minds.
Regarding the distinctions between the Attribute&ad, therefore, Aquinas argued that
they are real as “distinctions of reason,” buttheir highest form the Attributes are
identical with each other and with the simple dévessence'® Shmueli has argued that
one can discern an influence of Aquinas (indirgatly Spinoza’s concept of Attributes.
He argues that Spinoza’s treatment of the AttribaeSubstance was a reinvigoration of
the medieval debate about the nature of universafgcially as to whether any
predication could be made of God.

Ultimately, Shmueli argues that something akin tu#as’s notion of “the
analogy of being* allowed Spinoza to develop a view of the Attrilsutieat was neither
a nominalistic view nor a strictly realist viewhdmas viewed the divine Attributes as
truly aspects of God’s essence, but known in opeggnce and conceptual framework
by analogy. He argued for this understanding b&ead his doctrine of God as the Act
of Being. By this ontological starting point, Agais could argue that the being of
creation participates in the Being of God. Shmsi@lterpretation of Spinoza in the light
of this Thomistic view is that it formed a signdiat portion of the philosophical
backdrop against which Spinoza developed his natfdkttributes.

Seeing the indirect influence of a Thomistic dowris helpful, Shmueli

concludes, in addressing the much discussed isqu@roSpinoza really viewed the

' Ibid. 68.

1% |bid. 67 — 68. “In general it was Thomas’s pisitthat terms signify God to the extent that our
intellect knows Him. Attributes are predicated3xd neither universally nor equivocally but anatadjy.
The divine perfection, like his wisdom or goodnesdsts in God in a super-eminent and infinite.(i.e
unique and most perfect degree). The Attributelyreaist in God and can be properly predicatedhiof.

The analogical sense, however, does not mean thabwe an adequate positive idea of what is obglgti
signified by the divine attribute.”



ontological status of the Attributes. AccordingSbmueli, Spinoza’s thought was
consonant with a general “Thomistic” analysis, iteat Attributes are real entities. Our
intellect, therefore, conceives Attributes as tie tand real features — not simply
subjective delineations — that are present to Ushegacterizing” the essence of
Substance. “The attributes are forms of God’spotend, thus, aspects of natura
naturans, not just ways of thinking, not abstrattioThey are inseparable in reality,
though distinguishable in kind. . . Distinctiong aot divisions.*” However, the
Attributes are not constitutive of Substance adogrtb Aquinas. Aquinas denies a
constituting role to the Attributes of God becausehis view, God is simple (in the
sense that God is not a composite of any otherega®r principles or entities or stuff
that could be considered more properly basic tharessence of God itself). However,
the Attributes of God that we can name do indisat@ething real about God as God
relates to the world; that at least is Aquinas&ai Observing this about Aquinas’s
understanding of God, we can see why Shmueli ardna¢s Thomist background for
Spinoza’s metaphysics would make him not to berainalist. Spinoza, Shmueli
concludes, is not ultimately a nominalist abouritites, but embraces a way of
conceiving universal statements about God whicloesiAquinas. “The basic view,
then, of Spinoza [on the Attributes] is the Thomistew of the attributes (universals) as
extra-mental realities without being distinctly eint on their own, not the

[nominalist/subjectivist] view of Maimonides®

7 bid. 71.
18 | pid.
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The contribution of this project

The foundational thesis of this project is notréfiere, unprecedented, even if
contemporary scholarship has tended to downplawiat will be offered is an analysis
of the metaphysical views that each of the twogduphers presents in the hope that two
distinct but related contributions might be madée first is a demonstration of a
metaphysical view about the identity of mind andythat the two share. Such an
approach need not imply that Spinoza is in any iwdgbted to Thomas’s metaphysics,
as an informing influence. Nor will it be arguédt Spinoza’'s and Thomas'’s larger
metaphysical programs are ultimately compatiblet, ¥ it can be demonstrated that
Spinoza’s doctrine of mind-body sameness can bentegely read as a post-Cartesian
development that expresses a nuance of a gendrainistic” view, Spinoza scholarship,
as well as Thomistic scholarship, might develoga and enriching dialogue. The
second thing that this analysis will allow is adkiof dialectical engagement of the
doctrines of each with the other, one in which Agsis and Spinoza’s thought might
engage one another in fruitful exchange.

In the course of the dissertation, Aquinas’s anith&ga’s conceptions of the
guestion of mind-body identity can be seen asgfaatlarger philosophical issue: The
very fact of life in an essentially material worlth Spinoza’s case this is captured in his
doctrine that while all of reality (the One Subst@his essentially extended (as well as
mental and infinitely modal in unknowable ways)felis also ubiquitous. However, his
ontology allows for a subtle discrimination aboutat“being alive” means, so that the
“aliveness” of a rock is not identical with the Radness” of a slime mold nor the

“aliveness” of a slime mold the same as that aftester, nor is the lobster’s way of being

11



alive the same as that of a primate or a humanAqumas’s view, a distinction between
animate and inanimate is perhaps more clearly dradowever, life is not, for him, a
supervening aspect that emerges from or superwgmsan otherwise lifeless material
world. He insists that being alive is a particday that many entities are in fact
material.

For both philosophers, the fact that one is dgalhith life that is manifest in
living things, some of which, at least, have selfigciousness, is a matter of no small
consequenc®. The reality of self-consciousness (especiallyimans) emerges for both
as an expression of the way that humans are aiveagerial creatures. Hence, self-
consciousness is not a Cartesian mystery for etther Rather, it emerges from the very
fact of the way that human beings are physicallyeal This is not to conflate
consciousness or self-consciousness with lifetdatknowledge that both Spinoza and
Aquinas see the former as a higher-order featatlife expresses. In allowing the
analyses of each of these men to engage the otemight move some direction toward
a better grasp of the larger issue of consciousaesasfeature of living things.

If Aquinas and Spinoza offer a similar way of conoeg the issue of mind-body
metaphysics that offers a new way of probing in®questions raised in philosophical
reflection, then this dissertation might point @mporary philosophers to an important

resource. Should that be the case, then Benwkttiain for the “medieval setting” of

% That Descartes’ metaphysics left Western philogopith a view of the extended world that
saw living things mechanistically is well attestddowever, much of contemporary philosophical
reflection is still captive to Descartes’ sirenlcaConsider, for instance, the options that frahee
discussion today: (1) either we must “explain” sality of the mental and physical interaction gry2
feel we must jettison the non-material altogethEnis is the legacy of Descartes’ schema not Spirsz
Aquinas.
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Spinoza’s thought might prove to be shortsightBdther than being a philosophical
albatross around Spinoza’s neck, an affinity fpoat-Cartesian Thomistic analysis of
the mind-body “problem” might prove, instead, toyide him with philosophical wings.
That metaphor implies a claim that is, no doulaptroversial one in contemporary
philosophy, but is one | hope to defend.

A summary of the argument

This thesis of this dissertation as | have treedketch it above is not, | admit,
immediately apparent, so careful exegetical arefjimetive work will be essential to the
project. Each philosopher must be allowed to speakis own terms, so that what he
says can be expounded within the larger contektsobntological commitments. Doing
this, some important interpretive questions thatp@rennial issues in Aquinas and
Spinoza studies respectively, regarding each of tleetrines of the relationship between
mind and body, must be addressed in ways that pntegrative and reconciling.

Let us begin with Aquinas. He describes the tlattual principle, which is
called mind or intellect,” as not only incorporéait as “a substance, that is, something
subsistent” Summad a, Q 75, a 2). Aquinas argues further that theeflectual
principle,” which is the human soul, is the Form tfae Aristotelian sense) of the human
body, but because intellect performs operations &ttt of knowing) that do not
ultimately depend upon any bodily mechanism, tiéetlectual principle” is itself a
substantial Form in its own right. If one werddave Aquinas’s doctrine there, possibly
a straightforward substance dualism would fit Hout his analysis does not stop there.
He contends vigorously that a human being musbbeeaived as “a rational animal,”

with animality and reason seen as “one and the shimg’ (I a, Q 76, a 3). This claim
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cuts against a dualistic interpretation of Aquinddere Aquinas would seem to be
offering a medieval theory of mind-body metaphysicst can be described as a version
of identity theory, where a human being’s body emdd are essentially the same thing,
i.e., the human being in question.

There is no shortage of commentators who claahghch a way of describing
the state of affairs that attends the presencatimimal consciousness in human beings is
self-contradictory in Aquinas’s basic Aristoteliaretaphysics. How can it be, the
question is put, that the intellectual soul cartifeeForm of the body if it is itself an entity
in some way. Forms do not exist — except concdgtaapart from the physical things
that are “informed” by them. Absent the thing $éarfhed” the essence itself can no
longer be thought of as persisting. Aristotle @@ty seems to have affirmed this. But
the notion of a subsisteahima not only raises questions about the cogency of
Aquinas’s theory of the nature of the soul; it alases the question of how human
beings can be analyzed as essentially “rationahalsi’ if a substantial soul is,
ontologically and existentially speaking, a prefisie existent in the hylomorphic entity.
Here the critique is that Aquinas cannot providedequate analysis for the ontological
oneness of a human being’s physical existencepifedsis remonstrations, Aquinas is —
so his critics claim — a substance dudistpliciter. His arguments notwithstanding,
many contend, either one can conceive of an imtelé soul as a Form (Aristotle) or as a
subsistent entity (Descartes), but it cannot ba.bot

This thesis will argue that one can make senggjafnas’s claim about the
subsistent nature of the soul as a Form and allowtt be consistent, and perhaps even

convincing. In order for that to happen, thougk, must unpack the meaning of his
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description of the soul as an intellectual prineiplEssentiallyanimamust be

understood, in Thomistic terms, apranciplethat is the essential cause (in the
Aristotelian sense) of the organization and intateglness of the component parts of the
human body.Anima as a principle of the organization of mattethes ultimate reason

that rationality is enabled as a feature of theldvof extension in the life of the

biological creature called human. In other wofds Aquinas, this “intellectual

principle” is a feature of the biological life ofrmman being when one is considering that
life biologically.

In Aquinas’s argumentation, an “intellectual priplel’ is conceivable as a pre-
existing organizational force, whose existence rmglassible the subsequent existence
of real primary beings —i.e., primary substanc&s.an organizational forcanimais
properly thought of as a subsisting entity that real feature of the world; however, this
subsistence does not entail its being conceivethasdependently existing entity. As a
subsisting entity, therefore, this principle islg#st potentially) conceptually
independent of the actual organism it enables i&t as a rational animal, even if it only
has real concrete existence in the life of thatalabirganism. Hence it is conceivable as
an independent feature of the world and as hawngwn reality and subsistence,
although not existing as an actuality on its ovuch a reading of the issue would enable
us to contend that the concgptimais a necessary descriptor (even if one uses anothe
term), designating a real subsistent feature ofwbied. That would not, however, cause
us to have to commit to a Cartesian view of thd aswan entity that exists in itself.

For the purposes of this dissertation, it is criucahow that Aquinas does not

promote a self-contradictory theory, much less kigais a closet dualist. Without this
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preliminary explication and analysis of his metagbyg, hishylomorphism will prove to
be no help at all in considering the puzzle of pais own purported obscurity in his
claim that the human mind and the human body ame ‘@nd the same thing.” Properly
interpreted, however, Aquinas is self-referentiatbherent and therefore a helpful lens
through which to read Spinoza. Showing this téhgecase for Aquinas’s general
metaphysics will be the first challenge that wd agdress.

Spinoza, similarly, has presented his own challdodas interpreters. His oft-
cited and commented-upon definition of the idertitynind and body has provided no
small amount of stress for his best interpretard; Michael Della Rocca speaks for many
where he describes Spinoza’s statements on thatidehmind and body as “one of the
most famous and puzzling claims in t&ehics’?® How are we to understand the
argument okthicslll, P 2, sch. where he contends that body and rared‘'one and the
same thing, conceived now under the attribute @ugiht, now under the attribute of
Extension”? Spinoza certainly sounds as if heasnoting a numerical identity between
a mode of extension and its idea or between thg Bod mind®* Given the causal and
conceptual barrier that Spinoza insists is a feapfirAttributes inDeus sive naturahow
can a Spinozistic metaphysics allow for this idgfiti Those who wish to defend the idea

that Spinoza is promoting numerical identity haffered hypotheses including dual-

2 Michael Della RoccaRepresentation and the Mind Body Probler$pinoza (Oxford
University Press, USA, 1996), 118.

%L Aquila, Richard E. “The Identity of Thought and jett in Spinoza,Journal of the History of
Philosophy Vol. XVI, No 3, July, (1978). “Spinoza defend$oam of the ‘identity theory’ with respect to
mind and body.” Aquila contends that Spinoza’saaption of said identity is “unique in the histarfy
philosophy” and that this uniqueness is what m&q@eoza’s doctrine “incredible.” Cf. Della Rocqa,
119-120 for another interpretation of Spinoza ddihg a numerical identity theory. Cf. Henry Ablis,
Benedict De Spinoz@oston: Twayne Publishers, 1975), p 89 and R elaliunty,SpinozaLondon:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1985) for interpretatafriSpinoza that deny he sees this relation in $esfm
numerical identity.

16



aspect theories, parallelism, and Curley’s facppsition interpretation. More recently,
Della Rocca has offered a semantic reading of Spimowhich the concept of the
referential opacity of specific contexts and Spaisown parallelism are the under
girding of his identity theory?

However, many of the readings mentioned aboveeleayin Spinoza studies,
with a functional dualism in Spinoza’s metaphysles in practice is ultimately no
different than Descartes’ substance dualism. f&tance, parallelism allows for what
Bennett calls a “mapping® of the mental with the physical. Parallel tracksen on the
same road, are still ontologically distinct enstieModes, understood along the lines of
parallelism, end up being conceivable only as twalities. But Spinoza’s encumbering
description —“one and the same” — seems prima fadie claiming more. Human
beings, in Spinoza’s ontology, may not be substsnmet parallelism strikes me as
denying the essential singularityariimaor essence in each ordinary particular that
Spinoza wanted to contend forkthics. Parallelism misses Spinoza’s rather obvious
insistence that two modes are two necessary désaspof a human being’s life, but that
guanecessary descriptors they are descriptions ohndeghe samees (thing). In the
interpretation offered by parallelism, however, thedes may be related, but they are not
the “same thing.” | believe Spinoza’s metaphys¥csild not countenance that. Thus, a
better explication is called for.

If Books Il and IV of theEthicsare meant to follow from Books | and 11, in

Spinoza’s strategy, then the functional dualism gaaallelism leaves us with cannot be

22 pella Rocca, 118 — 140.
Z Bennett, 127 — 153.
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what he envisions by his causal and conceptualdayrbetween extension and thought.
Only if a human’s mind and body are together aldargentity that is “one and the same
thing” can Spinoza legitimately argue that emotjatesires, and volition are really the
mental expression of bodily needs and encountetseimvorld. Unless this oneness
functions in Spinoza’s metaphysics in a way thabissistent with his causal boundary,
the idea of the body — the thoughts reflectingafiections of the body that are that idea
— and the body along with its affections are retdlg things in function. The living
human organism — a specific and singbaatus | argue, for which Spinoza vigorously
contends - lives, as a result of the dual funatigthat parallelism entails, two lives
rather than one. Parallelism misses Spinoza’s tisienl shall argue, because what
Spinoza wants to claim in Il, 7 is not the exisent parallel orders (ideas and things),
but the essential sameness of the orders. In ottvs, Spinoza is arguing that when we
speak of “things” (here Spinoza gets sloppy intérminology, equating things and
modes of extension) and ideas of “things,” we arespeaking of two distinct realms, but
of a singular reality that is only adequately dexnt in terms of two distinct descriptors.
These descriptors are the modes in which the ogesentity manifests its essential
conatic life. That, at least, seems to be theizapbn that Spinoza draws out in Books
lIl and IV of Ethics.

In this regard, dual-aspect theory is probablytéeb&vay to envision the intent of
Spinoza’s doctrine. However, it fails, as welldmssome others, to give an adequate
explication of the essential unity for which Spiatszdoctrine of mind-body unity seems
to call. The explanation of Spinoza’s metaphy#ied dual-aspect explanations generally

offer simply takes for grated that there are siagahd irreducible ordinary particulars.
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Thomas Nagel is representative in this regard.ebaihg himself against Searle’s
treatment of his position on mind and body, Nagedes: “Searle identifies me as a
defender of property dualism. | prefer the termaldaspect theory,’ to express the view
deriving from Spinoz#éhat mental phenomena are the subjective aspkstates that can
also be described physicall§*” This move, of course, solves the ontological and
functional unity problem that, | contend, some iats of the parallelism doctrine fail to
solve. Yet it does so without providing an adequeatplanation for why Spinoza might
contend for such unity in ordinary particulapsa ordinary particulars. The standard
expressions of dual-aspect theory seem to me sitafdgg the whole question that
drives Spinoza’s ontology iBthics Furthermore, dual-aspect theory tends to identif
the question of the ultimate identity of the indiwval modes (minds and bodies) as only
resolvable, for Spinoza’s metaphysics, in God ciuNg where the ultimate unity of the
Attributes (Thought and Extension) is grounded.e Thity of ordinary particulars,
therefore, is pushed back into the realm of thenomkable and the unaccountable. It
could be the case that Spinoza forces us to dafttisvas not concerned with the unity
of ordinary particulargiuathe particularesthat each particular in fact is. However,
given the import that the identity doctrine seemplaly for Spinoza, we owe it to
ourselves to see if his philosophy might not previd with resources for understanding
how he might indeed envision the unity issue irardgo the concept abnatus.

In any case, we cannot avoid putting the questioi®pinoza regarding both the

“real distinction” of the Attributes and the “rediktinction” of the Modes of those

2 «Searle: Why we are not Computers,” reprinted ioas NagelQther Minds: Critical Essays
1969 — 19940Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), 96 — 140105 n 6.
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Attributes. Related to this is the question okttter or not the Attributes and their
Modes are ultimately objective, and if so how, @ subjective ways of our knowing.
This is a debate of no small consequence and a@rspin Spinoza studiés. And dual-
aspect theories do not help us at this pointthisproject it will be shown that, for
Spinoza, the Modes are real features of thingsaamdeally distinct from one another.
Hence, if dual-aspect theory sees the Attributagalty identical in God and really
distinct only in our ways of considering God, aspacts” thereof, then it offers a further
problem for adequately interpreting Spinoza. Siohaal-aspect theories do not address
the question of what provides the constitutionhef $ingularity, in function and
existence, of a particulaes (singular ordinary particular) in the first platcke dual-
aspect description of Spinoza’s ontology is supeifi Hence the need to examine, as
this dissertation will do, the import of Spinozdasctrine ofconatusas the singular
essence of an ordinary particular that has duadasyo its singularity.

What | hope to offer is an alternative to dual-aspleeory as a description of
what Spinoza is after, although it currently coralesest to expressing the impetus of
Spinoza’s thought. The focus of this present wgrkinconatuswill provide what dual-
aspect theory requires, i.e., an accounting foctrestitution of the singularity and unity
of the “one and the same thing” that is expressaannd and body. Clarity in this
regard requires us to concentrate upon the coessence of a single ordinary particular

(human or otherwise, but for our purposes espgdmiinan) in order to establish that the

%5 Cf. Timothy Sprigge, “Spinoza: His Identity Thetyrin Philosophy Through its Pastd. Ted
Honderich (New York: Penguin Books, 1984), 149 8 1dr a discussion of the various approaches taken
to this issue and the implications that they hawearfterpretation.
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unity of theresin question is real, not simply a function of evay of regarding the
object of our analysis.

If Shmueli is correct, as quoted above, then thalAittes are, for Spinoza, real
distinctions, even if they are not divisions of Stamce or do not constitute Substance. It
is worth the effort, therefore, to see if Spinozgmalso be able to assert the reality of
the distinction between the modes of the Attribwtede nonetheless allowing for the
unity and singularity of each ordinary particularntself as an ordinary particular. In
other words, we can assert the singularity of glsiparticular in a way that truly goes
beyond regarding them merely as different aspdas anderlying single Substance.
Spinoza, it will be argued, far from rooting alstinctions merely in our understanding
and establishing all unity in the One Substanceterads for the unity of the “one and the
same thing” as being rooted in the essence afahthat is “one and the same thing” that
is “expressed” both as a particular body and as illea” of that body. This project will
endeavor to show that the identity of mind and baslyone and the same thing” is, in
Spinoza’s ontology, a necessary feature of thenessgheconatu$ of the entity in
guestion in each casgathe existent essence that it is. This, | contendltimately
what Spinoza is seeking to establish in proposstiband 13 of Book II. If Spinoza
actually does conceive of the situation in this nenhis position is, therefore,
reminiscent of Aquinas’s claim that it is not tfeaikor mind that knows, nor the hand
that lifts. Rather, as Aquinas contends and Spirnarild, | argue, affirm, it is the person

who knows or lifts?®

% |n Spinoza’s case he argues in lll, 2 on the bafsik 7 that “the body cannot determine the
mind to think, nor can the mind determine the btmdynotion or rest.” He intends to help his readsrs
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In regard to this area of Spinoza’s thought, Hamag3's observations are to the
point. Recognizing that Spinoza’s central congerthicsis “a foundation for
psychology and ethics,” Jonas rightly observesttametaphysics of Spinoza enable
him to produce what other modern philosophers upddime had not, namely, a
theoretical construct in which “an organic indivadis viewed as a fact of wholeness
rather than of mechanical interplay of paft5.Even more, Jonas contends, Spinoza’s
metaphysics allowed him to continue to providertfaern period a great paradigmatic
gift: “For the first time in modern speculationspeculative means is offered for relating
the degree of organization of a body to the degfesvareness belonging to f£”In
other words, Spinoza offers, according to Jonasnaeptual framework in which mental
states are features of a physical organism anphisical states of said organism are
conditions (but not causes) of mental awareness.

Building upon Jonas’s claims, we can begin to ustded a bit more clearly how
to translate what Spinoza means by the Latin egdvessavhen he says in Il, P 7, sch.
that mind and body as the same thireg)(that is simply differently “expressed” via
respective reference to either the Attribute otiiat (of which minds are the modes) or
the attribute of extension (of which bodies arerttmles). Many of Spinoza’s
interpreters seexpressan this scholium to proposition 7 in Book Il as améng
something equivalent to the meaning of the wordtdbed.” What has been greatly

under analyzed, however, in Spinoza studies comggthis “puzzling claim” is the

that neither of these modes can determine the dikeause they are not distinct from one another on
more fundamental level, i.e., the existing humaindpgvho is the source of activity as a singteatus

" Hans Jonas, “Spinoza and the Theory of OrganianSpinoza: A Collection of Critical Essays,
ed. MarjorieGrene (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1973), 269.

?® Ibid. 271.
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relationship that such a statement has to his mase concept of physical organisms as
living entities. Yet this is the very issue upohigh Spinoza builds his theory of mind in
II, 13. Taking Jonas’s observations into consitiena we can begin to see Spinoza’s use
of the termexpressan more than nominalist term&xpressacan be taken to refer not
primarily to the act of our describing or expregssomething we observe (nominalism),
but rather it might be seen as a function of tiseese of the thing itself which is given
existential “expression” (objectivism) in distintiodes of existence. This will mean that
the thesis | put forth regarding Spinoza’s the@gssthe unity of any distinct ordinary
particular -- which, of course, are the produca @pecific and uniqueonatusthat
essentially establishes and maintains any ordiparttcular in question as a distinct
particularization of the essence of the One Subst#mat exists for us in the really
distinct Attributes of Substance. However, in ttasitext, distinct modes are not thought
of by Spinoza as being thing-like in essence.héndtrictest technical terms for Spinoza,
a particular mode that is a body and the particlida of that mode” which is its mind
are the ways that the singular entity (teg exists in the world. What is “expressed” in
the Modes of Extension and Thought is the orgamaat complexity of ghysicalentity
that is capable dhought And the greater the complexity of the physiaglamization,

the more capable, in Spinoza’s view, is the orgaro$ higher-level thougHt The

distinct modes of extension (its body) and “theaidé that mode” (its mind) by which the
organism is “expressed” are “one and the same'timnifne context of the organism’s

singular lifequaphysically organized living entity. But the modee not in themselves

29 Spinoza’s pan-psychism is not counter intuitivgareling our common understanding that all
things are not alive. There is room in his doe&ttio account for different definitions of the equdal term
“alive.”
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things or essences, rather the organism that exigtthe modal features of mind and
body is itself the thing under consideration. @etinct modes of thought and extension
are features of its life expressed via the twoildties ofDeus sive Naturaf which

human rationality can be cognizafit.

To clarify the emphasis | am placing on thi#erencebetween the concepts
“distinct modes” and “distinct things,” we can cadt Spinoza’s view to that of
Descartes. While we cannot take the time to cenglte complexities and controversies
of Cartesian dualism, it is uncontroversial to nibi@ a Cartesian mind is in itself a thing
with particular existence quite apart from the badth which it is associated in
existence. And the mind is not only distinct frdmaf is in some significant ways cut off
from all other entities. (Consider his dependampen the goodness of God to assure the
dependability of his ideas of the world and othémds.}* This of course means for

Descartes that he is fundamentally “a thinkingghi a mind or soul. But in Spinoza’s

%0 Jon Miller (see note 2) observes the importaiatusin Spinoza’s thought in a way that
complements the concerns of this present theséscddtends: “The introduction obnatusand the
emphasis on the power of acting necessitates tradirction of another factor into the discussianmay
be that something is useful if it furthers (oreddt does not inhibit) our ability to act so apieserve our
being. Spinoza thought, however, that we haweradically different powers of action and as a reé
thought there were two radically different ordefs@ue. To explain this—that is, to explain why h
thought that we have two different powers of actod, consequently, that there are two differeders of
value—a digression into his metaphysics is necgss@&ut Miller ultimately embraces parallelism
uncritically in his interpretation of Spinoza’s raphysics. “As the metaphor of parallelism suggébts,
two orders—the mental and the physical—run par&dl@ine another without ever intersecting. A thdugh
can lead to another thought but it can never predumtherwise affect a body, and vice versa. titlis
that substance is changing (or: appears to odtaote as though it were changing); and since wegiee
substance under the attribute of thought and thibatie of extension, the changes happen simuliasigo
But there is an insurmountable conceptual baréggwben the thinking and the extended realms, $wh t
interaction between them is impossible.” Henceaweagain left with a lack of explanation as tavho
such parallel tracks are one. The reading offerehis project can allow for Miller’s notion ol
axiological realms within the human being, but caderscore better than parallelism how the valites a
which humans “strive” because of theanatusare ultimately united as human values, rather tzdimes of
the body and values of the mind.

3L “The Fifth Meditation,” trans. .John Cottinghaihe Philosophical Writings of Descartegefv
York: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 48 f.
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view it makes no sense to talk this way. Not mehed pursuit of the implications of the
Cartesian definition of Substance to its logicati@dasions causes him to reject this kind
of dualistic theory of human nature. He is, advweincerned to show how body and
mind are essentially descriptors of the “one amdstime thing” that is expressed as (or
through, depending upon how one interprets thelogital existence of the Modes)
distinct Modes and, therefore, conceived as a Mdaxtension when considered from
one perspective and conceived as a Mode of thouiglh viewed in a different light.
The distinct Modes, then are not distinct thingbeadefined as entities, but are rather
more aptly understood to be real features of exigtengs that are really distinguia
Modes from one another.

Given that we are capable of encountering the extstof the One Substance
(Reality) in only two of the infinite Attributes @éod, our understanding can experience
and describe all of the ordinary particulars thatname only as physically extended (a
body) and/or as mental (a mind). This means ttmModeguafeatures of the one
thing that is “expressed” through them have bouedamposed on their adequacy for
describing reality. So, mental Modes describg phlenomena that fit within the
general Attribute of Thought. And a similar ruits ffor bodily Modes and the Attribute
of Extension. (Herein is the ontological foundatfor the so-called causal boundary
between Extension and Thought and their variousedis)

Jonas’s interpretation of the significance of Spais emphasis on the

relationship between organizational complexity Hr&ldegree of awareness that an

32 See Della Rocca for a discussion of the causatdieny, especially in the light of the
opaqueness of contexts in which we experience st things, 121 — 129.
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organism is capable of is certainly consistent \8iiinoza’s discussion in 1l P 13 where
Spinoza intends to bolster, by way of a metaphysiemonstration of the nature of
“bodies,” his earlier claim that (I, P 7, sch.):rfeode of extension and the idea of that
mode are one and the same thing, expressed initi@oedt ways.” In the Scholia,
Lemmas, Proofs, Corollaries, and Axioms that Spaioroduces for the purposes of
demonstrating how to conceive of “the union of maml body” he seeks to account for
the underlying principle(s) that account for thgoimg identity of individual entities. It

is quite significant and telling, | argue, thatdees this in a proposition that is interested
in the relationship between mind and body. Hermf®us, however, that he is prompted
to do this because of his conviction that “nobodg anderstand [the union of mind and
body] adequately or distinctly unless he first gaglequate knowledge of the nature of
the body.”

Spinoza contends straightforwardly in this proposithat bodies are
distinguished not as primary substances as thew aastotle, but on a distinction of
motion and rest. And the motion and/or rest of pasticular body is determined by a
prior body, ad infinitum. Yet, when he speaks dfavhe calls “composite bodies,” i.e.,
those that are made up of many different compon&puisioza must introduce the
concept ofconatus although he does not introdut@s a term until much later in the
work. | am suggesting that he must have in mine heg least, something analogous to
conatusin this proposition, even if he does not use #mmt because he has to speak,
when considering complexly organized living ensitief how composite bodies or, as he
says, “individual things,preserveheir own natures. Spinoza must have conceived of

some principle that could account for modal idgmaier time, given his monism, since
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he denies that individual entities are in any walyssantial in their existence. Instead,
they are products or “effects” of interactions waitiher modes — determinations
established by changes in motion or rest betwedireb@nd between complex
organisms. Again Jonas’s observations are instict The continuity of
determinateness [of a thing's identity] throughsuth interactions (a continuity,
therefore, not excluding change) bespeaks theaffaifhing ‘conatus by which a mode
tends to persevere in existence, and which isicknwith its essenceThus, it is the
form of determinateness, and t@natusevidenced by the survival of that form in a
causal history, i.e., irelation to co-existing things, that defines an individt/&l.

What Jonas, and many others apparently, have faladtice, however, is that
such a conceptual framework was offered centueésre in the philosophy of Thomas
Aquinas. ltis articulated in his particular dey@inent of a doctrine of hylomorphism
that he received from Aristotle. This failure keeggholars from recognizing a helpful
archetype by which one could better understandhtieat of Spinoza’s much and
variously interpreted claim. Building upon Arid&$ definitions, but going beyond
them, Aquinas contends thertima rationales the formal essence that causes (in the
Aristotelian sense of an essential or formal caad®@)man body to be the kind of body it
is and produces in thenionof form and matter a human person who is an irnédiyc
singular “substance” that is inherently minded &sadure of biological existence. While
form and matter, as technical metaphysical concepésalien to Spinoza’s ontological

vocabulary, a careful reading of Aquinas will shinat, although in different terms and

33 Jonas, 265.
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based on a distinct ontology, the great medievatéielian-Augustinian synthesizer
discussed a human being’s minded physical existenaevay that predates Spinoza’s
analysis of the mind and body as “one and the gshmg, conceived under different
attributes.” John O’Callaghan comments on theegadrorientation in Aquinas’s thought
that this present project will demonstrate in tharse of its own exploration and
analysis:

... for Aquinas we live buine life the life of a rational animal. . . Aquinas

argues that the principle of rational life justame and the same thing” as the

principle of animal life in the human being. Ttibe life of the mind or intellect
is identically the life of the animal that is human Aquinas leaves no doubt
about his desire to emphasize the absolute unityiofan life in all its
manifestations; animal could not be included indbé&nition of manif the
principle of animal life were not “one and the satheng” as the principle of
rational life in man.*

The description of mind and body as “one and timeesthing” that is
conceptualized in two distinct ways, based on titelogical difference between the
attribute of extension and the attribute of thoughperhaps rhetorically a Spinozistic
novelty. Itis not, however, a philosophical inatien altogether. Aquinas, as
O’Callaghan suggests, contends in his essentialiien of a human being as a rational
animal for a similar sense of identity betweenrtied and body of a human person
when he, in th&ummaargues thaanima rationaleis the Form that causes a particular
person’s body to be what and to be all that it‘Rational soul” is not in Aquinas’s

thought a term that refers to the mind strictlyiged or to the mental “aspect” of a

human being. Instead, it is a term that denotewesessential principle (an essence) that

3 John O’Callaghan, “Aquinas Rejection of Mind@he Thomistyol 66, no. 1 (January 2002), 49.
My emphasis.
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accounts precisely for the human body being thd kirbody that it is — a body capable
of rational life.

Foundational for both Aquinas and Spinoza is teviction that human beings
are in every aspect of their life and every phenmath&eature of their existence a part of
the material world. Human nature, therefore, ninastiescribed philosophically in such a
way that the essential nature of human beingsnsaiged in terms of active agency and
passive receptivity, rather than simply in termshaf Cartesian mind-body dualistic split.
By active agency | mean that both Spinoza and Aapibegin with the empirically
immediate idea that humans are actors in the wibdg perceive. By passive receptivity
| indicate their shared conviction that human bgidpoth physically and mentally — are
acted upon by features or entities of this samegpezd world. And they are acted upon
in both modalities by the very same world. Thisu®on agency means for Aquinas and
Spinoza that, from an even more fundamental megapalycommitment on their part,
when one is philosophically analyzing human bethgsreal issue is not body/mind
interaction, but what it means to be a singlilang agent in the world?>

The problem of body/mind interaction is not a qigsthey are troubled with,

contra Descartes and other dualists. Nor arettioeypled with trying to account for the

% This way of envisioning the state of affairs tisad human being’s existence is what under girds
both Spinoza’s and Aquinas’s epistemologies. Tdreynot worried about whether or not one can have
adequate knowledge about the world. Instead, tiotiem argue, that epistemological certitude is
possible into the very nature of reality. Thistitede is possible for them, without referencetie t
concurrence of God or the veracity of God (ala Bees, and in some ways Augustine in his doctrfine o
divine illumination of the mind.) Instead, certiiis possible because in the world an action tipen
body is ultimately an action upon the mind, becatisean action experienced by the embodied knower
The act prompts intellectual awareness and reflectWhile their epistemological commitments are
beyond the scope of this present analysis, anduate discreet in their particulars, nonethelest lod
them can contend for adequate knowledge of thedamrtlthe basis of their monism regarding the
relationship between mind and body.
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presence of mindedness in an otherwise mater@lsirld, as though one must be able
to describe how mind is, if not actually producgdsbme physical feature of the world,
then in some other way added on to it. Neitheligiianor emergentism nor
supervenience as metaphysical problems troubles. tghile dualism and various
forms of physicalism are often seen as the two allytexclusive options in
contemporary philosophy, Hilary Putnam’s evaluai®mformative, | think, where he
describes present-day philosophy of mind as metbgilly Cartesiari® The
metaphysical schemes of Aquinas and Spinoza akiowever, the dilemma that
methodological Cartesianism creates, because indidheir philosophical
anthropologies, the conceptadimaplays the critical role. Furthermore, as | shall
emphasize, neither of them employs this concegptunivocal and exclusive sense in
reference to human beings as does Descartes amith@lmechanistic physics of early
modern philosophy. Both of them, rather, emplaytdrm to describe states and features
and components of living beings generally and hubengs particularly. In so doing,
both of them endeavor to express their metaphysiwdérstanding of the relationship of
the body and the mind in terms of what it meansafbuman being to be irreducibly
mental and physical with neither “mode” (not Aqsrtarm) being more ontologically
foundational.

This reading leads to a second interpretive is$seiggest that Spinoza'’s view of
how a things conatic essence organizes it is gundar to Aquinas’s notion of “soul”

conceived as subsisting form. The soul, for Agsjnsia metaphysical principle that is

% Hilary PuthamThe Threefold Cord: Mind, Body, and WotMew York: Columbia University
Press, 2002), 110 and 170.
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the essence that makes a living thing to be what #nd therefore has a logical and (in
some sense) ontological priority with respect ®éRisting entity. Similarly, the essence
of a thing in Spinoza’s thought — tenatus- is a metaphysical principle that must be
understood as having a logical priority in underdiag the thing and a metaphysical
priority as a principle that organizes the entityguestion to be what it is and to sustain
its identity across time. So soul in Aquinas fumes in a way that is analogous to the
notions of essence andfnatusin Spinoza. “Mind,” thereby, is not a synonym for
“soul,” but is the feature of living organized bgmthat have, on the basis of the essence
that organizes their existence, rational consciessn Hence, for neither Spinoza nor
Aquinas does the term “mind” name either an inddpatly existent entity in human
beings. Whereas “mind” does not, for Spinoza, teeadeature of human beings that is a
radical departure ontologically from the “essenagliving things generally, he would

not enter into disputation with Aquinas where taet contends that “rationality” is
unique to human beings. Jonas notes in this ragatdthe universality of the principle
[of anima and the attendant presence of “thoudht’ho means obliterates those
distinctions in nature by which we speak of aningg@gainst inanimate things, of
sentient as against merely vegetative organisntsphoonscious and reasoning man as
against unreasoning animaf.”

The contemporary relevance of this project

Historical interest in Thomistic and Spinozistitistarship motivates this work.

But that interest is not exhaustive. In so fathésthesis can help point Spinoza

37 Jonas, 271.
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interpretation toward a vantage point in whichdustrine of the modal identity of mind
and body can be better accounted for than on aadyegct theory — which seems to me to
be the best of the current interpretations — ithhaso allow contemporary philosophers
to see that Aquinas, rightly understood, might dguee appropriated as a helpful
historical resource (in concert with Spinoza) farrent metaphysical analysis of the
intricate relationship between human mentality biodbgy as features of the world. The
language o&nimamight indeed need to be recovered.

Thus, the final aspect of this thesis will be émsider how the issues raised in the
exegetical and interpretive analysis of Aquinasid pinoza’s doctrines might
adequately address some contemporary issues iitigegtience and the philosophy of
mind and body. One could say that this projecinately seeks to point to a Thomistic-
Spinozistic trajectory for contemporary questiaasher than merely sufficing as a study
of Thomas and Spinoza in historical detail.

The philosophical helpfulness of this perspectimehe nature of mind and body
identity can be seen when one considers the lesfgtime that philosophers have
contemplated, discussed, and offered various tbgetoi “solve” the mind-body problem.
Strenuous and laudable philosophical efforts ndtsténding, the relationship of mind
and body in human beings remains a conundrum iteagporary philosophy. At least
one philosopher has outright argued that “we casalve the mystery® Colin McGinn
contends that understanding how biology and consdioought (or consciousness of

thought for that matter) are related might be belythre mental ability of human beings,

38 Colin McGinn, “Can We Solve the Mind Body ProblePipblems in Mind: Readings in
Contemporary Philosophy of Mindd. Jack S. Crumley Il (Mountain View, CA: MayfieRublishing Co.,
2000),543
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just as other perceptual and conceptual issueslased” to certain mental systems.
Our mental awareness and capacity to form explapatmcepts, as a feature of our
biological make-up, might be (and most likely isyi$ cognitively closed.

The invisible parts of the electromagnetic spectawejust as real as the visible

parts, and whether a specific kind of creaturefoam conceptual representations

of these imperceptible parts does not determindiven¢hey exist. Thus
cognitive closure with respect to P does not impBalism about P. That P is (as
we might say) noumenal with respect to M does hotsthat P does not occur in
some naturalistic scientific theory T — it showsyaihat T is not cognitively
accessible to M. Presumably monkey minds and rityegpty of being an electron
illustrate this possibility And the question must arise as to whether humads
are closed with respect to certain true explanatiigories. Nothing, at least, in
the concept of reality shows that everything reapen to the human concept-
forming faculty -- if, that is, we are realists atvoeality>*

Most of the current debate in philosophy of minémpes on the presumption of,
as Jaegwon Kim notes, “the ontological primacyrmorgy of the physical in relation to
the mental,” so that the physical properties afigksiare regarded abdsicand what
mental featuretheyhave is wholly dependent on their physical natdfeFor most who
concur that this description adequately expredsestate of affairs of our conscious
physical lives a further conclusion follows. Itsgnply assumed that if one rejects the
ontological priority of the physical then one iyis@ “that there are things in the
spacetime world other than physical things, liket€aan souls, or at least that some
things in the world have certain properties thatiadependent of their physical
nature.*' In any case, as Kim further observes the quanofaye mind-body relation

continues to challenge us to resolve two issudsttesent themselves in our lived

experience.

% |bid, 544.
0 Jaegwon KimPhilosophy of MindBoulder, CO: Westview Press, 1998), 11.
*bid, 12.
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“If we are prepared to embrace reductionism, weecgrlain mental causation.
However, in the process of reducing mentality tggital/biological properties,

we may well lose the intrinsic, subjective characofeour mentality — arguably

the very thing that makes the mental mental. latvgense, then, have we saved
“mental” causation? But if reject reductionism, are not able to see how mental
causation would be possible. But saving mentattyle losing causality doesn’t
seem to amount to saving anything worth saving. wiat good is the mind if it
has no causal powers? Either way, we are in dasfdesing mentality. That is
the dilemma. . ..

. Itis not happy to end a book with a dileagrbut we should all take it as a
challenge, a challenge to find an account of ménti#lat respects consciousness
as a genuine phenomenon that gives us and othigrgdmeings a special place in
the world and that also makes consciousness allypeficacious factor in the
working of the natural world. The challenge, thisrto find out what kind of
beings we are and what our place is in the worldabfire.*?

But perhaps the difficulty resides in the very mataf the thing being
conceptualized. Is the mind body “problem” realproblem in the way that some think
it is? Does causality and interaction really pn¢ses with an insoluble puzzle? Perhaps
the very starting point of our consideration is mgty placed and we are trying to “solve”
a problem that is actually rooted in some previpusstantiated state of affairs.
Conceiving of mind and body rather as states afgles entity’s unified life, that is itself
the product of an essence giving principle, istéebavay to approach the subject. It will,
at least, consider some issues that drop off thle t& discussion in much of
contemporary philosophy’s “methodologically Caréesiapproach. The approach of

Aquinas and Spinoza is to look beyond the phenoroénand and body and to seek for

a cause of the profound unity of the mental andothesical.

42 |bid. 237.
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The procedure of the project

Toward the ends described above, the dissertatibanfold in the five
subsequent chapters to follow: The second chapliedeal with the Aristotelian roots of
Aquinas’ss hylomorphism as the foundation upon Wwlhie “Angelic Doctor” developed
his metaphysics of mind/body and human personhétete we want to look at the
philosophical motivations that drove Aristotle tach a doctrine, especially noting the
guestions he thought could be answered by his gfeact and potency as fundamental
ontological principles at work in the world. Thistinction becomes the basis upon
which he developed his particular usage of theoRlatcategories of “Form” and
“Matter,” giving him a significantly different ontogy of plurality in unity. Chapter
Three will build on this chapter and will focus Aquinas’s further development and
uniqueexpression of the Aristotelian doctrine. This dieajs foundational for what we
must consider in the fourth and fifth chapters.

The fourth chapter will focus attention specifigadin the challenge of
interpreting Aquinas’s view of humamima-— the “intellectual principle” of human
existence — as both a substantial Form and a $ebsinciple in its own right. This
will enable us to understand Aquinas’s doctrinbwinan being’s as “rational animals.”
It will also make it clear how Aquinas’s doctrinemind-body can be understood as a
version of identity theory, very much a medievai@pation of the kind of identity that
Spinoza wanted to assert. Hence, in Chapter Eiiling the insights of the third and
fourth chapters, we consider how best to unders&aoza’s doctrine of
conatugessence. Here we will consider Spinoza’s ontcilgiommitments to Substance

and its modes in the light of the categoryohatugessence. We will show how the
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“Thomistic” reading offered in these pages can &leflal in addressing issues related to
Spinoza interpretation that other interpretationssm

In the final chapter we will draw out some of tl@nclusions of this work and
also consider how to understand their respectivtrid@s regarding the state of the soul
after the death of the body. For Spinoza thisroeis cast in terms of the immortality
of the mind. For Aquinas it is presented in lighthe Christian doctrine of resurrection.
We shall endeavor only to suggest ways that thes&ides can be made intelligible in
the light of their other ontological commitmentswill be argued that these doctrines,
while perhaps not convincing to scholars, needoeotiewed as dangling issues that are
incoherent in the larger schemes of their particplalosophical commitments. As a
final task, suggestions will be offered as to thégsophical import of the confluence of
Spinoza's and Aquinas’s doctrines, namely waysth®astudy of human existence might

be recast as a unified enterprise ingharchof the body’s mind and the mind’s body.
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Chapter 2

Hylomorphism: The Essences that Enable Substances

As a first step into our critical comparison of Agas’s and Spinoza’s
philosophical analysis of the nature of the mindhipdistinction in human beings, we
must understand what the doctrine of hylomorphi$the Aristotelian-Thomistic variety
actually entails. The import for this dissertatmfrgaining clarity about this doctrine is
apparent. This must be done before we may lo@pinoza’s philosophical
demonstrations in order to show how hylomorphissrma éheoretical construct, can help
us understand the meaning of Spinoza’s assertaimiind and body are “one and the
same thing, expressed in two different modes.” Wilkallow us, then, room for the
argument put forth in this thesis that the respeatonceptual schemes of the medieval
Angelic Doctor and the “young thinker who destroyled past” actually offer views of
the unicity of the human person as a psycho-phlysit#ty that are philosophically quite
similar. Furthermore, careful consideration of Aws’s metaphysics of mind and body,
will allow us better to judge how their theoriesyraso differ.

In this chapter, therefore, we turn our attentmthe seminal development of the
doctrine of hylomorphism that one finds in Aristdd metaphysics. Here we engage a
view that takes seriously a view of all individydiysical particulars as metaphysically
composite in nature. This general exposition efAhistotelian background of Aquinas’s
doctrine will thus help us understand more compjlete the next chapter, what
motivates Aquinas to contend that a human beirg@mpositumi.e. a unitary entity

produced by the union of matter and a “substaatdl subsistent form” — soul. In turn,
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then, we will be able to show in the following ckexg what Aquinas’s doctrine of mind-
body relation and interaction really involves. @&wng, we will be able to correct some
misinterpretations of Aquinas on this point. Hoeeuthe present chapter will only very
briefly outline the major premises of Aquinas’s ofermulation of the doctrine of
hylomorphism and will give its main attention to@malysis of the theoretical problems
that motivated Aristotle’s development of his hylammhic view of “primary substances.”
This Aristotelian background is the foundation updrich Aquinas built his system, but
he also went beyond it in his own particular depaient of the doctrine of
hylomorphism. In turn, understanding Aquinas’sefggtence upon and distinction from
Aristotle, will be an important bridge for our lattforays into philosophical territory that
analyzes Spinoza’s doctrine @dnatusas involving something very similar to Aquinas’s
understanding of the form or essence of an indaliéatity.

Considering Aristotle’s foundational role in thigebretical analysis is important,
given that the Aristotelian background of the dioetrof hylomorphism being considered
is regarded as suspect by many philosophers, goniothers, or of only historical
interest by, perhaps, a majority. Perhaps we tégasat provide an account of Aristotle’s
reasoning that allows us room for the suggestidretmade later in this dissertation, i.e.,
that hylomorphism can be a helpful concept in comterary analyses of mind-body. At
best, it will help establish that such a claimtligltomorphism is cogent. Also, by
considering Aristotle’s development of this theomg will be able to see how Aquinas
nuances hylomorphism in very important and phildscgdly justifiable ways that part

company with Aristotle.
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An overview of Aquinas’s theory

Aquinas’s definition of individual entities as “prary substances” — and the
pluralist ontology this entails — is well known. Bloying Aristotle’s general conceptual
framework, he conceives of each human being asia particular entity that is
constituted as a composite of what one could caliebasic forces, i.e. form and matter
in union with one another. He embraces this dpson for human beings, furthermore,
because of his doctrine of matter. Since matteweashall show, in Aquinas’s view, is
not only non-self-organizing, but never really éxigpart from organization, all material
beings are necessarily (metaphysically) composiedgs. These composite beings are
the ordinary particulars of our experience andtlaeeepistemological starting point for
all our knowledge. Not simply following Aristotleut further developing his insights,
Aquinas contends that primary substances are antaldy basic entities upon which all
other Aristotelian categories of existence depéeHiis is, of course, the famous
substance/accident distinction. Philosophy mussye, however, an even more
fundamental question, in Aquinas’s mind. The goestHow does a particular thing
have existence, in the first place, as the thimgwtith all of the various predicates (both
essential and accidental) that one may estableskrae in regard to that entity’s
existence? The issue at stake in this questionaglmat requires us to discern within the
world itself the principle(s) by which one mighoprde an account of the particularity
and specificity of existence of individual entitie&nd in this question we find an echo of
the concern raised in chapter one regarding th@amglor standard dual-aspect theory

regarding mind-body relatedness that some of Spisaaterpreters embrace.
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With Aristotle, Aquinas argues that no existenhgyguathe particular substance
that it is can be conceived to be self-explanatorgelf-defining. Rather, each entity we
experience is analyzable into more fundamentaltdaests. Stated differently, the
question philosophy must pursue, in Aquinas’s viewyhat principle or principles are at
work making the thing in question bethe particular thing that is.* “Form” and
“matter” are simply terms that name these fundaaigminciples. This analysis,
however, does not imply that either of the prinegpt form or matter — can be considered
to be itself a thing that has its own particulaiseence. Rather, these two together are the
component principles of specific entities. Andsithe entities themselves that haves
existence as particular, unique beings whose essgnaindividual being are
incommunicable, even if they share some featuresgznized existence with other
beings (members of the same species). The es8&t@n entity is has to be, in
Aquinas’s view, seen as something other than eftreematter or the form that are
component principles of the thing’s existences idiso more than the relationship that
exists between the matter and the form. Only gfemtity that has a particular and
unique essence, Aquinas contends, can we say prolpat it exists. Hence, only

ordinary particulars are adequately called subssnc

! The ambiguity of the copula is well known in Aga#é Being something entails a question of
actual existence and the question of identity particular entity. The entire won Being and Essence
is motivated by Aquinas’s desire to get clear altbetrelationship between these two things and the
distinction between these two different implicasaf the verb to be. For a good discussion of the
objections to objections to Aquinas’s use of thputa in philosophical reasoning see Fredrick Cdples
Thomas Aquina@New York: Harper & Row, 1976) 82 -89. See Gyulant& on the copula in Aquinas’s
thought: “Aquinas’ Theory of the Copula and theafogy of Being,”Logical Analysis and History of
Philosophyyol. 5, 2002, http://www.pla.uni-bonn.de/EnglishBafgtart.htm.
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In De Ente et Essentia (On Being and Essgriee provides analysis of the
constituent elements or principles (form and matteat are necessary descriptors in any
account of the existence of every being. Aquirsseds,

In composite substances we find form and mattein agan there are soul and

body. We cannot say, however, that either of thesee essence of the thing. . . .

the essence of a thing is that which is signifigdie definition of the thing. The

definition of a natural substance, however, comstaiot only form but also matter;
otherwise, the definitions of natural things andmeanatical things would not
differ. . . Nor can it be said that essence sigaifie relationbetween the matter
and the form osomething superadded these, for then the essence would of
necessity be an accident and extraneous to thg, i the thing would not be
known through its essence, contrary to what pestairan essence. Throutjte

form, surely which is the act of the matter, thdteras made a being in act and a

certain kind of being.Thus, something that supervenes does not giveeto t

matter existence in act simply, but rather existancact in a certain way . . .

When such a form is acquired, we do not say thetliimg is generated simply

but only in a certain wa$.

The crucial concept in this analysis is that “forim'the “act of the matter.” What
Aquinas means by the use of this ancient way ofrit@ag the conditions under which a
thing can exist can be understood as follows. &leea feature of reality (what he calls a
form) that causes any specific ordinary particutagquestion to be the particular thing it
is. Since each particular that we ever encountisteenot only as itself, but it also exists
as a particular kind of thing, when we define adimary particular in terms of its what-
ness, we are, Aquinas argues, identifying a feaifireality that the specific ordinary
particular we are analyzing shares with other iestihat are similar to it. Following

Aristotle’s lead, Aquinas concluded that the speityf of material organization that

simplyis the ordinary particular must be the result of sqmeciple that is distinct from

2 All of the following quotations fronDe Ente et Essentire taken from OBeing and Essenge
Armand Maurer (Toronto: The Pontifical InstituteMédiaeval Studies, 1968). The present citation is
from Chapter 2, 149. Emphasis mine. Herewith, &tau
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the material composition itself. The active forteerefore, should be conceived as a real
aspect of the state of affairs in the world of sensory experience. Because principles
such as these are aativefeature of the world, they are part of the causéquinas’s
view, that results in a particular arrangement after being, for example, an apple tree
rather than a sheep. Form is the active featateattcounts for the specificity of material
organization. As Thomas puts it, ‘form’ names Hitlwe matter is made laeing in act
and a certain kind of being.” Matter as such¢ctwecluded, could not be self-arranging,
nor self-moving’

The analytical conclusion he reaches — that tiseaadistinction between form
and matter — did not suggest to Aquinas that tifiesrdnce (between matter and form as

constituents of existent essences) implied an ogichl dualism of being in things.

% Contra Gentiles2, 54. Since, at least, Descartes gave philosapigression to Newtonian
principles in physics, thereby creating the nowdam (or infamous) Cartesian dualism, the dominant
approach to the physical world and to living thitngs been to conceive of the world mechanistically.
Aquinas would find this quite curious, since thapiples that organize matter are not themselvesmah
They may, of course, be measured physically. Hewedhat would not, he might argue, rule out the
necessity of distinguishing between the materiahgonents of physical structures and the non-materia
(although physically measurable) principles thatdimationally” organize them. A mechanistic view,
therefore, in current debates in biology shapesliilegue between the two opposing camps. Henmee, o
can find in both Neo-Darwinian (N-D) theories ahé proponents of Intelligent Design (I-D) an
unguestioned assumption: that the best way torstadel the function of living things is to conceife
them as highly intricate machines. The differebetveen N-D and I-D is not mechanism, but the vy t
design of these “machines” came about. For NiB‘blind chance.” For I-D the design itself beake a
designer. Neo-Darwinian evolution contends thattenas, in a sense, self-arranging and Intelligent
Design theory posits that it has been arrangechbgtelligence. The fundamental question that a
metaphysics of form and matter in Aquinas’s phifspraises is whether or not the mechanistic model
itself is adequate. Mechanism assumes a kindtiofiate “lifelessness” of the world, a world of chieats,
molecules, and forces. But, it is question wortplering the radical ontological distinction betwee
elements and organisntgjamaterial, and the “information” that facilitateparticular arrangement in
matter. Philosophically analyzing the process byctvthe matter that is arranged via DiNormation
comes to be capable of said arrangement, doeonwohit one to a dualistic or non-scientific viewtbé
relationship between matter and form. It does,dw®x, take as a serious philosophical questiomalare
of theinformationthat enables material organization in the firsicel For an interesting defense of
Aristotelian hylomorphism see John Goyette, “Sufitiéh Form,” inThe ThomistVol 66, No. 4 (October,
2002), 519 - 534. “...the mechanical explanatiotheffunctions of the body may explain how the pafts
the body work together, but it does not explain g material elements are found together in sach a
such an order in the first place, nor how this oigdénaintained.”
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Neither matter nor form has real existence aparhfthe primary being which exists as
thecompositum Furthermore, neither matter nor form can be iclened to be more
fundamentally the thing itself. The primary besmgistance (the essence) that results
from this union of form and matter, thereby, isaatigularkind of entity that is more than
either the matter of which it is made or the forimiat creates in union with the matter “a
being in act.” Again, each defined primary subséfordinary particular) is an essence
on Aquinas’s view, and this essence is somethingerti@n its matter or its form or the
“relationship between matter and form.” This datdnat, for Aquinas, any primary
beingquathe essence that it is cannot be viewed as asemgent feature. Neither can
an essence be thought of as an emergent realityaodeabove the relation of the union
of matter and form. Rather, the essence is thgyeme are considering; it is simply
analyzable in terms of its matter and form.

The distinction between “form” and “matter” is theoduct of an even more
fundamental level of analysis, which Aquinas piaksfrom Aristotle, as well: the
distinction between “potency” and “act.” As Joséplvens notes regarding Aristotle’s
metaphysical reasoning, “Problems emerging frontenaind form, such as the identity
of the material and formal elements in tree thing seemed soluble only in terms of
potency and act” It is important, therefore, to have an adequa¢e iabout the
Aristotelian background of this metaphysical contdeghelp us understand the Thomistic
application of it later. So, let us now considex tinalytic considerations that produced

this theory of bi-integrant composition in Aristlié® metaphysics.

* Joseph Owenghe Doctrine of Being and Act in Aristotelian Metgpics Toronto: Pontifical
Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1963), 403. “Acpétreatment of act and potency is thereforeaint
order after [booksZH" [in The Metaphysics].” My emphasis.
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Avristotelian background

Substance and accidents

Aristotle develops his understanding of the esaéstingularity of each primary
substance as a result his view that individual oetecentities — ordinary particulars — are
ontologically foundational. Therefore, they hapeseemological priority. He develops
this notion as a result of his logical analysish&f ways that our language enables us to
describe the world out of our immediate experief@ehim, language follows thought.
As Fredrick Copleston has said of Aristotle’s theof the relationship between language
and thought, language is “built up as an expressighought and this is especially true
of philosophical terms™The objects of our awareness present us with shirfipse
existence can, and must by virtue of the logicwflanguage, be analyzed in terms of
“categories” or “topics” of being.

By Aristotle’s analytics, we predicate of each itanour catalogue of experience
either that they are a determining feature of sbingt or alternatively, themselves an
existent entity that undergoes such determinatfonexample, the color of a person’s
skin considered as a color versus the skin in wthielcolor exists. The technical
expression Aristotle gives to this analysis of whiat experience of the world requires of
us takes the following form. For sorKehat we describe with reference to another thing
B:

1 —Xis understood to exist as a featurd&of

® Fredrick CoplestonA History of PhilosophyNew York: Doubleday, 1962), 280. For Aristotle’s
development of his logic se€ategoriesand Topics where he posits a ten-fold linguistic division of
predicates. But iRPosterior Analytics, 22, 83, a 21ff, b 15, fthe ten-fold division is reduced to eight.
Herecheisthaiandecheinare relegated to items of other categories.
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2 —B does not exist as a feature of anything, butgbi itself.

3 —X has no existence except as a feature of B

4 —B can exist in the absenceXf

5 =X, therefore, (by 2 & 4) is not essential to them&bn we have oB

6 —B gives existence to X (by 3)

7 —X, therefore, (by 2 & 6) we could never call a pardar entity

8 — X, furthermore, (by 3) is not reducible Boessentially

9 — HenceX, exists, but only iB and not aX per se

10 —B, therefore, exists d@ but not in anything elSe

In The Categoriesthe examples Aristotle gives are knowledge (X9 tre soul
(B) or the color white (X) and a bodB). He contends that knowledge is real when it is
in a knower, but there is nothing called “knowlettiat has any existence on its own,
but only when predicated of a knowing subject. ifirly, a white body can exist as
qualified by the whiteness of it, but that whitehe®es not exist as a subject of
discussion anywhere except in that body (or andibdy in which whiteness is
instantiated). On the basis of this, Aristotles@@ed that we are correct to describe some
items in our catalogue of experience as the “sualss& in which other states of affairs
exist. The other states are called accidents s&'Babstances cannot, in Aristotle’s view,
be thought of as existing anything more properly basic than their own acéxastence.

These individuals that provide the locus for tretest of affairs that depend upon them or

®“The Categories,” ch. 2, 5 — B,New Aristotle Readexd.,J. L. Ackrill (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1987), 5 — 11.
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existence arprotai ousiai(primary beingsy. Such primary beings are, by definition, one
and the same thing with themselves regardlessecdi¢bidents that accrue to them.

Actuality and potency

In the actual existence of eggotote ousiaone observes changes, development, or
alterations in the act of its being what it is edsdly. Because of this Aristotle posited
that there is a distinction prote ousiathat must be marked between what he called the
“actuality” and the “potency” of these ontologigafbundational entities. By this
discrimination, Aristotle was attempting to provid@hilosophical insight into the nature
of the sensory world that is filled with beingstthae not static in their existence.
Reflecting on the intractable nature of our sensovgireness that presents us a world in
which change is the rule, Aristotle, via metaphgsanalysis, set out to define the
ontological status of chan§eAccording to Aristotle, in the actuality of a prary
being’s state of being, as it is at any given maneits “act of being,” there is specific
and focused potential inherent in them to becorherdhings. However, the potential to
become some other actuality is not unlimited inghgicular being under consideration.
Rather, the potential is a “potency” — a powerapability — that is limited by the
essence of the being. And this endeavor ultilpédd him to formulate his
understanding of the way that “form” and “matteuh€tion as descriptors of the

ontological reality of change protai ousiai.

" Ibid. Generallyprotai ousiaiis translated “primary substances.” This traimstats not incorrect,
but it misses some of Aristotle’'s metaphysical itngewhich was to discuss the activity of existing.
Aristotle is endeavoring to describe what has eris¢ and how. So, “primary being” is an activity,, a
being.

8 Ibid. “Change, as found in sensible things, sethiesefore as the basis for the study of act and
potency. The goal of the investigation, howevies beyond the order of change.”
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The pre-Socratic background of Aristotle’s metaphygs

The conceptual parameters of the philosophicabdson that Aristotle inherited
had been established in pre-Socratic philosophyhéyuxtaposed theories of Heraclitus
and Parmenides. These, of course, were mediatkdstotle via Plato. It will help us
understand the logic of Aristotle’s metaphysic&é can place it in the historical
philosophical context in which he applied his l@jianalysis. Understanding the process
of his logic may, in turn, allow for a more adequassessment of what hylomorphism
(expressed via Aquinas and Spinoza) might provadgesnporary discussions of the
relationship between mind and body.

At one pole of Aristotle’s philosophical world stbéleraclitus and his doctrine of
change as the only real feature of the cosmos.HE@aclitus, the “flux” is what really
exists. Discussion about constancy of entities iwa®me measure an abstraction, since
the constant movement from what is to what is motig/the only reality that there$s.
However, the universal flux was ontologically ereabby what Heraclitus described as a
cosmic orderl(ogog. ThisLogoshe conceived of as the essential harmony that the
tension of becoming and ceasing to be manifedtarsénsible world. “The cosmos
works,” he proclaims, “by harmony of tensions, ltke lyre and bow.” Reginald
Garrigou-Lagrange has accurately characterizeddterst ontology: “in the process of

becoming, which is it own sufficient reason, beamgl non-being are dynamically

° Fragments: The Collected Wisdom of Heraclittrans.Brooks Haxton (New York: Penguin
Press, 2001), 25. “By cosmic rule, as day yielddhtiso winter summer, war peace, plenty faminé. A
things change. Fire penetrates the lump of mymki| the joining of bodies die and rise again mmoke
called incense.”

47



identified.™® Since for Heraclitus “becoming” is the ontolodiftandament of reality,
there can be no ultimate differentiation betweengs, because a constant reordering is
the only essence that really exists ultimatelyha@e is all there is; hence, there is not
any real ordinary particular that could be conceigéin any fundamental terms.

When considering the physical world, Heraclitus ldaeject the distinction that
Aristotle would later develop between “act” or wieatactual” and “potency,” that which
is possible but not yet existing in actuality. $edlifferentiations are, ultimately, nothing
but mere human conceptual imposition, by Heracllights. Our minds are the source of
the ideas of specific things. He says, “While cmswisdom understands all things are
good and just, intelligence may find injustice hanel justice somewhere else.'He
argued, therefore, “that the principle of contréidit is not a law of being, not even of
the intelligence. It is a mere law of speech,woid self-contradiction** If the process
of becoming is the only reality that exists, thenparticular state of affairs in the “flux”
of the process is reguathe particular state of affairs that it is. Rathlibe only reality it
enjoys is its part in the flow of the flux — the & of now-being and coming-being.
Change, for Heraclitus, is all that we must affamultimate and finally real. Here is the
genius of Heraclitus’s metaphysics. By this pecsipe on the ontologically foundational
role that change has in the world, he offers arthéw change — the flux, and the

necessary “conflict” that is the flux — that is olagical, rather than empirical. He

1 Reginald Garrigou-LagrangReality: A Synthesis of Thomistic Thougltindon: B. Herder
Book Co., 1950), 38.

" bid. 39.

12|bid. 39. Heraclitus stands, as does Parmenidehegiphilosophical tradition that sees human
intelligence as not a part of the world as it it &#part from it. Aristotle, as will be shown, ceived of
the human mind as part of the physical world, hetie metaphysical basis for his realist epistegylo
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conceived of our world as unity in diversity. Aefirick Copleston observes, “For him
the conflict of opposites, so far from being a ldotthe unity of the One, is essential to
the being of the One. . . . the One only existhétension of opposite$® By so
defining reality, he denies any principle of conity between moments of existence.
Fire, therefore, is the perfect elemental metaptioHeraclitus to utilize.

Parmenides, on the other hand, contended on #ig dichis attention to the logic
of linguistic expressions that a radical counteypmsal had to be affirmed. His view was
that the determinations of being that our languafjects drive us to only one
conclusion: that Being “is” and, therefore, nonfg"is not.” Contra Heraclitus, this
draws us irresistibly, Parmenides argued, to the& conclusion that change, not
constancy is the illusion. Any notion we have béige is a mere fiction that we
perceive by the senses. Philosophical analysisitew us to get “behind” our sensory
experience and understand the absolute, impassikleess that is Reality. Of necessity
the One —i.e., Reality — is identical with itselthis law of identity and the law of non-
contradiction together mean that our intellectsrgig attribute change, becoming, and
passing-away to the nature of the One Reality. bd philosophically honest,
Parmenides concludes, our thought, as revealeddmyrgatical analysis, should affirm
this analysis of being. “For thou couldst not wnihat which is-not (that is impossible)
nor utter it; for the same thing exists for thingiand for being” (Fr. 2)* Furthermore,
Parmenides contended that the force of “true BeN@F not “allow that, beside what is,

there could arise anything from what is not.”

13 Copleston, 40.
14 Greek Philosophy: Thales to Aristatied. Reginald Allen (New York: The Free Press,6)96
45.
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How could what is thereafter perish? And how cauttbme into being? For if it
came into being, it is no, nor if it is going to inethe future. So coming into
being is extinguished and perishing is unimaginaer is it divisible, since it is
all alike; nor is there more here and less thehechvwould prevent it from
cleaving together, but it is all full of what is. .. Wherefore all these are mere
names which mortals laid down believing them tdrbe — coming into being and
perishliglg, being and not being, change of placevanidtion of bright and color”
(Fr 8).

Parmenides offered the philosophical discoursasflty a logical deconstruction of our
illusory notions about the reality of ordinary peutar items.

Avristotle’s counter-proposal

The logic of change and unity

In both Heraclitus’ and Parmenides’ doctrines, we@esented with the long-
standing question of the ontological status of geaand individuation in the sensible
world. One could say that they struggle with ttegus of ordinary particulars and the
relationship that exists between the myriad ofrwady particulars in our experience of
the world. They provide starkly divergent answexgen as they agree that any ideas we
have about the world that are based on empiridal al& mere conventions, if not
illusions. In their agreement, they raise the tjoasf whether or not our experience of
the world is, at the bottom, founded on some featdithe world. This is where
Aristotle’s assessment had to begin.

On his view, the fact that either of these pref8tics offered to assert any
philosophical claims, at all, about the naturehaf world belied their conclusions that our
language is merely conventional and not, at ittogbphical best, correspondent to some

extra-mental reality. Any linguistic expressionhy its very nature, an assertion about

15 1bid. 46.

50



the way things are per se. When he began to althresssues as laid down in the
polarities offered by the pre-Socratic dichotomg,edmbraced two assertions as starting
points for philosophical inquiry The first was episiological, i.e., that the experience we
have of change in the world is a feature of redbtpe granted a large measure of
significance, even if we find reason to qualifynitorder to clarify our claims of
knowledge. At this point, he seems to have takeratlitus seriously. Yet, with his
second starting assertion, which entailed a cldioutlogic, he seems to have sided with
Parmenides against Heraclitus’s nominalism. Hi®sd assertion was this: the
principle of non-contradiction is a logical law theas the force of objective truthfulness.
Therefore, he could allow this logical principledoexist concurrently with his
epistemological allowance of the import of sensexgerience. We will consider the
work that this second assertion did in Aristotigfslosophy in interaction with a
Heraclitean doctrine of non-constancy before wé latothe way he addressed the theory
of Parmenides on the basis of the first assertien,that sensory experience ought to be
afforded a large measure of significance.

Based on the logic of the law of non-contradictiAnstotle argued against
Heraclitus and his disciples as follows. “We shefily to this theory that “although that
which is changeable supplies [Heraclitus and Hisvieers], when it changes, with some
real ground for supposing that it ‘is not,” yettiés something debatable in this; for that
which is shedding any quality retains somethinthat which is being shed, and

something of that which is coming to be must alyeaxst.”® Aristotle saw in the

16 Metaphysics, bk. V 1010 A, 311, in Allen, 311.
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process of change more than Heraclitus was ald#aw (at least from what we know
from his extant writings). Even the very realifyohange in the world implied a level of
continuity. To explain: if our intellects can camizea procesf change and
becoming, Aristotle argued, then the principle offtontradiction — which demands that
nothing can both be and not be simultaneouslyan ispistemological corollary of the
empirically perceived process of change. The 8taghinks it is self-contradictory to
say that change is all that there is and then mbecm that our language about change (the
law of non-contradiction) is simply a conventionposed on us by our language. To
recognize that particulars are (even momentamghtical with themselves, but pass
away and some other particular in the next momeisteewhere that particular had
existed (think of Heraclitus’s river example) isa@cknowledge that there was something
that both was and now is not; but that somethirtgesontological predecessor of the
state that followed it.
This being the case, for Aristotle, the law of rmamtradiction itself is rooted in
the very flux that Heraclitus posits as ontologiuadlity.
Generally those who argue in this manner overlaatk he beingdusig and
what it means to be; for it is necessary for theradsert that all attributes are
accidental and that there is no such thing as thaiman” or “being an animal.”
Now, if there is such a thing as “being a manwiit not be “being nonman” or
“not being a man” (its negatives): for it has oneaming, namely, to define the
being of something. And to signify its being me#m its being means that its
being is not something else. But, if “being a mar®ans “being nonman” or “not
being a man,” then a man’s being will be sometleilsg. Hence they must argue
that there cannot be such a definition of the beingnything . . . . But if all

statements merely predicate accidents, then thiérbeano first point of
reference since accidents always are predicatedt sbmething as a subject. It
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would be necessary, accordingly, to proceed thusfitaty; but this is
impossiblet’

The reality of change imposes on us the law of camtradiction and, ultimately, the
metaphysical conclusion that there is somethinglibth changes and remains. Without
this first principle, Aristotle reasoned, thoughimpossible (“it would be necessary to
proceed to infinity”). “Aristotle, against Heraitls, holds that the principle of non-
contradiction and the further law of identity aaevk of reality, not merely of the inferior
reason and of speech, but of the higher intelligeaad primarily of objective reality®

In order to define the changing entities a defimitof their essence is involved.
However, a definition implies, by its very natutiee awareness that the thing defined is
“not-this-other-thing” in its own existence. Heneéegistotle argued that Heraclitus’s idea
— that only change is real — collapses becausamemy see the essences of things as
accidents in motion, which entails the inabilityeteer attain a “first point of reference
since accidents always are predicated about songeéisi a subject.”

Such an infinite regress must ultimately underewt @aim to philosophical
certitude about the ontological nature of thingeraclitus cannot argue for change as
the foundation of reality if change is really dlete is, Aristotle is saying, because he has
no epistemic warrant for such a claim. Any epistewarrant for claiming that change is
real in the world must rely on some trogsiathat is the Being of the things that are
undergoing change. Aristotle considered thatagesposited by Heraclitus could not

do this. So, for Aristotle, the continuity of bgirconceived as a unified whole in which

" Metaphysics Gamma, 4, Aristotle’s Metaphysicgrans., Richard Hope (Ann Arbor, MI: The
University of Michigan Press, 1963), 72.
18 Garrigou-Lagrange, 39.

53



modification and change within and between indigidwoccurs — rather than a flux of
discrete moments — is a foundational doctrinerst philosophy. Without this, in some
form, philosophy cannot proceed. What had to lmew@ated for and defined in
Aristotle’s view is the feature of reality that@is for there to be continuity in things in
the midst of change. To this we will return beldwt before that we must consider
Aristotle’s second metaphysical obstacle — Parnemichonism.

Heraclitean ontology had exacted from its detracéor account of constancy in
the sensible world, but the Parmenidian pole o§tbtle’s philosophical context
demanded a response to its own untenable concluginradequate explanation of
change and individuation as real features of aargsdly unitary and continuous reality
had to be provided. While Aristotle’s teacher,t®)dad attempted to answer
Parmenides’ challenge by positing an unchanginddaafrintelligible Ideas that is
unified by the Good as the ultimate “form” of atlality, Plato’s peripatetic student
found this wanting. The radically dualistic distilon of Plato removes the essence of a
thing from the thing, thereby creating a logicahfusion and metaphysical nonsende.

It also failed, in Aristotle’s view, to address thery weakness of Parmenides’ theory that
Plato wanted to undercut.

In Aristotle’s view, Parmenides and his schoolatéd the consequences of their
version of the law of contradiction — “what is cahgome to be, since it is already, and
nothing can come to be out of what is not, sineeetmust be something underlyirfg.”

This principle, taken as first philosophy, failsdiaw significant linguistic distinctions,

19 MetaphysicsA, 991 b and M, 1079 b, 24 — 26, Hope. For a gdiedussion of Aristotle’s
treatment (and possible misunderstanding of Pk#e)Copleston, 292 — 301.
2 physics Book I, Ch. 8, Ackrill, 90 — 91
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Aristotle concluded, about the ways in which comitiypyand concurrence work in the
sensible world. Not-being, as a negation, heedgoan simply be the
acknowledgement of the finitude of a particulantgninder consideration. In this
regard, to posit “not-being” is not a denial of Bgitself (as Parmenides suggested);
rather it is simply a notation of lack in the pauiiar entity under consideration. As
Aristotle reasoned, “We too say that nothing cotodse simply out of what is not; but
that things do come to be in a way out of whatosmamely by virtue of concurrence. A
thing can come to be out of the lagkjich in itself is something which is nand is not a
constituent.** The notion of lack, therefore, points to a sttaffairs — an absence. An
absence, for Aristotle, is, when considered peastially nothing. Yet, the very idea of
“the lack” entails in itself the idea of a concurralready-existing reality that could
suffer this lack. As Copleston comments on thelizafion of Aristotle’s logic at this
point, “If Parmenides were to object that [this gime of privation] is tantamount to
saying that a thing comes into being from not-be#gstotle would answer that it does
not come into being from its privation merely (i @m bare privation), but from its
privationin a subject?? So, to speak of a “lack” is not the same thingesaking of
Non-being as though it were an entity or some fpiadn itself, thereby positing an
absurdity as the source for the coming-to-be oéiothings. Aristotle wanted
philosophers to realize that the very concept ci entails a concept of something that
could lack, or as we might more cumbersomely saypething that is alsnot something

else. Each thing that actually is, is simultangonet something else; so its very identity

2 |bid. My emphasis.
2 Copleston, 311.
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requires that it lack some feature that would makemething else. This suggests that
the new thing that comes from the lack is not jgesrgsing from already existing being:
“it does not come into being from being precisedysach, but from being which is also
not-being, i.e., not the thing which comes to be.”

Foundations of act and potency

Hence, in his view, not all language of not-bemglies a “violation of the

principle that everything either is or is nt."Existence itself, Aristotle would contend,
requires even Parmenides to declare, at leastexistence (whas) is not non-existence
(what isnot). Parmenides’ own linguistic negation (the “ig“figosits aconceptof non-
existence as part of the order of knowledge oftbdd. Aristotle further reasons that if
we accept that every specific thimgour experiencexists as a particular, specific entity,
it follows that each of the existent entities thatknow exists as what it is by
concurrently not being something-else. CoterminéarsAristotle, with this dialectical
analysis is the view that something which is, yhtal is not-something-else, can be the
source of the coming to be of another, if the othat “comes to be” does so as a result

of being “in potential” as an aspect of the alreagisting entity.

% |bid. Aristotle is not here completely refutingrfhenides’ epistemological foundations. Zeno,
for instance, might attempt to assert that Aristiglavoiding the real issue, i.e., that our exgyee of
change is just an illusion, therefore not a rebakiHowever, the extent to which Aristotle refutes
Parmenides’ logic that EVERYTHING either “is orriset” simpliciter destroys much of the analytical
motivation for embracing his subsequent radicald@lout the world of the senses and its relatiqnish
Reality. Of course, Aristotle does not suggest tlaa-being is something or a reality. Ratheriezely
demonstrates that Parmenides own logic positsfamig” as an epistemological corollary to the betheat
Parmenides insists is all that there is. HencanBaides’ logic has to entail something that hietmgy
denies, which is self-refuting since he was tryimglemonstrate that the order of knowing demanhbad t
being be understood to be one.

% Physics, Book I, Ch. 8, Ackrill, 90-91.
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An example Aristotle offers, in chapter 8 of Bdaif The Physicsis that of a
doctor and the acts performed by the doctor tfat te healing. A doctor heals,
paraphrasing Aristotle, out of his actual doctossieSuch a defined, existent identity
entails by its very nature certain possibiliti&ut the state of affairs called the health of
X that is sick — before it is brought about throulge art of healing — is non-existent or
not an actual feature of the world when considadn actually existing thing (X's
mode of existence.) However, it neither arisemfrmn-being precisely per se, nor, in
Aristotle’s doctrine, from a concrete already imsi@ed and actual being — the present
concrete state of the doctor or the patient. Rathe act of healing comes to be out of
the possibility inherent in the state of affairs eal medical knowledge and practice as
that is embodied in the actual doctor. Garrigogrbage illustrates Aristotle’s position
on the reality, but non-actuality of potential l@farring to sculpture. “For Aristotle, that
which is in process of becoming cannot arise fronactual being, which already exists.
The statue, in process of becoming, does not coone the stone that already exists. But
the thing in process of becoming was at first thengotency, and hence arises from
unterminated being, from real and objective potemdych is thus a medium between
the existing being and mere nothirfg.”

By positing the notion of potentiality as distimttnceptually and ontologically
from actuality, Aristotle thought he could avoictttiap Parmenides had seen in some of
the ancient discussions of becoming and of chamlg#e not falling into the pit that

Parmenides had dug for himself. Aristotle’s metegits allows him to posit “Being” — a

% Garrigou-Lagrange, 39.
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la Parmenides — as the ontological starting p6ib&ing’ is used in various ways, but
always with reference to one principf@.” But, he need not deny, he thought, the
ontological status of individual existents and aeathat our encounter with the world
suggests to us. In fact, Aristotle thought he d@adcount for the ontological reality of
these changing particulars in a way that Parmehalas logic suggested, but did not
pursue. In his defense of the legitimacy of meyaps, as he defines it, Aristotle gives
at some length a demonstration that “Being,” undexs as a unity that exists in the
dynamic interplay of actuality and potency, is thee first principle. If that is the case,
then it follows that Unity of the Parmenidean vgyriis not a fundamental ontological
concept. It also follows that Heraclitus’ fluxnst an adequate theory of reality, for
Heraclitean “war” cannot account for what unityréhactually is in reality. A different
basis for the unicity of reality from those of tiveo pre-Socratic theorists must be
provided. Aristotle argues the point on the basiBarmenides’ logical/linguistic
analysis of statements.
For some things are said to “be” because theyuwrstances; others because they
are modifications of substance; others becauseatreeq process towards
substance, or destructions or privations or qeslitif substance, or productive or
generative of substance or of terms relating t@uite, or negations of certain
of these terms or of substance. (Hence we evethaayot-beings not-being.) .

. . Hence the study of all the species of Bejng Being belongs to science
which is generally oneand the study of several species of Being beltm¢gse

% Metaphysics VI (ll). G.E.L. Owen'’s reading of i8totle’s semantics has been quite influential;
and it runs counter to the reading of Aristotle’staphysics of “Being” offered here. In Owen’s view
Aristotle does not intend for us to understand‘fisgence of beingjuabeing” as a demonstrative endeavor
that can establish theorems that correspond tolijeetive composition of entities. Rather, in Ovgen
mind, Aristotle is providing us with a linguistiarn that inquires about our own semantics in otder
clarify for ourselves the meanings of the concepran “being.” See Owen’s “Logic and Metaphysias
Some Earlier Works of Aristotle,” iRlato and Aristotle in the Mid-fourth Centyrgd. Ingeman During
(Groteborg: Humanities Press, 1960). For a critighiOwen see Kyle A. Frazer, “Aristotle on the
Separation of Species-FornT,he Thomistic Institute, 200kttp://www.swgc.mun.ca/ animus/
1999vol4/fraserd.htm.
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specific parts of that science. Now if Being aniti are the same.e. a single

nature, in the sense that they are associaterasgle and cause are, and not as

being denoted by the same definition (althoughakes no difference but rather
helps our argument if we understand them in theessgnse), since “one man”
and “man” and “existent man” are the same tHihg.

Being is, for him, the ontological homogeneity loé¢ tact of existing. In that
sense, then, the act of being that is also the whiteality. Reality is singular in the
sense that all that is just is “Being” (the fackeaistence and all existent things). On this
basis, then, Aristotle contends, with Parmenidest, Being is the starting point of
philosophy and that the one reality we have isigyuoontra Heraclitus. However, that
identification of all things as sharing the acbeing, Aristotle contended, could not then
become the basis for a doctrine of unity that déai@lurality of beings and the
modifications that exist among all the members\aitkin any particular member of that
plurality.

Aristotle was motivated, it would seem, by the d=$d maintain the view that
thought and knowing are themselves part of the samge reality that we are analyzing in
philosophical inquiry. Our experience, he arguyedsents us with features of being that,
considered epistemologically, establish for ounktimg the particular identities of unique
beings. Statements about the identity of thinghérealm of being entail definitions,

because to identify a being adequately we defifar iburselves. (This is as true for

nominalists as much as realists.) Such definitiorihermore, entails non-identity, i.e.,

" Ibid.
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each thing that is a specific particular is aldwy-ts very definition — not something else
(even being imot non-beingy®

Something like this non-identity principle is thmuhdation upon which Aristotle
builds his metaphysical view that “a lack” is alre@ture inherent in things that have
being. Since a lack, by definition, entails theeaxe of one state of being in an ordinary
particular, it therefore becomes the fundamentatept upon which Aristotle asserts that
there is such a thing as possible or potentialgogirentities that have a specific kind of
existence, i.e., his primary substances. By sumtnaeptualization, he is able, he thinks,
to avoid Parmenides’ critique — that being canmobhe from what is not nor can being
come from what is already actually being. The doetof potentiality as a real feature of
actual being provides him an analytic solution #@atounts for becoming in the world.
“Coming-to-be” arises from the potentiality inher@mthe lack of each primary
substance — a lack that is part of its essencehbtitioes not entail an inability to
become. Becoming is, therefore, a real featutbefvorld, but it does not arise out of
nothingsimpliciter. The lack is nojuaa lack something concretely actual, but it is an
aspect of the already existent. What is left, ffi@nAristotle, is to demonstrate how we
can conceive of “possible being,” or potency asaure of the world and how that

would be related to the actual existenceraftai ousiai.

% The true import of Aristotle’s analysis can betlidsve do not keep in mind that his discussion
of being (ousia) and not-being is treating thisiess terms that do not easily translate into EsigliAs
with Aquinas later, Aristotle’s designation “beinghiould be conceived of as a gerund like descripifo
action in the existence of an entity. He doescoofsider “not-being” to actually be some featureeaity.
This is obvious, it would seem, from his famougctipn of the possibility of a vacuum in nature.
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Form and matter

In accounting for both continuity and possibilityigtotle felt he required more
gualification of the nature of potency and actyalit his metaphysics. Regarding the
actuality of an entity, Aristotle embraces Platoégegory, “form,” as an adequate
description of that by which existent things arewn to be the particular things that they
are: form is the actual principle that “acts” tokaa being theprote ousiahat it is*®
Therefore, the individual being is the substargidiject with which philosophy has to
work in the task of understanding: “It is becatls&protai ousiaiare subjects for all the
other things and all the other things are predecatehem or are in them, that they are
called substances most of aif.”Form functions in two ways in Aristotle’s physitse
first is epistemological and the second ontologidarm is epistemic, of course, in@an
posteriorifashion in Aristotle’s philosophy. It is known @ in experience, contra Plato.
However, the knowledge of the true nature of amyary being is the knowledge of it as
a particular form (i.e., of a particularized formljhis epistemological primacy of form is
expressed in thBe Animawhere Aristotle begins to consider what it meansatibthe
soul the form of the body. There he says that fisrthe concept or principle “in virtue
of which [any thing we are considering] is thenlggoof as a particular [a thi¥]. It is
this understanding of the form that enables Arsttut posit that frotai ousiaiare

subjects for all the other things and all the othergs are predicated of them or are in

*De Anima,ll, 412a 8-9. Ackill, 165

%0 Categories5, 15 — 18. lbid 8.

%1 De Anima,bid. Joseph Owens drives home the epistemolbfiioation of form in Aristotle’s
philosophy. He points out the difficulty involvexhen describing what form presents us with. He
contends that in Aristotle’s metaphysics the fofram entity is what we recognize as the “this” dhig’s
identity. “The form, then, as separate at leasg[aotion in our thinking about the material objac
guestion] from the matter, is in Aristotelian tenmliogy a ‘this though not a ‘singular.” 388 — 395.
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them.” Specific particulars are the means by whiehbegin our knowledge of the
world, for by or in them we engage the “this-partée-kind-of-thing” that a particular
“this” is.

But the epistemological function is only part o titmeaning of form in Aristotle’s
thought; it also is the ontological reason that pasticular “this” about which we might
predicate existence is what it is. He is no noifishabouteidosor form. As we have
noted, grote ousias the substance about which we predicate otlegshand the
substance in which other predicated categories.ekiswever, he describes the form
that makes any primary being what it is as havimgxstence that is more than simply
the primary beingimpliciter. He also claims, controversially among some of his
interpreters, that the form that is the essen@mfmary being can be described as being
substantial in a secondary and derivative sengee $rimary beings share features of
being with others that are like them, Aristotle s that the species, general
description is the object of science; idsutrai ousia— being in the secondary sense.
The factor that motivates Aristotle’s thinking hist point seems to be the similarity of
essence that many entities obviously share. Qrbtsis he contends that form is an
ontological or metaphysical principle that is nioagly predicated tautologically of an
entity, but is, at least partially, explanatoryhafv a thing comes to be what itfs.

Form, while it only exists in the thing that i®fmed,” nonetheless is not
reducible to the primary being so formed. Thigue of manufactured artifacts, in an

obvious way.

%2 This is the impetus of Aristotle’s use of the wiallown “four causes.” Form is necessary to
account for why any particular existent is the igatar existent that it is. CMetaphysics, A{ope.
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It is evident, accordingly, that the form, or whagewe want to call the shape of
the perceived object, is not produced; nor is tlesesr any production of it; no
intrinsic nature is ever made. For an intrinsitun@comes to bm something
elsemade by art or by nature or by some power. dtlisonze sphere that is made
out of bronze and ‘sphere,’ since one makes a ntar into this matter, and thus
the result is a bronze sphere. . . . It is evidiretefore, from what has been said,
that what we have called the form or essentialdemot produced, bdhat it is

the combined form-in-matter that is produced, amat in everything that is
produced there is matter, and that any object st one hand matter and, on
the other hand, forr®

And in a parallel way this predetermining naturéasim is also predicable of things in
nature, i.e., entities that are endowed with life.
All things begin in their primary being, as syllegi begin by stating what a thing
is; so from being come all becomings. Natural gheafollow this same pattern.

Forthe seed is productivia a manner analogous to aitce it has the form

potentially; and that from which the seed comesormehow like its offspring. .
For, as it is the bronze sphere that is producetdsphere’ or bronze, and
likewise in the production of the bronze itselfriaenust always be present both a
material and a form in the production of any priylaeing. . . . However, we

may note a peculiarity of the production of primagings: another primary

being, the producer, must pre-exist in completéza&idon for example, an

animal, if an animal is to be produc¥d.

Form is, therefore in Aristotle’s view, a kind @finciple that accounts for the
existence of the primary being. Indeed, it isdahtiality of a particular entity’s being.
Aristotle reasoned, as we have seen, that someipierhad to be the source of the
dynamic of actuality in things. While it would beeaningless to ask why a particular
man is the man that he is — “It is pointless towabk anything is itself’— one can wonder,
Aristotle allowed, what causes a primary beingeahekind of entity it is.>* Since

everything exists as a particularized reality, stimimg causes the matter to be that

particular rather than another, for matter peraselze many different things. Primary

33 MetaphysicsZ, 8, Hope. My emphasis.
3 |bid, 9, 1034 a, 30 — 1034 b, 21. My emphasis.
*bid, 17, 1041a 13 — 14.
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beings are definite in identity. Therefore, Aritaeasons, as Joseph Owens observes,
that “a Being is a ‘what,’ i.e., something defityteetermined by its form and so
distinguished from all other kinds of things.” Qusecontinues, “The form causes that
‘definiteness’ in the matter, and is therefore¢hase of its Being. ‘Being’ evidently
means [for Aristotle] ‘being so and not s8.”

If form, according to Aristotle, is a principle thexplains the existence of a
material being because it is involved directlyt;ibeing what it is, then the matter, as the
physical stuff that things agua physical, is also an explanatory principle. Hemed
to them both as causes, but by “causes” he meargthong much more than what we
mean by cause and effect. He viewed these twaiptas as fundamentally necessary to
explain the existence of primary being (along with¢ourse, the efficient and final
causes). Since physical things are, indeed, pdatiin their essence and at the same
time capable of both change of existence while reimg within their own essence
(acorn to oak tree) and radical change into othredskof things (acorn eaten becomes
pig), philosophy must attempt to describe the dyiodhat would account for this. Form
is particularizing, so the source of the possipiit change he assigned, reasonably
enough, to the material stuff that was organizelgeta particular expression of a form.

The material reality (what later philosophers wocédl extended reality) that one
is considering in a primary being is, Aristotle teimded, both a “being so and not so.” It
has, in other words, a lack and a potentiality beeat isformally a particular being

composed of matter. As was described above, Alestonceived of change in entities

3% Owens, 376.
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as produced in a subject pmte ousia- but not in the subject as it actually existed at
any given moment. Change is rooted in potentet iiinherent in the subject, whose
essence entails a lack, i.e. something that timegoyi being is not, but is capable of
becoming because of the nature it has. This laakmot simply nothing for Aristotle,
but was an aspect of the subject’s existence wddiolwed for certain kinds of potency to
be true of the subject.

His reasoning, as has been suggested above, wdmthdhe continuity and the
mutability of the world had to be accounted foinc® he thought he had established
philosophically that one is justified in the befig¢hat nothing can come from nothing,
that modifications of existence and of existenidisiare real, and that change could not
be so radical as to lack any continuity with precurstates, he then moved to provide
some philosophical account for the continuity asé modifying entities out of which
new states (or beings) arise. The paradigmatimpia@here is the development of an
oak tree from acorn to mighty arboreal giant. Haveslthis change occur, without
denying the continuity between the acorn and theti@e? Further compounding the
issue is the reality that acorns do not alwaysnty become large trees. Wild pigs eat
acorns; and when this is done the acorn ceasesstonet onlyquaacorn, bugua
vegetative entity altogether. But, obviously agspeat many acorns in the wild, more pig
is produced. In Aristotle’s view this sort of déygment left us faced with the necessity
to account for continuity within the one realitywrich all things exist. Aristotle
reasoned that the material stuff that was the gsphas as a feature of its existence the
potentiality of becoming pig-matter, even whilergga particular kind of material being.

Another way of saying this is that the physicaffstiiat took the form of acorn has the
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capacity of losing, under certain conditions, ttwerf of being an acorn and can be
incorporated into the physical make-up the gormandiswine. When this occurs, the
matter of the acorn is radically transformed (onghtheven say the matter is re-formed)
into something that it was not prior to the constiorp If the acorn is not eaten,
however, then under the right efficient conditiding form of oak tree will drive the oak
tree to move from the acorn stage of its existéa@delos.

Thistelosis not something imposed on it but something ihatherent to its
organization as a material entity. It is, as iteyets striving to continue to be — more
completely — what it is essentially. This inherdnve to continue in existence and to
flourish in its organized essence is, by Aristotéeled arenergeiaor “entelechy.®’ In
Aristotle’s metaphysics, this drive or possibildiystriving toward an end is an aspect of
the actual being of the thing, even if it is noerised or operative at any given time.
Placing himself in direct opposition to anotheraalof thought on the meaning of “act,”
Aristotle argued: “There are some, such as theavlegs, who say that there is a power
only [when actively operating] and that there ispoaver apart from its operation: that
when not engaged in building, a person is not eblauild, and that he is a builder only
when he is in the act of building, and so fortfh. Aristotle sees such thinking as leading
to absurdities. He distinguishes between the aptréormance of a capacity and the
actual possibility of performing it. In both instzes a power is present, he contends;

otherwise, we cannot account for change as ayedllthese doctrines [those denying

3" Energeiais the Greek word Aristotle uses for “act” or adity. At times, he uses another word,
closely associated wittnergeiain his metaphysicgntelecheiaywhich implies fulfillment or fullness of
the act or activity under consideration. Cf. Oweth. Owens calls this “a peculiarly Aristoteliaond.”

3 Metaphysics, Theta, 3, 104619 — 33.
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potential power in the act of being what a thingssentially] take away all possibility of
change and of coming into being.” But if, as Asttd demonstrates, change in the
condition of an entity or its relationship to thinground it is real, then he is right to insist
that we must conclude that “power and act diffende, those doctrines which present
power and act [as identical concepts], are trymdeny a difference that is far from
trivial.”3® The import of this analysis, in Aristotle’s melggics, is that “something may
be capable of being without actually being, andaifbeing, yet be® Critically
important here is Aristotle’s idea that only thirtgat are actually existing are capable of
producing change in themselves or in other thirlgs for this reason that he closely
associates the concept of “aathergeia with the termentelechy.But for Aristotle
entelechyin its close association wignergeia qualifies its verbal counterpart, allowing
him qualifyenergeiain contradistinction to the “Megarians,” to maanre than
movement, i.e., powers in operatiSnHe concludes: “The word ‘actuality’, which is
associated with ‘fulfilment’ €ntelechy, has been derived from movements, though it
can be applied in other ways. %2

This concept, then, means that #wtuality (the formal cause that acsa
energeia)of things that “are or come to be naturally,” giveshe primary beings as
concrete particulars the possibility of future ssabf being that more fully express the
essence of their own existence. These primarygséiave, in other words, a capacity,

whether exercised or not, to strive to express then particular nature in the most fully

% |bid, 1047 a, 12 — 29.

“% |bid

1 See page 26.

2 MetaphysicsTheta, 3, 1047 a, 30.
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adequate and flourishing way. A living entity’sture is “also its form or primary being
or the culmination of its becoming,” or we mighys&he nature of anything is,” for
Aristotle, “in some sense its primary beirf§.’"From within the nature of a “natural”
being the source of its growth and “the proces$&®coming” arise as part of its very
nature. Hence, the very nature of a living or redtthing is the source of “movement” in
its life-cycle, “because this source is inherenthiem, either potentially or completely.”
The possibilities for becoming are inherent infyithings because as antelechyact
there is an organization and orientation towamdrgeiaact that will, under proper
conditions, allow for flourishing of these thingstheir own natures. They have in them
a given striving to maintain their existence anéldarish as the things that they are.
Because of this inherent capacity for change thatpart of the nature or actuality
of “natural” beings, and singarotai ousiaiby definition are things that are not something
other than themselves, Aristotle reasoned thaugtrhe matter, rather than form — the
definitional essence -- that undergoes potentiahgke. The potentiality for change in the
prote ousiaquamaterial entity is the metaphysical counterpathefformal act —
exercised or unexercised — of the possibility fmvwgh, movement, sustaining, and
flourishing that is inherently involved in the @gts nature. Only particular material
entities that have “received” form exist, so existematter is always matter that has been
organized to be something definite. Matter receioem as the principle that accounts

for the fact that a primary being is “a definitadibg something — flesh, bones, a

*3In this definition we see the ontological primarfyprotai ousiaiand the distinction that
Aristotle will labor to draw between nature or foonessence and primary being later inMetaphysics.
There is some logically necessary distinction #grdails a likely ontological distinction, but exastially
there can be no distinction.
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syllable, or anything else. And, for the Stagjrite be a definite abiding something’ is
simplyto be”**

Definiteness of existence is to béhas. Statements about being are then
statements about a particularity of being. Beitagesnents are about what a thing is
being. Aristotle concluded that if form is the esal definition of a thing
epistemologically, then in material entities thetenial component of their existence,
when considereder semust therefore be nothing else but a principl¢ igndefined
simply as thecapacity to become something particuldris is what he meant by Prime
Matter. It might not be readily discernible thiaistis a coherent notion. Yet, if one
takes Aristotle to mean, by prime matter, somethkega principle of physics that is the
physical basis for any and all existing partic@atities, but it is itself not definable
except as this underlying principle, his theoryihedgo sound much more like the

discussions in contemporary particle phy$fcs.

Hylomorphism as coherent and compelling

It must be admitted that the kind of hylomorphictaphysics that emerges from

Aristotle’s considerations about potency and adibhs been subjected to serious

4 |bid. Owens shows how the concept of form wotksdy throughout thetaphysicso that
by the close of booKeta“Being is reduced to the formal cause, the primasyance of Entity within the
sensible [material] thing.”

*In the vast array of physical theories of the atdmic world, a kind of consensus might be
achievable if one could say that, in some ultinsaese, all matter is in the final analysis enerfggergy is
a physical feature, but it is surely not conceieadn a particular thing. If Prime Matter is coned then,
as a principle of physical reality that can be fedhvia some other principle that accounts for giqaar
arrangement of this physical field of energy (primatter) into some specific manifestation calledtera
then the purported absurdity that some see indise of Prime Matter might very well disappear. sThi
would be consistent, arguably, with a popular theomong physicists today. See, Bennett, for an
argument that Spinoza held to a theory similahis tiew of fields (of energy) as the ultimate ditagnts
of the extended world.

69



criticism by some of his commentators and by modeientific principles’® Something
as occult sounding as antelechyin the biological (animal or plant) nature of anthor
a substantial form that literally shapes an emtitys physical appearance and orients that
entity toward a particular function or end, hasigtrmany as an unnecessary postulation
if not an implausible construct. “Of the Aristagel four causes, the formal cause has
been the subject of the greatest attack. Modeemnseihas, of course, always made use of
material and efficient causality. And the notidrfinal causality, although criticized by
the founders of modern science as well as conteanypgcientists, has never been subject
to the same kind of critique as the notion of saisal form.”’ Yet, Aristotle felt
compelled to the conclusion that the Platonic cphoéform (even though highly
modified by Aristotle) was a necessary descriptba certain principle in a thing that
made it to be what it is. As well, it is a thingtgm that entails the subsistence of
potential states of being prior to their actuakemce. However, he thought that these
states can so subsist only as a not-yet-realizgdre of a material entity that is, at each
moment of its existence, fully actualized in a atind of real being. Again, the acorn
and the oak are instructive. To be an acorn is tiobe a particular material thing, but to
bequaacorn a moment in the essential nature of beingaétritree. That is, while an
acorn, in one sense, is one thing and an oak treth@r, an acorn is merely an episode in
the journey of being an oak tree. It is the oakt thefines the acorn not the reverse.

This is the background in Aristotle’s thinking fehat others call, in

contemporary terms, his philosophy of mind (thgectwhich concerns this

“® Goyette, 520 ff.
" Ibid., 519.
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dissertation). We shall have greater chance terdefiylomorphism as a philosophical
attempt to describe the existence of the mind wheturn our attention to Aquinas’s
mind-body philosophy in chapter four. But, at th@nt we should note that for many of
his interpreters, Aristotle’s hylomorphism, wheartsferred to his anthropological
theories, becomes problematic, if not incoherénthorough defense of Aristotelian
hylomorphism is not possible in the limits of tthesis. However, it should be noted that
Aristotle’s hylomorphism does not imply a dualisfittee material and the immaterial, if
one wants to interpret the term immaterial as @sym for “spiritual,” although
medieval theologians and philosophers certaingrpreted him as providing a
philosophical underpinning for their thoughts ors tmatter. And in chapter four it will
be argued that on the most fundamental level exsgnnas’s doctrine, as he develops in
conversation with Augustinianism, Avicennianism,efwism, and Bonaventurianism,
does not imply the kind of dualism that troubleswnghilosopheré®

Bernard Williams represents one philosopher whaoepates and yet has big
reservations about Aristotle’s hylomorphism. Foitldims hylomorphism gets
especially problematic when one begins to congider to analyze human beings in light

of the doctrine. When one allows, as does Aristdtat “soul” is the “form” of the

“8 This is not a denial that Thomas’ doctrine of shevival of the soul after death is not a problem
for contemporary philosophy or his doctrine of tesurrection. Rather, it is a claim that what Owen
Flanagan has called the “manifest image” of the soitis Cartesian perspective is not Aquinas’'s. C
FlanaganThe Problem of the SquNew York: Basic Books, 2002). Hence, the proiddahat beset
dualism are not problems that Aquinas has to faeeause his hylomorphism does not suggest thedfind
dualistic view that Descartes holds. We shall havaddress the “solution” to the issue of personal
survival after death that Aquinas holds, as wethasidea of the resurrection, but those issued bris
discussed in Aquinas studies in terms that go belbnd the familiar boundaries that Cartesian doali
suggest.
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individual human being, Williams gets worried. Ef@giques Aristotle’s doctrine,
therefore, and contends:

[It] earns its reputation as everybody’'s moderagtaphysics of mind, | believe,

by in fact wobbling between two options. In ondl@m, so does basically

appear only adjectivally, and while the doctrinesis far as | can see, formally
consistent, it is only a polite form of materialiswhich is cumbrous, misleading,
and disposed to point in the wrong direction frdra point of view of deeper
theoretical understanding. It also has precidal/disadvantage of readily
sliding into the other view, in which soul triesttanscend its adjectival status,
and become the bearer of personal proper nam#satifiorm, it yields us a notion
of person which is a type-notion. . . . One lashp A strength of

hylomorphism, particularly in its more materialstiersion, is that it does point to
human being as a basic concept in the philosopinyied, and, consequently, in
ethics?

Williams’ assessment of hylomorphism fails to deett addressing the very idea
of a non-material force that gives organizatiomiaterial stuff cuts to the very heart of
the question in contemporary studies in physicskaochemistry. (His concerns about
soul becoming “the bearer of personal proper nartieg"yields “a notion of person
which is a type-notion” will be addressed laterioichapter four.) Only by concluding
ahead of time that the concepts physically inhesedtmaterial are somehow
synonymous term is it possible for him to suggestyever, that hylomorphism is a
“polite form of materialism.” Rather, it is a pseientific analysis of how the material
world could be understood as organized (formedhenfirst place by some physically
measurable or describable principle that is notenatrictly speaking. We should be
able to distinguish, it seems to me, between Phisiu (i.e. the belief that we are not

dealing with occult “non-physical” entities when aee analyzing the items of physics)

and Materialism (that the physical world is desabile in purely material terms).

9 Bernard Williams, “Hylomorphism,” http://www.uwidhedu.bb/bnccde/PH19c¢/
hylomorphism.html.
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Contemporary science — both physics and biologises questions about the
nature of the relationship between the materiatiestthat populate the universe and the
energy or forces that enable them to be what they la physics, the Big Bang Theory
implies that at the beginning of the universe aergy of some kind was unleashed that
continues to produce all of the forces that theabées material entities (atoms,
molecules. . . stars, planets, living beings, lmghans) to form° In quantum mechanics
the distinction between particles (matter) and ggemergy) is blurred, when one begins
to perform calculations and observe phenomenalo@ically, the discovery of DNA as
an “information” bearing molecule enables us (ppshiarequires us) to distinguish
between the matter that is the molecule, incluiimghemical compounds, and the
informationthat is contained within that chemistry and thateuoule. It is just begging
the question, it seems to me, to simply posit thatnformation is the matter that is
conveying the code that organizes a particulargotarbe the kind of being itis. The
DNA molecules are similagua matter, but they convey remarkably different infation
and enable profoundly different life forms, becaatthat informational, rather than
material, difference. Nancy Pearcey argues aipastery similar to the one | am
suggesting where she observes, “Encoded messagjear¢sindependent of the physical
medium used to store and transmit them. If we khow to translate the message in a

DNA molecule, we could write it out using ink oragon or electronic impulses from a

* By this “energy” | am not positing the existendeGmd, rather observing what physicists
themselves have concluded. Something precedesraitteast as we conceive it. And the forces tha
originally begin to draw the material universe iatoohesive and coherent organization are thenselve
describable as physically measurable, but nottistguantifiable in material or extended terms.e &ary
Zukav,The Dancing Wu Li Mastef®ew York: Harper Collins, 2001) for a clear dissias on the level of
a non-expert regarding this way of looking at thggics of the universe.
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keyboard. We could even take a stick and write the sand — all without affecting its
meaning.®
What Pearcey observes as true about the materdabmenot affecting the
meaning of the DNA “message” is also true abouttfiecting of the “message” in a
particular instance. There is a hylomorphic ini@ygetween the matter that carries the
form that the DNA information entails and the fortself, which then produces a
material being whose existence expresses thatifoentoncrete specific and
incommunicable entity. As well, some principletioé world must account for how this
informing principle is effected in the actual lbé a living entity. Robert Sokolowski
argues for the import of this as well. He poduattit is the plant or animal form that
encodes itself in the DNA, and that the form is tstha DNA serves to communicate.
The form is both speaker and message in DRfAJohn Goyette agrees with this
conclusion.
... the information contained in the genetic matasa kind of expression of the
form that is analogous to human speech and sesvakiad of intermediary
between form and matter. This may seem somewftatdhed, but it is worth
noting that Aristotle frequently refers to a thiadgorm as itdogos —speech,
formula, definition. When Aristotle calls the foradogoshe is not simply
referring to the form as it exists in the mind lo¢ kknower; rather, he is indicating
that human speech is itself a reflection of thelligfibility of the form that is in
the matter. . . . the discovery of DNA lends greatedibility to Aristotle’s notion
of form by showing that it is not merely a projectiof the human mind. . .. To
the extent, then, that contemporary science hasrskitat DNA is a “genetic
code” or “blueprint,” for a living organism, it rewls the inadequacy of a purely

mechanical explanation of life and seems to paistieiad towards the Aristotelian
notion of substantial forrt

1 Nancy Pearcey, “DNA: The Message in the Messdgiest Things64 (June/July 1996): 13 —
14. Pearcey’'s way of phrasing is loaded, as theejut of message might imply a message-sender.

2 Robert Sokolowski, “Formal and Material CausaiityScience, Proceedings of the American
Catholic Philosophical Associatio® (1995): 64.

3 Goyette, 528.
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John Peterson agrees with the problematic natuaél rgductionism that would
too hastily dismiss the complexity that is involMadhe existence of the material
universe (any “polite” or impolite form of mateiisin or other totalizing view). He
helpfully critiques a reductionism that would atf@no decry the necessity to posit some
dynamic interplay of forces to account for the pbgkworld. His argument can assist us
in at least appreciating the attempts of Aristtaleescribe the complexity of the world.

It also might help establish the necessity of stimgtlike hylomorphism for our

thinking about the complexity of the material wodidexperience, even if that doctrine
haunts us with an idea that Williams finds trouglnthat talk about “soul” might imply

a “bearer of personal names yielding us a notigpeo$on as a type-notion.” Rather than
dismiss that issue up front, and see it as a deiriah possible implication of
hylomorphism, we might want to take seriously tleeessity to posit hylomorphism (or
something like it) and then see what it helps uwoant for phenomenologically.

Peterson observes that reduction of any kind mmiatake in logic,” which cannot
be avoided by any sort of monistic reductionisrthierealm of physics or metaphysics.

Materialists say that all is matter, idealists 8&t all is mind, and neutral monists

say that matter and mind are appearances of somebasic stuff into the

definition of which neither matter nor mind enteBut any philosopher who says
that all is G, regardless of what G stands fomiifies G with the highest genus.

Otherwise he says that G falls under a wider gedusind then he countenances

that possibility that H has some species besides GPut generally, if it is true

that all is G then all difference within G mustdige to something besides G. No
genus explains it own differences, because diffaxes outside the definition of
genus and anything that is implied by genus. Nmmeg then, do philosophers

who say that all is G recognize difference in thearld than they admit features
about the world that fall outside of .

** John Peterson, “Reductionism in Metaphysics: Atakis in Logic,”The ThomistVol. 64, No.
2, April 200, 301 - 302.
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Peterson obviously sees reductionism as an eqpalkomity fallacy.
Materialists cannot be nominalists in their exptamaof difference in the world, without
positing that something (a knower that discrimisabout matter) is also present in the
world. “Then they are dualists and not materiglisiSimilarly, Idealists cannot explain
difference simply by mind, “otherwise differencasmind explain differences in mind;”
but this conclusion has to allow for differencébpart of the purportedly unified and
totalizing genus, mind. But if they suggest thanhsthing else (matter) explains
differences among mental things, they are admisgmgething besides mind. “They then
abandon idealism in favor of dualism.” In like nm@n neutral monists fail “to have their
cake and eat it, too.” While philosophers like éarand (the early) Russell might
remonstrate that their monism allows for the digeappearances of our experience to be
grounded in neutral being, rather than matter antelexaming, Peterson retorts that the
difference they might endeavor to argue for realbkes no difference. “If the various
appearances have a foundation in reality then aldoging is no bare identity but itself
containgdifferencesquite apart from any differences that are intastliby us. But since
difference is not due to genus, it follows that sogal thingbesides neutral being causes
these differences within neutral being. And theatral monism [as with materialism
and idealism] fails agairt®

The above arguments address, | think, those wkeBernard Williams, would
argue that hylomorphism is just a polite form oftenalism, but what about the other of

his concerns — the potential in hylomorphism f@ sloul to become the bearer of

%5 |bid 303 — 304.
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personal properties. In chapter four the integireh of Aquinas’s mind-body
metaphysics will go a long way toward addressdiisstion. At this point in the present
work, however, we can make a preliminary observatids will be argued later, on
Aristotelian and even Thomistic terms, the soul i§ seen properly as a principle that
enables a primary being/substance to existhuman, does not necessarily entail that the
soul will then become a bearer of personal progertOf course, it might be called such
in a highly qualified way, as where Aquinas argted the entire soul is named by the
highest “act” of which it is capable. The soul tlas informing, life-instantiating and
organization producing principle in the human cosifg could be called — loosely — by
the personal names and properties of the primangbeéHowever, strictly speaking, if
the soul is viewed as the “information” that makdsuman being human, then the
comparison offered above to DNA helps us beginullcsome fears that Williams and
others might have. It is the person, Aquinas waalg that becomes the bearer of
personal names and properties, but since the pesdormed by the organizing principle
of the soul, then one might, speaking broadly,rreféhe soul in personal terms.
Aquinas, who saw the issue of personhood morelgléen Aristotle, would have no
problem allowing for this usage. However, he wauklst that this is not to speak of the
soul proper. Hence he says, “the person knowsheaoul.”
Summary

To summarize Aristotle’s intellectual motivatiomst have been discussed above,
we can observe that in his estimation the natuhahge and identity across change
necessitates the doctrine of form and matter. d\uitlbhe reality of the relationship

between form as the locus of actuality and matieha ontic seat of potentiality, one
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could only be left with the absurdity that all avdry particular things had arisen from
nothing. Furthermore, in his mind, since thesesaafybeing (form and matter) are
through analysis distinct from each other, one obgtfor the sake of the most adequate
explanation, conceive of them as discreet prinsiplework in reality. This means,
therefore, that in an Aristotelian metaphysics emuth every individual entity, what he
calls a primary being, is analyzable as a compaditee material stuff that makes it up
and the form that accounts for the particular ayeament of the material stuff. “The
composite Being is not just the sum of its matepats. The form cannot be conceived

as just another material parf”

%6 Owen, 376.
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Chapter 3

Aquinas’s Version of Hylomorphism

The relationship between Aristotle and Aquinas édl\@stablished. However, the
extent to which Aristotle’s philosophy is a “soufceather than a mere backdrop, for
Aquinas’s own philosophy is debatéd/hile it is beyond the scope of this project to
enter into the scholarly debate as to the besttwapnderstand Aristotle’s contribution to
Aquinas’s thought, it is impossible to ignore thetfthat the reintroduction of Aristotle to
Christian Europe was a profoundly significant depehent. Some scholars insist that
Aquinas was significantly different from Aristotie the results of his philosophical
reflections, yet it is demonstrable from the wigtiof Thomas that he, at least, thought he
was interpreting and expanding upon the philosaphisights of Aristotle. It is also
demonstrable that Aquinas takes the seminal wokristotle and utilizes it in order to
create a theory of hylomorphism that is distingalsl from his peripatetic tutor. To
Thomas'’s utilization of Aristotle and his developmef the insights afforded by the

latter's hylomorphism we now turn our attentionndgrstanding him at this point is a

! Etienne Gilson contends that Aristotle’s philospnot technically source for Aquinas,
because Aristotle has no doctrine of the distimcbhetween being and essence and, therefore, lacks a
doctrine of Creation, which Aquinas defends and alestrates. Furthermore, Aristotle’s God is, in
Gilson’s view, not the Act of Being, as Aquinas déises God, but is, rather, merely the Act of Thuig
Gilson, therefore, represents the thought thattéttes was less a source and more of a template for
Aquinas’s philosophical project. However, Lawretwvan critiques this way of viewing Aristotle’s
import for Aquinas in “Aristotle as a Source for $homas’s Doctrine of esselhe Thomistic Institute
200Q http://www.ne.edu/Departments/Maritain/ti0O0/deviam. Dewan sees Aristotle’s development of
the distinction between potency and act as a vgnjfeant development upon which Thomas advanced.
Dewan argues that just such a distinction alloveedaf“causal hierarchy and a causality of beingeisg.”
This in turn allowed for “the distinction betweesseand essence in later philosophy, St. Thomas’s in
particular,” which was, in Dewan’s view, “an appeon of the implications of causal hierarchy foe
doctrine of the primacy of being in act.”
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crucial component for understanding how to readiatedpret, as we will in chapter four,
the specifics of the Angelic Doctor’s doctrine ofweh and body identity.

Essences, identity, and Being

When Aquinas analyzed the world in terms of theglementary distinctions
form/matter and act/potency which are necessaagtount for the existence of every
ordinary particular, he was driven to make a furtfistinction. Aquinas saw that behind
these concepts there was an even more basic msteglhgistinction that one has to
make, i.e., the distinction and the relationshifweenessgBeing) andens(a being) or
essentiaEssencey. This discrimination in Aquinas’s philosophy wasveloped as he
considered that the act béingsome particular essence and bengssenceere
distinct metaphysical issues. Taking Aristotl€ategoriesas a starting point, Aquinas
reasoned that the relationship between a primaitydaubstance) considered as an
essential particular in the world and the factt®feixistence could be analyzed as a
distinction of significant import. Just as in Thas's Latinessentiavas a derivative of
esse he saw philosophicallgsseproper(existence, the act of being) to be more
fundamental as a metaphysical principle. We sdt&#hd to this radical distinction in a
subsequent section of this chapter. At this pemimust look at how the notion of
essentiaas the act oésseshaped, in Aquinas’s thought, a metaphysical wstdeding of

the nature of an individual primary beingng.

2 The following analysis of Thomas’s thought comesrf Armand Maurer translation &fe Ente
et Essentia — On Being and Esse(iberonto: The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval 8iges, 1968).
Although this is a relatively early work in Aquindse never moved fundamentally from the argumegits s
forth in this work in a systematic fashion.
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Esse(Being), Aquinas informs his readers, has two uss;h Aristotle had
noted: “Taken in one way it is divided by the textegories [of Aristotle]; taken in the
other way it signifies the truth of proposition®d Ente 1, 2). The difference between
these two uses can be understood in the followiag W he first of these notions defines
for us two items in our catalogue of experiences,that which we may properly
predicate — entities and features we encounterttiose entities. “In the first way
nothing can be called a being unless it is somgtpositive in reality. . .”[De Ente 1, 2).
Here Aquinas is recognizing that we cannot speangthing that is completely nothing
(as with Parmenides and Aristotle, Aquinas recaggithis as absurd). According to the
second way that the term “being” is used, howewercanand do speak of “what is,” by
way of affirmative propositions about the stateaffdirs of which we are speaking, but
the affirmations, even thought the latter may raohe any truly positive “essence.”

For example, when we say that the Rhythm and Blugsician, Stevie Wonder,
is blind, we are positing a true state of affasiace he is, in fact, blind. In this sense, we
posit “the blindness of ‘Stevie Wonder™ as a taiate of affairs of our world. Many
people, furthermore, are blind; hence, blindnesshbeacalled, in a way, a feature of the
world. However, blindness is an “essence” (or @rig”) only in the most qualified
sense, sincessentiallyblindness is really a privation or an absencengleugh it is
present to us as a feature of the real conditioofe primary beings. The same could
be said of all privative designations in Aquinagasw. On the basis of this kind of
reasoning, Aquinas says, “. . . in the second spighe term being], anything can be
called a being if an affirmative proposition canfoened about it, even though it is

nothing positive in reality”[@e Ente 1, 2). Aquinas contends, however, that the term
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essentiaean only be properly and adequately and completetierstood to refer to
“being” in the first of the two senses of beingpitsits something in realify.

Aquinas’s reasoning is both semantic and philoszghiThe semantic assertion
is about the meaning eSsentias related, as a derivative of tasseto the (also
derivative) verbal nouens Philosophically, however, Thomas’s argumenhé& if ens
most properly names items that are present asirggllar entities, theassentiaas a
derivative ofessan relation toensmust name only those particulars that “posit
something in reality.” Without this qualificatiothe logical conclusion of taking
essentian the second sense e$senvould be absurd: we would be saying “essence” can
name even beings that are in themselves ontologegmtions, i.e. non-essences such as
blindness. “Blindness” names a feature of our eepee that is fundamentally a “lack”
or privation or negation of a positive activity eesng. In this sense, then, even a
privative state is really “existent” states in therld, but they are real only as a lack of
some activity that is actually present in the wo8d, we can speak equivocally of the
essence of blindness. However, should ‘essencehflerstood as referring in the
strictest sense to particular a entity in the sd=®Ense oéssewe would have to defend
the logical absurdityE = ~E

Thomas wants to make it clear that ‘essence’ irsthietest sense names only that
which can be defined as a particular “what.” lhestwords, essence, in his view, cannot
name those states of affairs that are negatiops\ations of some active feature of our

world. The only essences are those things whiclaetree principles in our world. For

? Ibid. Nomen igitur essentiae non sumitur ab ente secumatio dicto; aliqua enim hoc modo
dicuntur entia quae essentiam non habent, ut patetivationibus; sed sumitur essential ab enterri
modo dicto.
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example, sight is receiving light and sensible fanto the eye — that is the essence
(definition) of sight. Or, as Aquinas defines e Summaas was indicated in chapter
one, rational animality is the essence of beingradm.

So, ‘essence’ is a term that, with regard to labianction, just is the what-ness
of an entity. As Thomas E. Dillon says of Aquirsaargument in this section De Ente
“...'nature’ is another name for the essenca tfing [in Aquinas’s view], since, as he
explains, it is the essence of a thing which matkeselligible. In short, then, essence is
something that is possessed by all real being®alydreal beings, and it is the principle
of their intelligibility.”*

And so the Philosopher says inMetaphysicaeap. 4 (1014b36) that every

substance is a nature. But the term nature usisinvay seems to signify the

essence of a thing as it is ordered to the properation of the thing, for no thing
is without its proper operation. The term quiddgyrely, is taken from the fact
that this is what is signified by the definitionutB®he same thing is called essence

because the being has existence through it andDeiEnte 1)

The last sentence of the above quote indicates tbaumetaphysical import of
essentia Looking at the Latin text will help to make thukear. Aquinas asserts:
Quiditatis uero nomen sumitur ex hoc quod per dgdimem significatur. Sedssentia
dicitur secundum quod per eam et ineea habetesse. The relation betweesssentia,
ensandesse as well agjuiditatisis a complex one in this passage. What Aquinas is
contending is that just as thaiditatis or the what-it-isnessof an ordinary particular is
the very reality that is captured linguisticallyiia definition, so essence is more than the

counterpart of a true proposition; it is the prpieiof existence by which a particular

being has being as a definable and knowable existgity in our world. Etienne Gilson

“ Doctoral dissertationThe Real Distinction Between Essence and Existdienas E. Dillon,
Notre Dame, 1977.
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reminds us that this does not entail, in Aquinas&taphysics, that the essence is the
source of the being of the primary substance @a#dr). Nonetheless, Aquinas’s
position is that essences are real principles oighy@resent in the world as the
organizing forces in which and by means of whichssances receive their particular
being as part of a species.

Thus inMetaphysicad/, com. 14, the Commentator explains the cited fiexh

Aristotle by saying that being, in the first senisayhat signifies the essence of a

thing. And since, as said above, being in thissénsgivided into the ten

categoriesessence signifies something common to all nathresigh which the

various beings are placed in the various genera speciesas humanity (human

nature) is the essence of man, and soa.Ente 1)

It is a tautological maxim of epistemology thatree (thing) has a general

existence in the world, but instead exists (hasd)ednly as a specific entitgify. But,
in Aquinas’s view, since sensible things all exish material universe and, by Aristotle’s
analysis, have the potentiality to become otherghi something must cause the material
stuff to be P rather than Q. That something isefsence, conceived of as the
combination of form and matter in co-inherence.nétg the particular what-ness of a
specific being€ng, is not merely a mental description imposed ugomntity by our
minds which conceive of it as a particular esseridgatens rather — by Aquinas’s lights
— can only have its beinggs¢ as a particulaessentiaand our minds simply recognize
the essence (or form) of the thing that makes atvithis concretely. (This
epistemological theory grows out of Aquinas’s conmeint to a fully hylomorphic

metaphysics in which essences are part of the vedtdiman experience, but ontythe

specific entities of our acquaintance.)

® See E. GilsoriThe Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquifidew York: Doubleday, 1956),
448, n. 30. Hereafter, Gilson.
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This conception of the metaphysical significantessence is tied to Aquinas’s
contention, quoted above, that “essence” alsolsritee concept of the “proper
operation” of a thingres). ® Aquinas is arguing here, in Aristotelian fashitrgt
something must account for the fact that thingseravoperation proper to them and that
that operation itself is not self-explanatdrjdence, Aquinas tells us that essence is “also
called ‘form’, because it signifies tliketerminatiorof each thing, as Avicenna say®g
Ente,1). Itis clear later iDe Entethat Aquinas is using ‘form’ here in a specialized
way, namely as the whole nature or essence ohthg tinder consideration. This is
obvious since Aquinas in the context of this partod De Entesays that the term “form”
can be utilized as a kind of synonym &ssentiagonly because “form” signifies the
determinationcertitudg of each thing, i.e., it speaks of the concreecsT, unique
truth that can be predicated ofex® He is clear, in chapter two 8fe Entethat in what
he calls composite substances form and matteoaralftogether as essential to the

entity.

® On the difficulty of translating the Latin temras which can be translated thing; event, business;
fact; cause; property, see Theodor HaecKergil: Vater des Abendlandgg&rankfurt am Main and
Hamburg: Fischer Bucherei, 1958), 131 — 132. Hwesiclersresto be one of thélertzworter heart-words,
for the Latin tongue, in which is concentrated stivimg of the genius of the languageesmust be
considered a term of some ambiguity, almost a pgtadger, but not necessarily indicating itself a
metaphysical commitment as to the nature of thigyefiotr which it holds a placeResneed not name items
of our experience that we could think of in atomisubstantialist terms. This is especially impattwhen
considering Aquinas’s account of the “participatiofall ensasthings in Being. The same can apply for
Spinoza’s usage in the light of his discussion ofigs of substance.

" Note the similarity here to Spinoza’s definitioh‘essence” in Ethics I, def. 2. “that without
which the thing es) can neither be nor be conceived, and, vice vénsawhich cannot be or be conceived
without the thing.”

8«Certitudo. The Arabic term which the mediaeval translatodesed [from Avincenna] by this
Latin word has the meaning of perfection or congtitermination. On the one hand it signifies the
objective truth of a thing, on the other the precsd clear knowledge of it.” A. M. Goichdrg
Distinction de I'Essence et de I'Existence d’apit@s Sina (Paris: Desclee de Brouwer, 1937), 34, n 7.
Referenced in Maurer, 31, n 8.
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But it cannot be said that either one of theseealsitalled the essence. That the
matter alone of a thing is not its essence is eXjder through its essence a thing
is knowable and fixed in its species and genust nfatter is not a principle of
knowledge, and a thing is not placed in a genwspecies through it but through
that by which a thing is actual. Neither can thwrf alone of a composite
substance be called its essence, though some ovassért this. It is evident from
what has been said that the essence is what iiesthtihrough the definition of a
thing. Now the definition of natural substancedudes not only form but also
matter; otherwise there would be no difference etwdefinitions in physics
[physical sciences] and in mathematics. Nor cée isaid that the definition of a
natural substance includes matter as somethingladdes essence, or as
something outside its essence. This is the kirdeéhition proper to accidents;
not having a perfect essence, their definition nmdtde their subject, which is
outside their genus. It is evident, thereforet #ssence embraces both form and
matter. De Ente 2 [1])

What Aquinas is arguing here is that an ordinamipular, what he calls a
natural substance, cannot be adequately definatl fapa the physical existence that it
has. The material existence of the entity is @iral substantiality. Its form (what
makes it the kind of thing it is) is actual onlyudnion with the matter of the physically
existent entity. The matter he has in mind at ploisit of the argument is the “prime
matter” of Aristotelian metaphysics. Aquinas isaédishing that matter is essential to the
definition of natural substances. However, majteamatter does not instantiate the
specificity of being — the species and genus —tbfrag (es). Aquinas is describing here
how “form” is the organizing principle of an orditygparticular (or a primary, natural
substance) by which it guaphysical an actual concrete being. However, “{dmrhen
conceived of as this organization-giving propentgause, cannot be the essence of an
individual material substance, because naturaltanbss have as a part of their definition
the material stuff whichquaorganized by form to have a “proper operationgssential

to their actual existence as to their defined essen
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If there is, then, any cogency to the notion thatter, considered simply as a
physical and potentially measurable reality, dossonganize itself into specific units of
material being — which is what Aristotle arguedeaigth -- then the formal principle that
does account for the physical organization of thigye and allows the physical entity to
have an “operation” proper to it is distinct fronetmatter, but not separable from it. So,
“form” is not the “essence” any more than “mattefThe essence, according to which a
thing is called a beinge(9, cannot be either the form alone or the mattenel but both,
though form alone is in its own way the cause &f being”De Ente 2 [3])°

The import of all this is that Aquinas conceivégssentiaas, on the analytical
level, the definition of what an ordinary particuis. But it is so, because the material
ordinary particular actually is what its definitiemtails; and it is so because of the
organization-giving form that shapes matter. Thusgn Aquinas speaks of essences (he
often means just ordinary particulars). In thesses, he is thinking of entities that are
encountered in sense experience of the extendglaysical world. “Essences,” in this
sense, exist, he is arguing, because matter anmddoe co-operatively co-inhering in the
primary being (Aristotle’s term). This action cagghe primary being (natural
substance/ordinary particular) to be the partictilarg it is by giving it — in actuality —

proper and unified operatidfi. To speak of it having its proper operation “iruzdity”

° The Latin text readsQuia esse substantiae compositae non est tantumaénequetantum
materiae, sed ipsius composigsentia autem est secundumqguam res esse dicitur: undeeagpdréssentia
gua res denominatans non tanturrsit forma, neque tantum materia, sed utrumque, quamuis huiusmodi
esse suo modo sola forma sit causa.

% Here we should recall the “four causes” of Aristiain metaphysics. These “causes” are not
causes in the sense that we often think of thethharanalysis of cause and effect. Rather, thes&siuare
principles necessary to describe and account éatitual existence of a particular being or entithe
formal and material “causes” are the analyticablgessary descriptions of the aspects of the entityh
being. Of course, the “efficient cause” is Arigdég — and Aquinas after him — recognition thatstehces
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also recognizes that an “essence,” if only consdeas truthfupredicationof a being
without regard to its existence, could be saidh&ve a proper function meraly
conceptas well, as e. g.,when we discuss the speciagepbthorse” in isolation from
actual horse§' However, our concepts are dependent upon thalamtities. Only the
actual concrete entity itself can truly be an esserMatter and form, as analytical
concepts, are both subsumed under the definititheoéssence, becauggacauses of a
things existence matter and form both co-inher@n essence to make it what it is. We
must, therefore, consider the roles that matterfarnd play in this respect.

Materia signatum/designatum

The state of affairs that results in the actuastexice of any particular entity is, in
Aquinas’s view, the union of matter and form. Targon is what Aquinas means by a
composite being. What Aquinas means by this naidhat every physical entity that
we encounter is constituted by two distinguishaiieciples. These principles, in
Aquinas’s theory, are what Copleston describegshas@rimary co-constituents of a
material thing.** They are the irreduciblerincipia entis(principles of actual existence)

that are required to account for the existencengfgarticular thing. However, neither

are dependent upon other substances for their gisteace as embodied forms in the physical wotltde
“final cause” points to, as is well-known, Aris®# convictions about the teleological way the sahses
function. While a full-blown analysis of Aristottefinal cause is not possible here, it can be ofeskthat
final causality does not need to entail a commitnbermny sort of theological assessment about tiggns
of substances nor of the universe itself. (Aristet‘Unmoved Mover” is not a creator.) Insteauk final
cause can be considered in terms of the ends tomlzinth entities tend in sustaining their existeaod
that the idea of a species essence has withmadtwn particular strivings for survival and flourisg. This
would be an analytical distinction that Aristotelimetaphysics could make between the formal casise a
instantiating and the final cause as sustainirgcoounting for the existence of any natural sulegtan

" Kant's statement that “existence” adds nothintheoconcept of 100 thalers, is true when
thinking about the essence of 100 thalers sajabdefinition. However, an existent 100 thalersuge
distinct from the concept of 100 thalers, if onenmgaged in the activity of paying a bill.

12 CoplestonThomas Aquinas89, n 1.
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form nor matter in general (primary matter) carcbesidered to be physical entities
properly so-called. The formal element and the nmadtelement in an entity are
necessary elements of an entity, because theydea@wi account of the physical
existence of an entity. However, they do nothenmselves, define the essence of the
entity so described, e.g., to be Socrates is t®dmeates — not generically a human being.
To be Socrates is to be a particular human bodygrimed” by the substantial form
humanity.

Socrates’ particular essence is, as Aquinas view®i some idealistic essential
nature (as a Platonic metaphysics might have tedrdut is the particular identity of an
irreducibly material entity. Matter, therefore gissential to the definition of Socrates, but
matter must be understood always, Aquinas contendls, relationship to particular
forms. Each entity must have, according to Aquiaasubstantial form that causes the
matter of the entity to be the kind of thing thasi This concept — “substantial form” —
takes the place of the concept of “immanent entwtethat one finds in Aristotle’s
terminology. The substantial form is the particiziag information that gives to any
being its form of existing. In material beings (ggposed to angels or pure intelligences,
in Aquinas’s view), this substantial form is whauees, for example, a maple tree to be a
maple tree, rather than a sage brush. The mhterst“informed” in a particular entity
thus cannot be first matteméteria prima, in Aquinas’s metaphysical construct, because
“matter cannot be said to bessé it is the substance [the particular, essenhiad]

itself which exists.*®

13 Summa Contra Gentileg, 54. A passage from his early writings illugggAquinas’ thought
on this point, which never substantially chang&dote that although [first] matter in its naturenisither
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This has important implications for Aquinas’s ided®ut the nature of the
physical structure of any ordinary particular. 1&aing Aristotle, Aquinas conceived of
matter, when thought of as the physical stuff dwloich things are composed, as being
purely the potential to become a specific ordinzasticular™® On this basis, Aquinas
asserts the confusing claim that “designated niate¢he “principle of individuation”
between particular physical entities. De Ente Aquinas asserts that “matter is the
principle of individuation,” but it must be realizehe contends, “that the matter. . . is not
just any matter but only designated matter.” Bgigleated matter, Aquinas explains, “I
mean that which is considered under determinedmBas” Oe Ente 2 [4]).

In order to understand what Aquinas means by auddscription, we must be
clear about what he does not mean. First, he motesnvision a dualism that our world
participates in of pure form versus pure mattehnis;Tin fact, is precisely what he does
not want to posit. He is clear e Entein his insistence that tressentiaof anensthat
is a physical particular is the identity of a bethgt is informed matter or materialized
form. But his way of articulating this dipolar op&on “must not be taken to mean that
the form [of arengd existed with some kind of universal status betheetree came into

existence.*® The universality of the form that beings of aiamty definable nature

formed nor formless (as bronze in its nature isheeishaped nor shapelegsiever exists stripped of form
and lack of formbut sometimes takes on one form and sometimebendy itself it can never exist for it
has no form of its own and so — because actualezxie comes with forms—matteay itselfnever exists
actually but only potentially. Nothing actuallyistent then can be called first matter “ (emphagise).

All quotations in this dissertation froBumma contra Gentilege taken from the translation @&he
Jacques Maritain Centehttp://www.nd.edu/Departments/Maritain/etext/gc4. .

14 One qualification is important. For Aquinas, theavenly bodies” were not made of the same
kind of matter as the physical bodies of earthin@& of which the matter is the same are mutually
interchangeable and mutually active or passivés asid De Generi, text. 50). But heavenly and earthly
bodies do not act upon each other mutually. Theeefweir matter is not the same.

15 Copleston;Thomas Aquinas 95.
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share, while real, is not existent apart from tighiidual primary being to which the

form applies. This analytical proposition sigréfitly shapes Aquinas’s epistemology in

Summa Theologiae
The object of every sense faculty is a form exgstmcorporeal matter, and so,
since this sort of matter is the principle of indivation all the faculties of the
sense part of man know only particulars . it is proper for [the human
intellectual capacity] to knoforms which, in fact exist individually in corpotea
mater, yet not precisely as existing in such or suclividdated matter. Now to
know something which in fact exists in individuatedtter, but not as existing in
such or such matter is to abstract a form fromviidldial matter, represented by
sense images. Thus we have to say that our icttelfelerstands material things
by abstraction from sense images. . . .
| claim that whatever pertains to the definitioationenj of any species of
material reality, for instance stone or man or Bpcsin be considered without
individuating conditions which are no part of thefidition of the species. And
this is what | mean by abstracting the universaifthe particular . . . Summa,
la 85, reply and ad 1)

While he does not suggest a dualistic view ofghjrAquinas nonetheless
believes that the twprincipia entis(principles of being) are really distinct, when
considered as principles necessary to accounhé&osingular and unified existence of a
primary being. Hence, we see the second of outteteelarifications for understanding
Aquinas. The universal forms that define speceebale an extra-mental, real existence,
though not as “universals” in a Platonic sensee ifind abstracts to gain clarity about
the particulars in its field of sensory experiertmgt, in so doing is not simply nominally
applying descriptions. Rather, the human inteliakctapacity — when it thinks clearly —
constructs a reliable picture of reality that hdegquate correspondence to a true state of
affairs in the extra-mental world. “Necessarilgtdict as determining principles but not

ontologically separate” seems to be what Aquinastsvep assert regarding the form and

matter that together comprise the essence of phatibeings. This conception is
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reflected when he describes what makes for failsitynderstanding the relationship
between form and matter.

Therefore when it is said that that understandsniglse which understands a

thing other than as it is, the statement is truetifer than’ refers to the thing

understood. For if the understanding is false veleenone understands a thing to
be other that it is; hendbe understanding would be false if one shouldrabst
the species of stone from matter that he would nstaled it to exist apart from
matter, as Plato heldThe proposition would not be true if ‘other thaurgre

taken as referring to the one understanding. Ikeretis not falsity if the mode of

understanding in the one who understands is diftdrem the mode of existing

in the thing — a thing understood is in the one whderstands in a immaterial

way, according to the mode of the intellect, antlin@ material way, according

to the mode of material realitySgmma Theologicaéa, 85, ad 1)

With this in mind we can then better see what Agaimeans iDe Entewhen he
says that the principle that malassto be an individual is “designated matter” or reatt
“considered under determined dimensiori3é Ente2 [4.]). To get to the meaning of
Aquinas’s terminology here, we should reflect oa way his technical metaphysical
language changes in regard to “designated matfemiand Maurer notes that while
Aquinas uses the word ‘determined’ to qualify ‘neattfollowing Avicenna inDe Ente
he adopts a different concept in later worlksl( Sentencesd, g. 1, a. 4 anth Boethius
de Trinitate,lV, 2, ad 3) written shortly aftdde Ente. In these workshe chooses
Averroes’ concept ‘undetermined dimensions’ overittea of ‘determined matter’ to
account for individuation® The difference in these two descriptions seenteta
semantic clarification that does not change Aqusaismdamental position iDe Ente

Rather, the term ‘undetermined’ allowed Aquinaad¢knowledge that matter could be

“designated” (in the sense of being specific andi@dar, rather than matter in general)

18 ¢f. Mauer, 37, n 12.
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without being “under determined dimensions.” Oh¢he reasons for this change would
seem to be that he came to see that growth andyehamrimary substances would entail
a change in dimensions. Aquinas would not wartltow the implication that the
primary substance'sssentiaas an individual had become a differeasentiasimply
because the dimensions had changed.

What Aquinas wanted to do in this analysis wasiscst that if matter is truly a
part of the essence of Socrates, then the mattehich we speak has to be a specifically
designated material organization. But furthermdmmatter is essential to Socrates’
identity as a living, breathing, rationahs then the material that Socratesjismrational
and living must be — in some way — unique to Sestalt is a part of hisssentia. It
could not, in other words, be matter in generéficst” matter. Were this not so, one
could conclude that the distinction between Sosratel other entities is illusory or, at
least accidental and not a matter of substanteadtity. Thus, even the matter of Socrates
must be differentiable from all other material lggnif Socratess, in fact, a specific
“what,” or aquiditas. This implies, in Aquinas’s hylomorphism, that tinaterial which
is Socrates is unique to him, so that the Atheplalosopher has to have “this particular
bone and this particular flesh” as part of his rese

More fundamentally, however, Aquinas’s emphasisignified or designated
matter seems to develop in his metaphysic becaisermewhat deviates from Aristotle
somewhat concerning the nature of matter and lasioaship to form. The departure is
not radical, but it is more fully apparent in Agags metaphysics of matter than in
Aristotle’s. Designated matter is the only kirfchwatter that we can know about,

because only designated matter actually existsteMdly than Aristotle spelled out,
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Aquinas clearly taught that prime matter is purahyidea we posit through the process he
calls “precision” or abstraction; it does not adljpaxist. What actually exist are
material particulars and the informed matter thakes them up’ In Boethius de
Trinitate, Aquinas asserts that “form is not individuatedhattit is received in matter,
but only in that it is received in this or thattthst matter, and determined to here and
now.™® The notions "here" and "now" are Aquinas’s wafyseterring to the individual
(the primary substance).
They indicate Hoeccaro et ossa”. And they are only possible by nrea$o
(informed) matter, the ground of divisibility anachtion in space. Still, it must be
noted that fhateria signata quantitatas not to be understood as primordial
matter having an aptitude towards fixed and indei@imensions. The
determined dimensions that are found in the exysubject are to be attributed,
St. Thomas teaches, to matter as "individuatethédgterminate dimensions
preunderstoodn it.*°
The distinction that Aquinas draws was perhapdaositon Aristotle. However,
Aquinas’s doctrine of creation, which Aristotle kad, would have informed his thinking
on this topic. Matter was eternal, in Aristotlgisw. He could conceive of it in some
Platonic way as the eternally uncaused and undetedisubstance that is the foundation
of all physical reality. While he rejected Platdisalism and was willing to grant that

matter was a principle of being (unlike Plato),sAotle’s idea of the uncaused eternality

of matter was another of his Platonic hold-ovekguinas, on the other hand, could not

7 At this, one might call to mind Spinoza’s latesioh that what exists are Substance and its
Modes. The Attributes (Thought and Extension) dbaxist. While this point of Spinoza’s philosopky
hotly contested by his interpreters, the view thgension as an Attribute of Substance does nat,exi
except in its Modes has real resonance (possilith) Aquinas’ view of Prime Matter, i.e., that itas
proper and necessary abstraction from nature ofvthé, but it does not exist, because no matter ev
exists unformed in some way.

18 Boetheius de Trinitat®. iv, a. 1

19 New Adventhttp://www.newadvent.org/cathen/10053b.htm, (Bode Trin.", Q. iv, a. 2; "De
Nat. Mat.", vii.) The concept of “preunderstoodéanms, for Aquinas, something like “already existisga
form for understanding”.
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embrace this conceptually for theological, as w&slphilosophical, reasons. In the
Summa Theologiaéa, Q 66, a 1, he contends that matter was creagedher with

form. Only one substance could be so basicallpkiras to be indefinable, for Aquinas.
That would be God. As a created reality, therefBrene Matter had to be conceived of
as having an essence, however vaguely.

However, the conception of matter as the physmwaéxtended) stuff out of
which all things are made is, the thought, an leegable one. All of our understanding,
according to Aquinas’s epistemology, begins with ithal, the concrete being. Butin
our experience we encounter any number of primalogtainces (ordinary particulars)
that undergo changes. As an explanation for wtesmust infer the coexistence of matter
and form — the determinable and determinant. Wy msAquinas does iDe Ente 2
[11], “prescind® from the existential situation of real entitiesor endeavor to
understand them. By so doing, we “bracket” theemal particularity of the entity under
consideration and strip matter, by abstractiorhisf or that determination. In other
words, we may by analysis consider the materiaheld apart from all its
determinations. However, if we achieve abstraos@eration of matter apart from that
(formed particularity) by which alone we can kndawthen there is, in Aquinas’s view,

nothing about which we could be speaking, becaase e stripped it mentally of the

“The term translated in the referenced passageesisipn’ is the Latinpraecisia Maurer
comments on the significance of this term in AgeingPraecisio] Precision is a mode of abstrachgn
which we cut off or exclude something from a notigkbstraction is the consideration of something
without either including or excluding form its noti characteristics joined to it in reality” (Maué8, n
15).
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potentiality of definiteness in union with form.ehkce, for him, even prime matter exists
only insofar as it iessentiallythe potential to be concrete physical ordinaryipalars?*
As Francis Aveling has noted regarding Aquinas’stdioe of matter:

Matter is neither realizable nor thinkable withdatcorrelative. The proper
object of intelligence, and likewise the subjecbeing, isEns, VerumHence St.
Thomas teaches further that primordial matter isutastantial reality” (i.e., a
reality reductively belonging to the category obstance), "potential towards all
forms, and, under the action of a fit and propowtid efficient cause,
determinable to any species of corporeal substgiic&’ll Met., sect. 2); and,
again: "It is never stripped of form and privatiomw it is under one form now
under another. Of itself it can never exist" (D&Eip. Natur.) . What has been
said may appear to deny to matter the realityithptedicated of it. This is not the
case. As the determinable element in corporealtanbs it must have a reality
that is not that of the determining form. The mibydabstraction may consider it
as potential to any form, but can never overstegithit of its potentiality as
inexistent (cf. Aristotle’si enyparchontogPhys., iii, 194b, 16) and realized in
bodies without finding itself contemplating abselmbthingness. Of itself matter
can never exist, and consequently of itself it saver be thought?

On this basis, Aquinas concludes, “It is clearref@re, that the difference between the
essence of Socrates and the essence of man ke isolvhat is designated and not
designated’De Ente2 [5]). This concept is rooted in the view thitlangs that exist in
the realm of sensible objects are, by definitionfdrmed” material. On this view, prime
matter is, in itself, a mere abstraction, and tfeeeenot definable.

The metaphysical significance thmateria signatéhas for Aquinas’s view of the
ontological particularity and identity of primarylsstances can be seen if we consider

how he deals with the idea of “species form” irateln to the individual. He takes it as a

2L (De Princip. Naturge Prime Matter, Aquinas teaches in this treatigs'its being by reason of
that which comes to igince in itself it has incomplete, or rather ningeat all.” So, the essence of Prime
Matter is to become particulars, but this essemg#iéd an identity, in Aquinas’ mind. Thereforeneois
justified to say that Prime Matter has a naturbis Binalysis allowed him to square, he thoughtstatie’s
doctrine with his Christian commitments to the dioet of God as Creator of all things.

2 Frances Aveling, “Matter,New Adventhttp://www.newadvent.org/cathen/10053b.htm.
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given of our experience that the concept we havepdcies” corresponds to a real
feature of the world. Any species is not, in itsaluniversakxistentreality.
Nonetheless, the concept that we have of indivelaalmembers of a class of entities that
share certain features is a true concept and mpthgia nominal classification, even if the
“species” has no existence outside the nith&ocratess the informed designated matter
that one could point to and name “Socrates.” Hawesomething makes Socrates to be
the kind of thing he is as Socrates. The thing itiekes him to be thguiddity that is
Socrates is the form of humanity. However, ‘huhamoes not name a particular thing,
but signifies “that by which man is man.” Humangyin Aquinas metaphysics, the
“special form” that marks and makes the differenegveen human beings and other
beings. “Humanity is a term signifying a certaomrh, called thefprma totiug form of
the whole [species]De Ente2 [9]) Yet, that form which makes Socrates to leiman
being is only part of thensthat is Socrates, because the definition of maludes
matter, generically conceived, and the materiaéeispf the “definition” or identity
includes a particular arrangement of matter — “fieish and bones?*

This view of matter establishes, for Aquinas, daiaty that ncens(being) can

share its particulagssentigessential identityyjuaenswith any otheens,not even one

2 Copleston notes: “St Thomas did not think of feras first existing separately and then being
individuated, for the forms of sensible objectsndd exist in a state of temporal priority to thenpmsite
substances; but the idea of individuation is celyailue originally to the Platonic way of thinkiagd
speaking of forms. . . . it would not become artdmian to turn a blind eye to the Platonic legaty i
Aristotle’s thought and consequently in that off&bmas” @A History of Philosophyvol 1l, 328.)

24 Aquinas’ views on prime matter in relation to fodistanced him from the prevalent
Augustinian idea of his day that within matter veasbeddedationes seminaleas some sort of vague
preliminary force that allows matter to be selfaaging (within the providence of God). Coplestanes:
“St. Thomas certainly employed the terationesseminalesbut he meant thereby primarily the active
forces of concrete objects, e.g. the active podriewcontrols the generation of living things aedtricts it
to the same species, not the doctrine that theraahoate forms in prime matter.” Caummd a, 115, 2;
De Veritate 5, 9, ads 8 and 9.
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that has the exact sarff@ma totius. By bracketing the question of Socrates’ particula
physical existence, Aquinas is able to ask thetquebow Socrates could share features
of existence with other entities of his kind, amd lge distinct from them and have an
unshareable particular essence. Performing thisfdotacketing, we can acknowledge
that the species form that is the nature “humangynly a part of Socrates, when
considered as a particular man. But it is the {het organizes the designated matter that
is Socrates, making it to be a man instead of hisgosome other kind of entity. It is this
species form that establishes in the physical witidproper operation in which Socrates
engages as a particular man, i.e., as an indivishlparticular “rational animaf” (De
Ente2 [4]). Socrates is not, however, identical whie humanity per se that makes him
to be human. Neither is the humanity that makesthiman identical to the essence of
Socrates. Were that later statement not true,e¢keny human, in Aquinas’s view, would
be Socrates. So, Aquinas asserts, “If the natutleecspecies is signified witbrecision
from designated mattewhich is the principle of individuation, thenihe nature of the
species] will have the role of a p&ft{De Ente2 [11]). There must be some other
feature that is also essential to the existen@nafrdinary particular.

In other words, if when we analyze the essencenofaé®es we can bracket for the
sake of philosophical analysis the material thatshéhen we are able to see that
something must make him to be the particular playsntity he is. Looking at the form
for this, we nonetheless realize that it cannahleeprinciple of individuation alone. His

particularity is instantiated only, therefore, Imetunion of form with matter. Other

% Quoting Averroes approvingly, Aquinas agrees tBacrates is nothing else than animality and
rationality, which are his quiddity.”
“Emphasis is mine. See above note, 86.
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beings can share the form of humanity with himAgquinas’s view, but no other entities
can share the designated matter that he is. Tiiewarity of his identity within his
species is absolutely a function of the designfiedetermined) matter that is Socrates.
So, the reason that @mscannot share its essence with any other is clEae. matter of
Socrates is designated through the organizingenfte of the form. This form
establishes for the designated matter a “properatipa.” One might actually say that
the “proper operation” of the physical, living bodgmed “Socrates” just is another way
of describing thenateria signatdhat is Socrates. One way of speaking identifies t
activity that the material entity performs the atdenotes the entity so acting. Therefore,
as a particular composite, Socrates is the speuiierial entity that is the composédns
Because of this analysis, Aquinas can contendSbatates — and all composite
substances — are irreducibly both form and mattemnion. The implication of this, then,
is that the beingeissé of a being éng is incommunicable, because thasis a particular
essence, that is a body with an operation proper bhis is what Aquinas means when
he says that matter is the principle of individoati

Materia designata and diachronic identity

As individuated in designated matter, an essengmosly undergoes many
changes to its material make-up. This is not dmlg in cases of radical change — as
with the acorn-to-oak tree scenario. It is justras in cases involving less radical, but
nonetheless real changes, as in the growth, mgtantl aging of an animal. What does
it mean to say that something is the same entiitg changes materially? In other
words, material change raises for Thomas’s metaphtise question how can one speak

of designated matter being part of the essenceyahaary being, if the matter changes
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over time — not just its shape, but the actual nadtstuff that is involved in its essential
existencé” This is the question of diachronic identity.

Aquinas addresses this issué&immma contr&entilesin a passage that is
concerned with how to explain the Christian doetrri the continuing identity of
persons upon the “resurrection” from the dead.akies there that the answer starts
with a metaphysical, rather than a theological one.

In a man's body while he lives, there are not atathg same parts in respect of
matter, but only in respect of species. In respéatatter there is a flux and

reflux of parts: still that fact does not bar thants numerical unity from the
beginning to the end of his life. We have an exampla fire, which, while it

goes on burning, is called numerically one, becassspecies remains, though
the wood is burnt out and fresh wood supplied.t$®in the human body: for the
form and species (kind) of the several parts comrsnunbroken throughout life,
but the matter of the parts is dissolved by thenmsheat, and new matter accrues
by nourishment. But the man is not numericallyetiéint by the difference of his
component parts at different ages, although iuis that the material composition
of the man at one stage of his life is not his miateomposition at another. So
then, for numerically the same man to rise agais,not requisite for all the
material that ever entered into his compositionulghout the whole course of his
life to be gathered together and resumed, buspushuch of it as suffices to make
up his proper bulk and statur€dntra Gentile4, 81)

Identity across time is not, Aquinas says, dependpon the specifimateria
signata/designatéhat comprises the primary being at a given mortereast not in the
case of human beings). Rather, the thing thaamisttes and maintains identity in the
face of corporeal difference is the lifenfma that gives to the living entity its proper
operation and its material organization. At isfoeAquinas, is the question of the
identity of the primary being that has to be coased as a being in act, not an entity with

a static existence. This question could not ans@gquinas’s view, for non-living

27Such a question drove pre-Socratic reflectioris abvious in Heraclitus’ famous embrace of
the dictum that change is all there is, i.e. thaté is no diachronos identity. However, thisnsssue that
raised metaphysical concerns among the early mdelationalists, as well as the Empiricists.
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entities, because Iif a statue, for instance, wetalkwvays the same matter, it could not be
the same statue. Its identity as that particukgtus is tied not only to the form it has but
the specific granite it is chiseled from. Thatrgta shape that is that granite statue.
Living entities pose a different problem, he thotidgbr the issue of identity.

More than merely a traceable history is neededamtain a cogent doctrine of
the metaphysical identity of a living entity, fogAinas. A traceable history could, he
might say, be a nominal, rather than an essedgakription. Identity requires — to
borrow Aquinas’s distinction in a different contexa real relation, not a relation of
reason. This realness of the relation is rootefigninas’s understanding, informed by
Aristotle, of the primordial nature of a primaryitbg Thus, Aquinas conceives of
identity in living beings across material changes aesult of the relationship between
form and matter. The size of a body and some featof its shape, as such, are
accidents. For Thomas, no accidental feature ceouat for the individuality of its own
subject. Features such as quantity and some shegés by his lights, in corporeal
substance by reason of matter. And as was discassre, prime matter, as an
abstraction, has a relation to shape and sizéhatas resultant, arising from prime
matter’s relation to formi® Matter is actually necessary a priori (i.e., @imatter) in the
existence of an entity. However, it is only grahtémensions through the organizing
influence of form which makes matter to have cotecexistence in a primary being.
This process or relation is what Aquinas referagdinseparable concomitants that

determine it in time and place?®

% (De Nat. Mat, iv).
2 (De Princip. Individ).
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Earlier in this chapter we discussed the semahtinges Aquinas embraced
regarding the dimensions ofateria designata This change and its import are now seen
for the importance they have in his metaphysiosssential identity. He dropped the
Avincennian notion of ‘determined dimensions’ fbat of ‘undetermined dimensions'.

In his later works he discusses the identity ofimn@ry beingquamaterially in terms of
its matter being "individuated by indeterminate dimions preunderstood in " The
substantial form that grants the dimensional qualita primary being in material terms
is the explanation of the reality we recognizenidividual entities, i.e. that an individual
can vary in dimension without losing its identit propensity to sustain its
organization, even through material changes, istgchto the primary being through the
principle of its substantial form.

It is this same substantial form that can arradigida@ various material particulars
of a living entity into a singular being is, forample, the various bodily parts that make-
up the human body: soft tissue, blood, bone, muamgell as heart, lungs, stomach,
and brain, etc. In an argument to establish tiais€Chad to have a human soul, Aquinas
indicates that the soul as the substantial fortm@human person is what makes the
human body to be human in all its parts functionoggether. “For flesh and the other
parts of man receive their species through the $terice, if the soul is absent, there are
no bones nor flesh, except equivocally, as is dl@m the PhilosopheiDe Animaii, 9;

Metaph vii, 34).” (Summadll, Q 4, a 3, reply)

30 1n Boeth. de Trift, Q. iv, a. 2; De Nat. Mat", vii.
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Only one substantial form

Just as Thomas insisted in his more mature tege¢hat arensis has aressentia
that is a singular, incommunicable reality, so &me to argue that eaehsis made to be
the essence that it is becausertiaeria signatas organized with its proper operations
by one substantial forit. He rejected the view of some of his time heldarding the
nature of composite substances, namely that eaobasite substance had a plurality of
organizing substantial forms that organized itsgutgl existence. The concern that
shaped his thinking in this regard had, once agaidp with the concept of essence and
the attendant notion of the definition of a beirdjs reasoned conclusion was that the
plurality doctrine undercut the identity of a swyste. Whereas many of his day argued
thatforma corporeitatigs the “first act” that makes prime matter to bepacific
organized material entity that could then be rdgepif further “perfecting” — or clearly
defining — forms, Aquinas viewed this as a condepatght with philosophical confusion.
Contesting the coherence of the plurality doctrireasserts in tfteumma

If we suppose, however, that the soul is unitetthéobodyas its form,t is quite

impossible for several essentially different sdalbe in one body. This can be

made clear by three different reasons.

In the first place, an animal would not be abstubae, in which there were

several souls. For nothing is absolutely one exbgmne form, by which a thing

has existence: because a thing has from the saimeedooth existence and unity;
and therefore things which are denominated by uarforms are not absolutely
one; as, for instance, "a white man." If, therefonan were 'living' by one form,
the vegetative soul, and 'animal’ by another fahm,sensitive soul, and "man" by

another form, the intellectual soul, it would falldhat man is not absolutely one.
Thus Aristotle argues, Metaph. viii (Did. vii, @gainst Plato, that if the idea of

31 In his earlyCommentary of the Sentend@s18, |, 2) he accepts the standard theofpmha
corporeitatisas the first substantial form in a corporeal grttiait then includes other forms. However, in
Summa Theologich a. 47, reply 1 his rejection of this idea is ibiable. “The natural agent adig the
formwhich makes it what it is, anghich is only one in one thing; and thereforeeitect is one only.
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an animal is distinct from the idea of a bipednthebiped animal is not

absolutely one. For this reason, against thosehwltthat there are several souls

in the body, he asks (De Anima i, 5), "what corgaimrem?"— that is, what makes
them one? It cannot be said that they are unitettiddpne body; because rather

does the soul contain the body and make it one, tti@reverseSummd a, Q

76, a 3, reply)

The crux of Thomas’s argument here involves howlstance can be understood
to be identical to all that it iguasubstance. For us to conceive of a poly-formal
specification to be involved in the make-up of ees would require us to deny, Aquinas
thought, the absolute oneness of identity in edi¢chase entities. So, he continues in his
argument for singularity of the formal principle.

If we have one form by which a thing is an aninaaigd another form by which it

is a man, it follows either that one of these thiogs could not be predicated of

the other, except accidentally, supposing thesefdwos not to be ordered to one

another — or that one would be predicated of theradccording to the second
manner of essential predication, if one soul beygrposed to the other. But both
of these consequences are clearly false: becansedl is predicated of man
essentially and not accidentally; and man is ndt gfathe definition of an animal,
but the other way about. Therefore of necessitthkysame form a thing is animal
and man. .. .ummd a, Q 76, a 3, reply)

With regard to his own earlier acceptance of tleaidfforma corporeitatisas the
“first act” that caused the existence of a corplbseastance, Aquinas came to reject this
because he viewed this kind of plurality doctrisenacessarily implying that essential
predicates would have to be considered as subsege&dental forms. This, he thought,
was logically incoherent. So, he rejected the roetof plurality, with its ideas about a
forma corporeitatisas the instantiator of the corporeal essence,hwhiauld then receive
or accrue subsequent formshex aliquid in actua specific already existing thing). For

Aquinas, only the first form — the most basic oligarg principle — could be considered

to be the substantial form. He held this on th&daf his views about the essence of
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things. The essence of an entity is given todtaifgued, at the same moment that its
substantiality (the character of beirep$¢ a substance) is made acttfal Aquinas was
convinced that without this idea of a unitary sabghl form that is the single organizing
principle of a corporeal substance, one could raihtain the strict identity of thinggua
their inherent natures and specific identity. Sactrict way of construing the function of
substantial form does not, however, mean that neattyires cannot be true of an entity.
Consider what he says e Ente
In the genus of substance we give the name ‘badfiat which has a nature such
that three dimensions can be counted in it; bigehibree determined dimensions
themselves are a body in the genus of quantitdods happen that something
having one perfection may also possess a furthéeqimn, as is evident in man,
who has a sensitive nature and, besides this telteictual nature. So, too, over
and above the perfection of have in a form suchttirae dimensions can be
designated in it, another perfection can be adslech as life, or something of the
kind. (De Ente2 [6])
This statement, taken by itself, would fit, it wdideem, with a pluralistic metaphysics of
forms in individuals. However, Aquinas qualifiekat he has in mind when he says a
few lines later:
The soul fnima— that which makes alive in a certain wayhota form different
from that which gives to the thing three determidedensions. That is why,
when we said that a body is that which has sudmra &s allows the
determination of three dimensions in it, we undedtthis to mean arfprm
whatsoever: animality, stones, or any other fotmthis way the form of animal
is implicitly contained in the form of body, inasmuch as bodisigenus. And
such also is the relation of animal to mdde Ente2 [7])
The background of this discussion is the view thate are a hierarchy of forms

in which the “higher” forms assume the aspectfiosé that fall under them and give to

those forms a particular kind of expression. B@neple, humans considered as those

32 Quodlibet 11 5, 5.
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beings who are what one might call physical ratiibyar rational bodies are made what
they are by the union of the single form humanitthwnateria designate/ signata
Humanity as a species form has as its specifiemffce rationality, in Aquinas’s view.
This specific difference, however, is a differeticat entails a number of other realities,
since humans are essentially an animal part ofahgoreal world. So, humanity — both
definitionally and existentially — assumes theduling formal features: 1) life, which
Aquinas sees as a fundamental, rather than an entgygenomenon; 2) a capacity,
therefore, for sensory engagement with the wordgyr8wth and mobility; but the
overarching reality that is involved in all of tleefeatures is 4) rationality. On this basis
Aquinas describes the singularity of form that nsakemans to be human. On different
level of analysis, the same kind of discriminaticas be made of other non-human
animals; they merely lack rationality. The samalgsis can even apply to botanical life;
and to a much lesser extent to non-living phydicamlgs. The crux of the issue and its
implications in Aquinas’s metaphysics is that grorganizing principle accounts for
all the essential attributes that one might disctode a part of the nature of a primary
substance. This principle is its substantial fors. was observed earlier in this chapter,
by analyzing the whole of the world and its patiacs in terms of hylomorphism, with its
attendant polar corollaries act/potency, form/matpecies/individual, et al., Aquinas
came to conclude that hylomorphism implies a sehgemposition in non-necessary
beings that is the most fundamental constitutigéimttion of all in those non-necessary

beings.

106



Esse and “participating” essentiae

The distinction posited in the title of his wdble Ente et Essentia a necessary
differentiation, Thomas argues, between what agtierand that it, in fact, has existence
This concept is developed even further in$uenma.In a passage dealing with the
“simplicity” of God, he argues as follows regarditig dependent nature of essences.

First, whatever a thing has besides its essencebmusaused either by the

constituent principles of that essence (like a priypthat necessarily accompanies

the species— as the faculty of laughing is proper tnan— and is caused by the
constituent principles of the species), or by sexterior agent— as heat is caused
in water by fire. Therefore, if the existence dhang differs from its essence, this
existence must be caused either by some extergmt &g by its essential
principles. Now it is impossible for a thing's drisce to be caused by its essential
constituent principles, for nothing can be theisight cause of its own existence,
if its existence is caused. Therefore that thinigose existence differs from its
essence, must have its existence caused by another.

Secondly, existence is that which makes every formature actual; for goodness

and humanity are spoken of as actual, only becthigseare spoken of as existing.

Therefore existence must be compared to essertbe, lditter is a distinct reality,

as actuality to potentiality.

Thirdly, because, just as that which has fire,ibuiot itself fire, is on fire by

participation; so that which has existence bubisaxistence, is a being by

participation. Summad, a, 3, 4, reply)
In Aquinas’s view, a thing simply is isssentia.However, no essence can be said to be
its ownessei.e. the existence that it has.

The essence of a thing is what it is as itselfckehe absurdity of considering the
essence to be something other than the thing.itBdtause we use the term ‘a being’
absolutely and primarily of substances, and seadgaand with qualification of
accidents, it follows that essence is in substatragsand properly. . . ."[de Entel [5])

To conceive the essence of a natural substancelimaoy particular to be something

besides its own identity as a substance, Aquinagads, would be to think of the
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essence-substance relationship in terms analogdbs telationship between substance
and accident in Aristotelian metaphysics. Butfdet that a thing actually has existence
(or its “act” of existing) is different from the &snce that it is. Such a medieval way of
stating the relationship between the activity asemg and the factual essence that the
thing is quaits identity might strike some as odd. So, we sk at what Aquinas
means when he says that a being is not its owofdxing.

Aristotle’s contribution to Aquinas’s thought is Westablished, but in the matter
of the relationship between essence and existega@mAs moved well beyond
Aristotle’s views. Gilson has noted that for Aogé the demonstration of the truth of an
essential definition was the same as demonstrasirigping, its reality or existence as an
essence. The Stagirite analyzes this relatioreshipllows in théPrior Analytics

The being (existence) of anything as fact is a enditir demonstration, and this is

the actual procedure of the sciences, for the gemmassumes the meaning of the

word triangle, but that it is possessed of soméates he proves. What is it then
that we shall prove in defining essential natufiefangle? In that case a man will
know by definition what a thing’s nature is withdattowing it exists. But that is
impossible®
Because Aristotle conceived of the universe assseeg and eternal, he drew no
distinctions between essence and existence as Inystegl principles. Since the
demonstration of fact about an entity or statefaiis was, by Aristotle’s lights, the
result of knowing the cause(s), all statements attmutruth of an essence had to be
statements about its actual being. His epistencdbgommitments about how we know

things (rejecting Platonic idealism) shaped hiotmgy, and his ontology gave rise to his

logic. Joseph Owens comments about Aristotle®srinining of logic and metaphysics:

¥ Gilson, 138. CfPrior Analytics Il, c. 7,92 B 14 — 17.
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“To ask whether the moon is eclipsed or not, isprecisely the same as asking whether
A (i.e., the eclipse) has a defining conditimg9, and if this condition actually exists,
we assert thah also actually exists*® So, in Aristotle’s account of the relationship
between essence and existence, the relationsbieisf identity: a thing exists as what
it is, because itis.

Whereas Aristotle was not (apparently) concernild thie act of being
(existing) that a thing evinces, in the sensetthiat“act” contingently applies to the
essential concept of the thing, Aquinas saw ihasmost fundamental of all
relationships. For the Greek logician, a contiigetationship would be per accidens
relationship. He was “dealing with the universadlmecessary connections between the
elements of definition and demonstratidn.In Aristotle’s view, the radical distinction
between Being and non-Being did not allow Aquindater question to arise. But for
Aquinas, the issues that attended the Aristotel@strine of potency and act implied the
necessity to examine the distinction betwessgBeing) andessentigEssence). An
essence, he argued, entails, the possibility @xtstence, but it does entail the fact of its
existence. IiDe Entehe follows Avicenna’s insights.

Whatever does not belong to the notion of an egsenquiddity comes from
without and enters into composition with the essefmr no essence is intelligible
without its parts [the form and matter that makexist as real]. Now, every
essence or quiddity can be understood without amytbeing known of its
existing. | can know what a man or a phoenix & still be ignorant whether it
exists in reality. From this it is clear that tha of existing is other than essence

or quiddity, unless, perhaps, there is a being wlypsddity is the very act of
existing. And there can be only one such being finst Being®®

34 Owens, 291
35 |bid.
% De Ente
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What this does not mean, for Aquinas, howevehas existence is added to an
essence, such that the fact of a thing’s reality ®dmeway accidental to the thing that it
is. For when Aquinas argues that a thing’s essenickentical with it, and that the only
things that really exist in themselves are printagyngs or substances, this implies that
existence and essence in a thing are not sepavable one is considering the thing itself.
In other words, a being is a being only becaubastbeingdss¢. His metaphysics
require thaessebe understood as the highest intrinsic principlédhe being (esse) of a
primary being €ng. To understand this aspect of Aquinas we ne@dmsider his view
of how a thing can come to exist in the first place

In theSumma TheologicBhomas Aquinas famously argues for the existefice o
God.*” The “Third Way” is his expression of the distioo between essence and
existence in terms of a demonstration of the emcsef a First Cause, or Being, that is
the source of all other beings.

We find in nature things that are possible to be ot to be, since they are found
to be generated, and to corrupt, and consequéhédy,are possible to be and not
to be. But it is impossible for these always toseXor that which is possible not
to be at some time is not. Therefore, if everythsgossible not to be, then at one
time there could have been nothing in existencev Néhis were true, even now
there would be nothing in existence, because thathwdoes not exist only begins
to exist by something already existing. Therefdrat one time nothing was in
existence, it would have been impossible for amghio have begun to exist; and
thus even now nothing would be in existence— wisdbsurd. Therefore, not all
beings are merely possible, but there must exisegiuing the existence of which
IS necessary. But every necessary thing eitheithagcessity caused by another,

or not. Now it is impossible to go on to infinity hecessary things which have
their necessity caused by another, as has beedglpgoved in regard to efficient

37 Brian Davies has noted that the “existence argthiegranted special emphasis in Aquinas’
philosophy as a demonstration of God’s realityn dppears again and again in his writings, argldften
presupposed in contexts where it is not given eipli It is fleshed out ifbe potential7 andSumma
contra Gentiles1. 22, and 2. 52. But it is particularly contysstated inSumma Theologia¢a. 65. 1.
Davies 31.
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causes. Therefore we cannot but postulate theeexistof some being having of
itself its own necessity, and not receiving it framother, but rather causing in
others their necessity. This all men speak of ag. Gummd a, 2, 3, reply)

The import of Aquinas’s argument is that some Bgbgwhich he means some
activity of existing, that is not dependent upogtaimg else must be that upon which all
other entities depend, not for their instantiatdone, but for their very reality.

If things that differ agree in some point, theresirioe some cause for that

agreement, since things diverse in nature cannanlted of themselves. Hence

whenever in different things some one thing comnaeoall is found, it must be

that these different things receive that one tliiagh some one cause, as different

bodies that are hot receive their heat from finat lBeing is found to be common

to all things, however otherwise different. Thenesty therefore, be one principle

of being from which all things in whatever way diig have their being, whether

they are invisible and spiritual, or visible andpmreal. Summad a, 65, 1, reply)

In other words, there is some active conditioswystance, understood in the

widest possible terms, upon which all else depéhd&/hat this implies, however, is that

each being exists only if it participates in Beaggthe most proper principle of its

essence as a being. On the basis of this reasermphgs the additional conclusion that

%t falls outside the scope of this dissertationléal with the various objections that have been
proffered as refutations of this argument for thistence of God. It should be noted, however, that
Aquinas is not here arguing for a sequential cbéicauses back to a cause that is the very fitsdea the
chain. Such a notion would not let him posit dytiirst and necessary cause. Rather, he is aydwére
that the existence of any particular and obviogslytingent being is dependent for its existencenupo
prior condition. Also, any contingent chain of at&or beings can exist only if some prior conditie the
ground upon which the capacity for existence eweérby that chain of contingent events or beings
depends. Hence, some foundational something neysbsited as the metaphysically prior condition or
state in which other things exist via participatidience, when he argues above that “we cannot but
postulate the existence of some being having effits own necessity, and not receiving it fronotoer,
but rather causing in others their necessity,"shestablishing that something has to be thougas dfie
foundational point of reference. This is not ualik seems to me, Spinoza’s argument that the one
Substance exists in itself and all other thingstari this Substance as temporal, even if logicadlgessary
in their temporality, modes. Of course, Spinoza&thod of demonstration is “geometrical”, i.e. reop.
Aquinas’ proceeds a posteriori from the beings entered in the world and the world as it is giverus
in experience. The conclusion that Aquinas dravesva that a necessary prior condition all men Galti
is his endeavor to demonstrate that Christian bli€od is not irrational. We can demonstrate the
philosophical appropriateness of introducing Gatleage into metaphysical discussion, Aquinas would
argue, even if we cannot establish a knock-dowefpsbthe Christian God. Spinoza would have agreed
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God must be defined as self-subsistigot existing in anything else) — Aquinas puts
forth the following conclusion about the relatioipshetween God and all beings:

It must be said that every being in any way exgstsfrom God. For whatever is
found in anything by participation, must be caused by that to which it belongs
essentially, as iron becomes ignited by fire. Nbhais been shown above (3, 4)
when treating of the divine simplicity that Godh®e essentially self-subsisting
Being; and also it was shown (11, 3,4) that suingjsieing must be one; as, if
whiteness were self-subsisting, it would be omggesiwhiteness is multiplied by
its recipients. Therefore all beings apart from @oelnot their own being, but are
beings by participation. Therefore it must be @ilathings which are diversified
by the diverse participation of being, so as tortmee or less perfect, are caused
by one First Being, Who possesses being most ggtféummad a, Q 44, al,
reply)

This means, among other things, for Aquinas, ¢ihéf God can create; and the
notion of creation is a profoundly unique idea.
To create can be the action of God alone. For thie mniversal effects must be
reduced to the more universal and prior caudest among all effects the most
universal is being itself: and hence it must bepghaper effect of the first and
most universal causand that is God. Hence also it is said (De Causip., ii)
that "neither intelligence nor the soul gives usmggeexcept inasmuch as it works
by divine operation.Now to produce being absolutehot as this or that being,
belongs to creation. Hence it is manifest thattasads the proper act of God
alone. SBummd a, 44, 5, reply)
If one adds to this notion Aquinas’s earlier itsise that all that has being does
so by participation in some principle that is tioe @ Being simply, then we can see that
in Aquinas view the act of creation is not a refeepoint in the past — i.e. the starting

point at the beginning of a chain of events. Ratthe idea of creation entails that all

creatures (primary beings, forms and matter, pame designated, as the principles of

% summa Theologicka, 3, 1. “The first being must of necessityibbact, and in no way in
potentiality. For although in any single thing tpaisses from potentiality to actuality, the potityi is
prior in time to the actuality; nevertheless, absgl speaking, actuality is prior to potentialifgr
whatever is in potentiality can be reduced intaality only by some being in actuality. Now it Haesen
already proved that God is the First Being. lhisrefore impossible that in God there should be any
potentiality.”
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being, all specific essences, the laws of natuethematical principles, spiritual beings,
etc) exist in some way as a ‘participating’ expi@s®f God’s own act of Being.
Because God is “simple” and not composite, Aquimasld contend that God’s act of
Being just is identical to God'’s essence. BriawiBghas noted about Aquinas’s thought
on this point that “This means that all things depapon God for their continued
existence. In saying that God is the Creator afetbing, Aquinas is not just saying that
God just got it going at some time past. He mehatsGod sustains being. . . . the
conservation of things is, for Aquinas, closelyatet to their first coming into being.
Both depend upon God'’s activity:®
What this does not mean, for Aquinas, is thathimegs so created and
participating in God’s act of Being are God progexnsidered. Rather, things exist in a
way that is distinguishable from God’s own essax8eing itself. They exist, however,
only because God allows them to partake of God's emistence, without being divine
themselves by association.
God is in all things; not, indeed, as part of tlesisence, nor as an accident, but as
an agent is present to that upon which it works.dfoagent must be joined to
that wherein it acts immediately and touch it lsygbwer; hence it is proved in
Phys. vii that the thing moved and the mover megbimed together. Now since
God is very being by His own essence, created baung be His proper effect; as
to ignite is the proper effect of fire. Now God sas this effect in things not only
when they first begin to be, but as long as theypaeserved in being; as light is
caused in the air by the sun as long as the airenilluminated. Therefore as
long as a thing has being, God must be presettdodording to its mode of
being. But being is innermost in each thing andtriwusdamentally inherent in all
things since it is formal in respect of everythfognd in a thing, as was shown

above (7, 1). Hence it must be that God is inhatigs, and innermostlySamma
a, 8, 1, reply)

4% Davies, 35.
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It should be reiterated here that for Aquinas @oglmple not composite in any
way. This means that God’s acts as agent areatkisnnot separate ontologically from
God’s being in the way that our acts are separate bur essence. Thus, while the
things themselves have, in themselves, their owntity strictly speaking (their own
essence) they do not have in themselves their ndimidual act of existing. That can
only be had via God’s presence in them. And ttatesof dependence would obtain, in
Aquinas’s view, even if the created world were @ived of as eterndf. In turn, this
view of God’s relationship to creatures is one tiates the distinction (although in a
different way) which Spinoza would later observéam®zn that which exists only in or
through another and that which exists in itéelf.

Summary

The doctrine of hylomorphism in Aquinas entailattimdividual entities have
existence only via participation in the Being ofdscAquinas defines God as Infinite,
Perfect Act that has no potency. However, in racgg this kind of substantial
dependence for existence, Aquinas argues thahtiadual entities that participate in
God’s Act of Being cannot be confused with therad#tte identity of God, because as

Being Itself God’s “essence” is not communicablany single entity that is composite

“1 Aquinas is willing to entertain the notion thagtftporal origin” of the universe is not
demonstrable. However, temporal origin and metajglay dependence are distinct concepts in his mind.
Cf. Summa Theologica a, 46, 2.

“2 Ethicsl, defs. 3 & 5. “By substance | mean that whislniitself and is conceived through
itself; that is, that which does not require thaaaption of another thing from which it has to bared.

By mode | mean the affections of substance; thah& which is in something else and which is eved
through something else.” Itis interesting thauAs’s view about God’s necessity and the deperaleh
all other things for their existence upon the Baifigsod — not just God’s first instantiation of &tun
creation — has some similarity to Spinoza’s viewhis is not to say that their metaphysics arestirae,
but to note another potential point of comparisetwizen Aquinas as a Medieval Christian Scholastit a
the Modern Rationalist.
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in any way. So, participation in God’s existencangs reality to essences (particulars,
both substantial and accidental), but these padatisare always understood to be
something less than God, even when the realm ¢itphkars is taken as a whole. In
Aquinas’s view, even a chain of contingent compmss# even an infinite one taken as a
whole -- would not be self-explanatory, or self-siag

Making things essentially what they are, the dyicanterplay of form and
matter creates individual essences, as form giygs@er orientation to the particular
matter that is organized as an ordinary partic{@daessentiqa So, things that exist via
participation in God’s act of Being, in Aquinas’staphysical schema, do so as
irreducibly physical entities. But the principleat grants to them a particular physical
existence cannot be conflated with the materidltthey are, because the mategah
material does not and cannot be the source olitsarganization. This implies that
form is distinct conceptually from designated nratteen if form cannot “exist” apart
from the matter is so designates. The import isfiththat form as a principle of
existence is some force that “acts” not merely upatter (that would be too Platonic)
but acts in concert with matter to constitute, Bygbarticipation in God’s act of Being to
cause, a particular essence to be what it is. @vjdiy the same lights, must be thought of
as a second principle of existence that is pagsthelre as a cooperating stuff that the
organizing principle, form, establishes as a défi@and specifiens.

Only one form, in each ordinary particular, carcbaceived of as the
foundational reason that that a thing exists the tat it does. This is the substantial
form. If a thing is a singular essence, then @leo“forms” that express themselves in

the individual must be thought of as either acddkor incidental to the organizing
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presence of the substantial form. As examplessidenthe color of Socrates hair and
the shape of his body. His hair color can chabgehe remains the same. So, the form
of brown can give way to the form of white, as tinganizing principles of his hair color
change. However, it is still the hair color of &tes. Thus, the forms that his hair can
receivequahis hair are dependent upon the substantial fdrinisdSocratieity, i.e. his
actual existence as the singular essence Socrabesshape of Socrates body might
change, as well. This could be conceived of asabeption of accidents. These
accidental forms do not change the essence of ®sceven though they are expression
of his actual existence at a particular momenteyTdre, therefore, incidental in the
dictionary sense that they are minor or casualiboglinate in significance or nature or
occurring as a chance concomitant or consequehtese incidental accidents are
dependent upon Socrates-ness.

However, theshapeof Socrates’ body is a different and more comieyject,
metaphysically speaking, in Aquinas’s hylomorphisitwould seem that what Aquinas
refers to as the proper operation of a primarydpenntricately tied to the way that it is
organized as a body. And further, the designatatknal that makes it up is crucial to
the proper operation being fulfilled. In any casgjle the identity of an entity is not
simply a nominal matter, but rather the entity Isaivit is because the body that it is can
be said to function in a certain way. This speadperation happens because the form
that organizes and designates the matter thatdesfbrmed into the body in question
causes the physical organism (the body) to be ¢apdlperforming certain operations.
Strictly speaking, these functions and operatioesnat those of either the body or the

form per se. Rather, they are the acts of theqodat primary being that is the composite
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“product” of the interplay of the basic forces —tteaand form. Maintaining the
particular proper operation particular to it (atglkind), an animated primary being’s
identity as an individual is maintained diachroflican spite of the fact that changes in
the material make-up take place (perhaps many fimes the course of its life.

In this way, Aquinas utilizes Aristotle’s hylomdng theory to develop his own
theory in important ways that distance him from@&reek predecessor. The distinction
he draws between essence and existence propdy isalstill more radical example of
how he drives the act/potency distinction to doknodid not do for Aristotle. This
distinction may be such an important one thatowates an example of a philosophy that
anticipates some of Spinoza’s arguments aboutdherfess of Substance.” Aquinas’s
oneness of Being, in which all things must exist aich must be expressed in all
things has, of course, significant differences fi®pinoza’s ontology. However, it is
worth suspending judgment about this matter urgilh&ve opportunity to consider
Spinoza’s doctrine in a later chapter.

Now, however, we must turn our attention to amavbere many commentators
insist that Aquinas parts company with Aristotleifundamental way; a way that some
think is incoherent. This is the conception thgukas’s develops that sees the human
soulquaform as not only a substantial form of the body, that claims that we must
think of the human soul is itselfsaibsistenfeature of the world> As we shall examine
in the next chapter, the distinctions that Aquidessns between from and matter and

essence come together in his focus, regardingetaganship between mind and body, on

3 The issue of subsistence will prove to be vita foroper interpretation of Aquinas in the next
chapter.
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the concept person — “an individual entity of aaa&l nature.” This is the crucial point
in understanding Aquinas’s real doctrine of mindhWpalentity. As we shall see, he
would perhaps have understood what Spinoza meaam Wé said that “mind and body
are one and the same thing; conceived now undextthieute of Thought, now under the

attribute of extension®*

4 Ethics 11, 2, sch.
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Chapter 4
Mind-Body Identity in Aquinas:
On Being Composite and Being One

In this chapter we turn our attention toward gsue that directly concerns the
thesis of this dissertation. We will look at Agag’s doctrine of the unity of a human
being’'s existence and indicate how his hylomorphsakind of “identity theory”
regarding the relationship between mind and bddiylomorphism allows him to think of
the mind and body as dual aspects of a singleyeatid therefore, identical as that
existent thing, but described in distinct ways.isTdrucial analysis will lay an important
foundation for our consideration in chapter fiveSpiinoza’s own metaphysics. There we
shall endeavor to show how his doctrine of mindybcah be helpfully interpreted as a
post-Cartesian expression of a Thomistic perspectihis claim does not entail any
dependence of Spinoza upon Thomism rather it simalgks a striking similarity. While
the language in which Aquinas and Spinoza wrotethasame, Latin, the philosophical
terminology that they utilize is different, reflegy the contexts in which they lived and
thought. Differences notwithstanding, it will Begued in the next chapter that
Aquinas’s way of seeing the issues involved, presids with a helpful interpretive
schema for understanding Spinoza’s own cryptiestants describing the mind and
body as “one and the same thing, considered umaedistinct modes.” This will allow
us to address the much-discussed issues surrouvailogis interpretations of Spinoza’s
theory of mind-body identity.

It is hoped that we might be able to find a bettay of understanding Spinoza'’s

own doctrine in the light of Aquinas’s and, therefoadvance somewhat in our
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understanding of the great modern rationalist'scepts. But, before we begin to suggest
how looking backward in time could help us underdt&pinoza, let us look to Aquinas’s
own metaphysical position.

Interpretive difficulties in Aguinas’s theory

Aquinas’s metaphysical theory on the nature of manchallenge for his
interpreters. Parts of his doctrine are partiduldifficult. He claims, for example, that
the soul is both a substantial form and subsisteris own right, that is, that the soul is
both a principle that grants certain form and fiorcto the human body and also itself
thing-like and having its own subsistence, whicltahgues means that the soul is able to
survive the death of the body it has formed andlewito function. Aquinas’s
articulation of this doctrine presents many conterapy readers with the challenge to
understand what he could possibly mean — and sbbjuAristotelian lights — in making
this claim. And, as if this difficulty of understding his idea of subsistence were not
enough, he also presents other challenges.

A second obstacle to understanding Aquinas is tnethvat he speaks about the
essence of a human being as soul and body in ummoparticular, he describes the
metaphysical status of human beings in two diffevesys which seem mutually
exclusive, rather than complementary. Gyula Klsags out in a very concise fashion
what is at stake in the tensions that Aquinas’srdueof soul-body unity presents to his

interpreters. Regarding the Angelic Doctor’s descriptions ofrfan beings, Klima notes

! The following analysis is indebted to Klima fasipting out the semantic difficulties in
Aquinas’s theory, especially Klima's essay “MaBedy + Soul: Aquinas’s Arithmetic of Human
Nature,”Philosophical Studies in Religion, Metaphysics, &ititics: Essays in Honour of Heikki
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that Aquinas says both that a particular humandasia specific kind of body — a
rational, sensing, and living corporeal entity -d éimat a human being is a composite
being thatconsists of soul united to a body. These two descriptioigwt co-exist
easily, at least at first glance, Klima observegduse tde something (a body) is not the
same thing asonsisting osomething as a part of one’s being. Indeed, isystéacond
definition the whole human being cannot simpltlie body, because a part, no matter
how integral it is to the whole, cannot be the samée whole. But, this confusion is
only part of the challenge an Aquinas interpretees.

Furthermore, when contemporary readers of Aquinasider his doctrine of the
soul that posits the rational soul as is the omkanty substantial form of the human
body, it is difficult to understand, in contempagraerms, what this might mean.
Aquinas’s argument in thBummansists that there is only one soul and one sabata
form of human existence — the ratioaaima. So he concludes inla, Q 76, a 4, ad 1:
“And so it is said that the soul is the actuatida ®ody and so on, meaning that due to
the soulit is a bodyand is organic and has power to lifeThis was in answer to an
objection that contended, against the single-fdreoty of Aquinas, that the life when
considered as an activity of a living body shoutdidged to be something over and
above the body that is alive (a kind of superveregn Hence, a third question arises for
Aquinas’s hylomorphism as to how the same forma@da both the essential cause of
the animality of a human being (the life) as wealltlae formative principle that gives

spatiality to the organization of the human bodlty much contemporary metaphysical

Kirjavainen, ed. Timo Koistinen and Tommi Lehtonen, (Helsinkither Agricola-Society, 1997), 179 —
197.
2 My emphasis.
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thought, the doctrine of supervenience is the prefleway of envisioning the
relationship between the presence of life and begcal and atomic structure of the
bodies of living things. Hence, the doctrine gbewwenience would describe the
organization of the material body as sufficientbynplex to allow life to supervene or
emerge epiphenomenally. This means (to trandlatg iof medieval terms) that
contemporary scientific paradigms consider the natmake-up of a living being to be
one thing and the presence of life which makediviteg being alive another thing. Even
in Aquinas’s own day, the pluralists, who contentteat there were distinct souls that
accounted for the organization of the body andptiesence of sensory life, had their own
version of supervenience. But even more critioatlie purposes of this dissertation is
the further Thomistic assertion that a human beihgimanness is the result of the very
same form that makes him be an animal in the pieste. For the typical supervenience
theories in science and philosophy in contempattaoyght, this way of construing the
issue is challenging to understand.

Here a fourth hurdle is encountered. While heréss$ee unity and singularity of
form in a human being’s existence, because a hure@g has a single essence,
Aquinas’s articulation of this doctrine is misleagli at least apart from a careful analysis
of what he is actually saying. Aquinas seems td titat the essence of a human being
and the soul of a human being are not actuallyg#me thing. Again, Klima gives a
good description of the challenge that a modernrmentary on Aquinas must deal with,
one that it seems might run afoul of the metapla®ssentialism that hylomorphism

entails.
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Aquinas also argues that a man’s humanity or quidslwhat he calls the ‘form

of the whole’ forma totiug, as opposed to the “form of the parfdima partig,
which he identifies as the soul, and the form efwhole differs from the form of
the part because the form of the whole containk bwtter and form. So the

form of the whole, the quiddity of man, containe Houl as its part, so it
obviously cannot be the same as the soul. Buisfnot the same as the soul, and
yet it is a form of the human being, and it is digaot an accidental form, then it
seems that we have at least two substantial foares bne of which is a part of
the other, and which, besides the form of the pdsty contains mattéfr!

Klima’s observations, outlined above, only suggepart of the difficulty faced
by anyone who wants to take Thomistic metaphysdegsly. Other of Aquinas’s
formulations, which at times seem to conflate th ganima)and the intellect
(intellectug or mind (meng, introduce a different kind of confusion inteetmix.

Making things even murkier, Aquinas argues thatae say that intellect arashimaare
both principles by which a living human being haddgical “life.” His discussion in
the Reply of question 76, article 1, of themmaregarding the nature ahimaas the
life-giving and thentellectualprinciple in human beings, brings out the impoctaof
carefully reading what he says there:

The intellect, as the source of intellectual atyivis the form of the human body.

.. And the reason for this is that what a thiotpally does depends on what it

actually has to give; a thing acts precisely bywarof its actuancy. Now it is

obvious that the souahimd is the prime endowment by virtue of which a body
has life[vivg]. Life [vita] manifests its presence through different actegitat
different levels, but the soul is the ultimate piple by which we conduavery
one of life’s activitiesthe soul is the ultimate motive factor behindritiain,
sensation and movement from place to place, andgaime holds true of the act of
understanding. So that this prime factor in ietetiial activity, whether we call it
mind [intellectug or intellectual souldnima intellectivd is the formative

principle of the bodyfprma corporig. . .

Should anyone wish to maintain that the intellex8oul is not the form of the
body, he would have to find some way of makingabeof understanding an act

3 Klima, 181.
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of this particular person. For each is conscitas it is he himself that

understands. . . So we must either say that Seauaigerstands through his whole

self, as Plato held, saying that man is an intellesoul, or else we must say that
the understanding isgart of Socrates. Now the first of these is untenabl@n

the grounds that one and the same man perceiveliiboth to understand and

to have sensations. Yet sensation involves thg,smthat the body must be said

to be part of man. It remains, therefore, thatitivellect whereby Socrates
understands is a part of Socrates, in such wigdlthantellect is in some way
united to the body of Socratés.

In this passage, Aquinas certainly seems to beagdkat intellectiftellectug --
which he acknowledges isn@ental activity-- is the actualorm of the human body. This
way of speaking seems to imply that mental actigtyomething more than an activity.
While it would be clear how mental activity could & feature of a human being, it is far
from clear exactly how an act in which the humam@engages could also be described
as theform that enables the same human being to performctihety of knowing. At the
very least it is unclear how Aquinas could emplaog kind of description, if he is indeed
serious about being an Aristotelian, rather thatriat Augustinian Platonist. Even if one
allows for what we saw in chapter three, that afa logically and in some sense
ontologically distinct from the body it informs (wah gives the form actual existence
rather than metaphysicsiibsistence we can still ask how it could be that the ireetl
could be thought of as a subsisting and substdotial. How could an activity of
knowing ever be conceived of as a substantial fignonch less a subsisting one), unless
one embraces a Platonic view of mental activity?

Our dilemma grows more confounding, because inviilg same passage he

contends that “the understandingipart’ of the human knower’s existence. This way

* My emphasis.
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of putting the matter would seem to imply the sdhieg that Klima described in terms
of the soul generally, namely, that the intellsctdomparable to) forma partis Aquinas
insists that the fullness of the act of knowing@msation and intellect involves, in some
way, the body, which is informed presumably byvkey “intellect” which is an activity
of the knoweiquabodily. Hence we have a description of the ietgllas simultaneously
both a result of théorma totius-- or soul-body union — and at the same time the
“formative principle” of the very same union.

One can survey ever so briefly the varying comnreggand interpretations on
Aquinas to see the conflict that this kind of laoatcreates. Aquinas’s interpreters have
provided us with quite disparate readings of théapigysical implications that his
doctrine has for understanding the nature of hubgaamgs. On the one hand there are
those who focus on Aquinas’s contention that ietells theactivity of an embodied
knower. Peter Geach is an excellent example sfrdading of Aquinas. He argues that
if we take the whole of Aquinas’s treatment of hunb&ings into consideration (which
the passage we have been considering only outhmeshust see Aquinas’s view of
human beings in very physicalist terms. Aquinaspeading to Geach, views a human
being as “an animal, an animal ib@dy;so [a human being] is a body, not a body plus
something else?” Contrary to such a reading, Anton Pegis integofgjuinas’s doctrine
as a refutation of Aristotle’s description of a hambeing is a physical substance-- a

body formed by the soul as its enabling principdgjuinas instead prefers, Pegis argues,

® G.E.M. Anscombe and Peter Geathree Philosophers: Aristotle, Aquinas, Fre@xford:
Blackwell Publishers, 200298.
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to describe a human being as an “incarnated ioteffeObviously, Pegis is focused on
the terms of Aquinas’s doctrine that highlight thellect” itself as a form.

At least one scholar has posited an even moreakdierpretation of Aquinas’s
ostensibly bifurcated rhetoric about the naturbwhan beings. Linda Jenks suggests a
reading of Aquinas that goes beyond either GeamhPegis’s appraisals, but hers is one
that makes Aquinas even more difficult for contenapp readers to consider seriously.
In her view, as a consequence of his account ofitigueness of the human souia
form, “Aquinas assigns man a correspondingly unigutelogical status which is
intermediate between spiritual and corporeal avedti It is not the focus of this
dissertation to critique Geach or Pegis or Jenkkarnvarious readings they give of
Aquinas. Yet, in what follows in the rest of tloisapter it will become obvious that
choosing between Geach’s “physicalist” Aquinas,i®sdintellectualist” Aquinas or
Jenk’s “intermediate” Aquinas is unnecessary, whiea sees the import of his
hylomorphism and the doctrine of mind-body “ideyitithat follows from it.

Because of interpretive issues such as those disdus the preceding
paragraphs, some conclude that Aquinas’s metalysibeme regarding human beings
is woefully confused. So, getting clear about Agqsi's doctrine and its implications is
crucial if we are to make sense of Aquinas’s daetas a possible ally in interpreting

Spinoza’s own difficult doctrine. Hence, in thisapter we must wrestle with what

® Anton PegisAt the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man. Asignian Lectures 1962
(Philadelphia: Villanova University Press, 1968am indebted to Linda P. JenksAquinas On the Soul:
Substantial Form and Subsistent Entit985 dissertation, University of California, Irvife pointing me
to Pegis’s reading of Aquinas, as well as Geach'’s.

" Linda P. Jenks iAquinas On the Soul: Substantial Form and Subsigetity, (Ph. D. diss.
University of California, Irvine, 1985), 29.
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exactly Aquinas’s metaphysics regarding human [seawgually entails. The question to
be addressed is whether or not we can make seise thieory of mind-body. To do so
we must be demonstrate that Aquinas can be acbudssignated as one who holds a
type of dual-aspect identity theory. And of coytbés analysis is not important just in
order to understand him adequately, but also ttheestage for the next chapter of this
project, in which we will suggest how Spinoza’s oglacttrine of mind and body as “one
and the same thing” can be understood in light@fiAas’s metaphysical doctrine of
human nature. To those ends we will specificatligsider five crucial metaphysical
claims that Aquinas defends. We will first consitteem following, in order.

(2) A human being is unitary in essence, yet casipo

(2) The soul is rightly called “intellect” or “mind

3) The composite of soul and body is rightly cdlée“person,” which is a
foundational metaphysical concept.

4) A human being has an essential unity.

(5) The human soul can survive the bodily death béiman person.

The first four of these will be treated in this pker. The fifth will be discussed in the last
chapter where we take up at the same time Spindpaisine on the same issue:

As we analyze Aquinas’s attempts to be an Ardiant as a Christian
philosopher, we shall be in a much better posittonnderstand both why he believes --
and how he arrives at that belief -- that every anrbeing who exists in the world does
so as a fundamentally psycho-physical singulamitiso, we shall see why, in his view,
neither of the aspects of this being can be subdlyehe other as we attempt to

describe them; neither can be reduced into teratdiscribe the states of the other, i.e.
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mind cannot be described in physical terms simplgain, and as Spinoza would say
later of the essence of human existence and asAsjgould possibly concur (even if he
would reject much of the former’s ontological coniments): the mind and the body are
one and the same thingonceived of in distinct modes. It is pregrsblis kind of unity,

| contend, Aquinas is seeking to articulate in“flieatise on Man” irSumma

Theologiaé®

Human “being” — soul and body composite

In question 76 of thEBummaAquinas takes up directly the question of human
beings agomprisedof the union of soul and body. There he is fogthrin his
contention that there is only one soul (essencegiprinciple) that is associated with the
animated human body, namely, the “intellectual SolAguinas’s main focus in this
passage is to establish that guotivity of rational living is the form of a human being’s
life. Since that activity is the definition of atman being, a human beirgya rational
animal. This definition provides the foundatioronpvhich Aquinas built his argument
against the pluralists of his day. The medievatallsts argued that there must be more
than one form that accounts for human existencerder to account for the various
“powers” that human beings evidence, namely, groleitomotion, sensation, and
reason. Aquinas contended that on Aristoteliams$ethere could really only be a single

form that would be the principle at work in the er&l existence of a human being,

8 Timothy Suttor describes Aquinas’s treatise on msone of the three “highly technical”
treatises that shaped the theoretical orientatiavestern culture. The other two are Aristotl€ategories
and Boethius’s theological works. “How original wigs Suttor asks. “One is struck by how little he
repeated his predecessors, and how radically lmgarized the material they had left. THomas
Aquinas: Summa Theologifleondon: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1970), xv — xvi.
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making that human being to be what he is essenaalll not accidentally. Any other
way of reasoning about the essential nature ofhaamubeing, he argued, would force us
to conceive that the definitional elements in guest rationality and animality — only
exist accidentally in the essence of a human beiimt would, he believed, mean that
there the essential definition of a human beindyadhk rational and animal — or mental
and biological irreducibly -- would have to be s&oed; but these dual aspects are, he
argued, both indubitable and irreducible as essigatures of human existence.

In theSumma) 75, a 1, reply, we can glimpse Thomas’s logithos matter. He
is arguing for the unitary nature of a human bearg] asserts:

The nature of a specific type includes whatevestiist definition includes, and
in things of the physical worldg¢bus naturalibukthis means not only form, but
form and matter. Thus materiality is part of tpedfic type in physical natures;
not this determinate matter here, which individeatehing, but materiality in
general. For as it belong to the very conceptiothes man’ that he have this
soul and this flesh and bone, so it belongs toséing conception of ‘man’ that he
have soul, flesh and bone.

But we could [take the statement “the soul is tlathto mean that “this soul” is
“this man”. And this indeed could be maintainddyé postulated that the
activity of the sense-soul belonged to it apamrfitbe body. For all the activities
attributed to a man would then be attributabléntodoul. For thas a thing

which does what the thing does, and so that iswiach does what man does.
But it has been shown [in article 3 of this samegjn] that sensation is not an
activity of the soul alone. Sensing is an actiatyhe whole man, even though it
is not peculiar to man [since all animals have agos]. And hence it is plain
that man is no mere soul, but a compound of sadibaxly. It was because Plato
held that sensation belonged to the soul as sathéhcould speak of man as a
soul using a body.

Once he has argued for this conception as theitiefir- “compound of soul and

body” — of being human, he is then able to begiprasent his argument that

® In this passage Aquinas is addressing the critssale that was much discussed in his day
regarding the relationship between specific erstitied universals.
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demonstrates how the soul, therefore, only a gathmman being, rather than, ala some
Platonistic positions, that it is most essentittiy man. The soul is “part” of Socrates
only in the sense that Socratesiothis soul, for “man is no mere soul, but a compound
of soul and body.” To be a human being is to berapgound entity, but it is nonetheless
to be a singular thing, yet the singularity canm®attributed to the soul. As belonging to
rebus naturalibus human being (Socrates) is essentially physgal @articularly
informed and specifically defined entity. The sotiSocrates is what makes the living
“body” of Socrates to be a human body, rather gs@ne other type. Socrateghe

union of the two principles, because the soul ésgart of Socrates’ actual essential
existencejuaSocrates the rational animal that makes him a hurearg, insofar as, not
generically but in a very defined way, it causesitiatter of his body to take on life.
Socrates’ being alive, rather than inanimate (asbrpse would be after his death), is his
being alive specifically as a human being. Onenonn Aquinas’s view, legitimately
differentiate the two (his being alive and his lgeltuman), except through abstraction
from actual existence. On Aristotelian principldgerefore, Aquinas asserts that the soul
is not Socrates (or any man), but is part of themound entity. This sets him against the
kind of neo-Platonic view that would claim that tteulis the man* But, as it might

be better to put the point, the point is simplyt tine soul is a component of the very

essence, without being the essence, of the exisbempound entity in question. This

19 The parallel between neo-Platonic, Augustinian @adesian thought is obvious regarding the
question of identity. When tteoulis conceived of primarily in terms of consciousnénd therefore
almost strictly equivalent to the mind) the ideattbne’s identity is anchored, either primarilylestst, or
exclusively, in thesoulis the logical conclusion. However, neither Aquimer Spinoza would so conceive
of the soul.
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means that the soul is not the existent pansebut is the feature without which his
existence as a man cannot be.

Aquinas’s arguments in question 76 about the’somion with the body are
rooted in Aristotle’s contention that each and gwentity has onlyne substantial form
that makes it what it is. There can be other aotd@ forms that are associated with a
thing, but as accidents they cannot be part oflgimition of the thing. Hence, as
accidents they cannot be considered to be eyamtaf a things essence. Rather, as
accidents their essence is part of the substa@eethe basis of this understanding of the
nature of accidents of substances, Aquinas arggesously that the intellectual or
rational soul must be the only form of the humadyh®ince being rational or engaging
in acts of intellect is not something that humamge do in addition tbeinghuman; that
would be an accidental relationship to their esserigeing rational is the form of the
actual concrete essence of a human being. If there, he reasons, some other form that
made them humagquaphysical that was different from their being hungararational,
then rationality would be accidental to their humyanOr the same conclusion would be
reached, if rationality were fundamental to humseistence, but being embodied were
only a contingent feature. His reasoning is t@itlin theSummaQ 76, a 4, reply. The
form of his argument is, as follows.

1) A thing exists only as a particular concrete exgiesof a specific kind of
existent essence, not generically.

2) A concrete existent is what it is because of thestantial form that makes it
be what it is.

3) A living entity is the result of aanimathat gives it life.

4) The life of the entity is not distinct, in realitypm its essence.
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5) Therefore, there can only be one substantial faalis any living entity.

By Aquinas’s lights, one can think about the questf what makes a human
being a human being as follows. If the essen@hafman being, by (1), is to be an
animal that has the specific differerpeaanimal of being intellectual/ration&i then by
(2 and 3) there is a humanimaof each human being which is the form that makes t
being under consideration to be human. It follothas, that by (4) the soul that is
productive of rationathought and understanding must be the sole anighatinciple in
a human being. In his view, it makes no sensaydtsat, even in a non-temporal, purely
metaphysical sense, humans exist first as physadikes of a particular type, then as
animals in a generic sense, and only in the last lef analysis as human. Aquinas does
not deny the continuity between human beings ahdrairganismguaanimals, but he
cannot conceive of how one could define the hurgafithe human animal in any terms
other than by an essential definition. In otherdgp human beings do not have any
generic existencguaanimal.

To conceive otherwise would run afoul of the Arist@n in Aquinas, because, as
for Aristotle, what is primary in existence are thdividual members of species, not the
species. A genus such as “animal” is a seconddostance, at best, that exists only
because there are organisms that can be calleghéémi Hence, for Aquinas, the
animality of a human being is a part of the deffimtof human being, namely rational

animal but neither rationality nor animality can be tghtiof as ontologically prior to

" The terms intellectual or rational when used byiidgs as adjective qualifiers of the term
animahave a synonymous use. Hence, | shall use therchdngeably. What he means in either case is
the organizational form or essence of human existéimat gives to an individual the quality of beag
rational animal.
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the actual creature (the primary substance) thatesses in the world both animality and
rationality. Any other way of thinking would b& Aquinas’s view, an abstraction from
actual existence. The only animality that humaimdps have is always specifically
rational animality. Thomas’s main concern in this anabftigosition is that we not
attempt to posit any existential or ontologicall idiatinction between the rationality of a
human being and his animality. Following his patgtic mentor, he concluded that if
one conceived of the distinction between the twa distinction between ontologically
different substances, a human being’s rationalitylel be something over and above his
actual, physical existence in the world. He wasvaaced that, philosophically, we could
neither divorce the rational from the material umfan beings.

It cannot be the case, Aquinas contends, thatrmhibeing'’s rational existence
is something other than his life as a living phgsentity. If rationality and animality
are both essential to the definition of a humamdpetihere could only be, in Aquinas’
view, one sole animating principle of the humaratues. To allow for more than one
animating principle (to posit, with the pluralissssense-soul that accounts for the
animality and then another soul to account forreit®nality) would erode the essential
oneness of a human being’s essential existencehi®basis, Aquinas asserts in the
strongest terms that there can only be what he tadl single “intellectual soul” making a
human both alive and rational in nature simultasgou

Among other implications, Aquinas’s resolute comtivie that there can be only
oneanimathat makes a human being altyearational animal forces the conclusion that
rationality is never something over and above thermfeatures of human life. Rather, in

some wayntellectis involved in the power of growth and the powesenhse that
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operates in a human being’s life. Hence, the 86win the medieval sense) aspects of
biological life — sensory perception and motive #nd growth — have a very specific and
utterly unigue manifestation in human life. So,ulktas says in Q 76, a 4, reply: “We
must affirm that the rational soul alone informsmsa as to give him existence, no other
form does so. And just as it contains within gpacities all that the sense-soul and the
nutritive soul contain, so it contains all the metementary forms and of itself effects
what they effect in other cases.” The act of ivmationally gives a distinct “flavoring”

or expression to the other features of the anim@einal) existence of a human being.
This way of thinking about the place of rationalityhuman existence leads Aquinas to
reject the plurality doctrine and the quasi-supeieece it entails.

The irreducible unity of the definition of humansesith which Aquinas works in
this section of th&ummas further revealed when one considers Aquinassatiation
about how the “intellectual soul” must be understas only a “part” of some other
entity. In Q 76, a 4ad 1, he explains what he means by this: “[The ssulhe
activating partof an organic physical body that has the powdiveo”*? In asserting
this, Aquinas is saying that something other thenphysical elements and principles that
makeup the material body must be posited to acdounhe fact that the “physical body”
actually has “the power to live.” Matter is noy, Aquinas’s lights, self-organizing,
much less capable of being the sole explanatiams@eof the existence of life in a

particular entity*®> But the matter that is organized to be alivehiacase of a human

2 My emphasis

31n so arguing, Aquinas is not suggesting the reedome radically occult explanation, such as
immediate reference to God’'s power. His view idfguly consistent with the doctrine of hylomorphis
which we traced in chapter two of this dissertgtionwhich the organizational principle that prossdthe
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being, is alive in a very particular way. The lifat is being lived is a rational life; or
one could call it living rationality. This intimatconnection between rationality and life
produces the Thomistic hylomorphism according tactithe intellectual soul is thgart
of a human being that operates as the single focengde of a human being’s humanness.
For Aquinas, there cannot be a plurality of ess¢iuses for the humanness, say, of
Socrates; otherwise Socrates would be many thingsat essentially one with himself.
However, if Socrates bears the form of humannestsathother human beings
share, then Thomas must provide an account foraBsrindividuality. Socrates cannot
exist apart from the form of humanness that givesliie quaSocrates, but he is not
identicalwith the humaranimathat makes him human; what makes Socrates to be
“Socrates” in the metaphysical scheme we are censigl Socrates and Plato, according
to Aquinas’s metaphysics, are only distinguishednfone another by the fact that the
humanness of the one is preserthis arrangement of matter and the humanness of the
other inthat arrangement of matter. Hence, the “body” of @adividual particular
(Plato and Socrates) is distinct and, thereforaoRs distinct from Socrates. There is no
other way, in Aquinas’s view, to understand theidcsness, since the essence of
humanity is to be composed of matter and form. yR&re the form of being human,
hence, in respect to their humanness they do ffet ffiom one anothe¥ But what

could Aguinas mean by saying that the arrangemiematter makes them individuals?

necessary information to cause matter to be archimgan appropriate way so as to make life possble
asserted as a necessary description and an inbseapaclusion.

1% This way of discussing the matter would seem tert&ely consonant with contemporary
science of DNA. The encoded information that husnstmare is not the thing that makes them disthoch f
one another, even if issues of height and pigmemtaind other features that are expressed in thsiqdi
make up of a particular human being are also irDiN& information. For, there is no real distingtio
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On the basis of Aristotle’s metaphysical principlaguinas argues that Socrates
is made to be an individual, and therefore “Sos;ataey the rational human-making soul
specifically but only insofar as it informs sometpaular material stuff in the composite
entity “Socrates.” This doctrine is a simply arplgation of his general theory of matter
as the principle of individuation within specieBhe spatial dimensions of Socrates’ body
are what individuate Socrates from all other huin@ings, as well as from all other
entities. In part three of tfBummaAquinas describes the way that dimensions work in
the individuation of an entity. In lll, Q 77, a. ®hile discussing the Eucharist, Aquinas
argues that “dimensive quantity in itself has dasarindividuation; we can imagine
many lines of the same kind, but all different hessaof their position; and this position
is part of the very idea of this quantity. Foisiof the very definition of a dimension to
be a quantity having positiod> What is interesting here is the role that “pasitiplays
in Agquinas’s account of individuality. As Andrevayhe notes, “Rightly understood
[Aquinas’s account of] the nature of dimensive gigincludes position, so that
whatever has dimensive quantity will also be maideaots having position in relation to

each other and will therefore occupy a determipktee.™®

between the humanness of human beings simply dietkéof DNA, since the DNA has a shared “formal”
essence and is, as | have argued, analogous tonation. The distinction is, rather, only real wrectual
spatial differentiation occurs. An interesting giiesto pursue, but which is beyond the presentgoaf

this project, would be whether or not a Thomistigtaphysics or the metaphysics of Duns Scotus, higth
doctrine of thehaecceitasnore closely approximates the modern science oAlNd the way that the
information encoded gives expression to each Spgmfson’s humanness.

'3 For an excellent discussion of Aquinas’s theorindividuation see, Andrew Payne, “Garcia
and Aquinas on the Principle of IndividuatiofHe Thomist68 (2004): 545 — 575. A substantive criticism
of Aquinas’s doctrine is found in Jorge Gradigdividuality: An Essay on the Foundations of Métggics,
(Albany, NY: State University of New York Press,889, 155 ff.

% payne, 568.

136



One could add as well, | think, that Aquinas’s viefandividuation includes the
further notion of being an individual by having fieular dimensions that particularize
that individual’s “place’in relation toall other entities in relation to which that
individual exists. This is inherent in the idegptdce, especially in light of the argument
presented in the previous quotation, accordingtichvall the lines are individuated from
one another because “of their position.” Hence,itldividuality of Socrates, say, is only
ultimately comprehensible regarding the place avsition he fills in relation t@ther
individuals who are also similarly individuatedo,SSocrates is made to be “Socrates”
both because matter has received form and becagsereceiving form the matter takes
on, (out of its own nature, not that of the forim@ tdimensive quantity” of Socrates in
relation to all other material entitiés.

Hence, individuals are what exist primarily, by exist in their ontological
primacy as entities that share in a specific kihdatof being. In th&Summal-2, Q 17,
a. 4 he concludes that: “Many individuals that@me in genus or species are many
absolutely speaking [when considered as ordinamycpéars], and one with respect to
something, for to be one in genus or species lietime with respect to reasdh® This
means that Socrates and Plato can be considebed“tme” kind of thing (human), in a
conceptual sense, but not ontologicaflyJust as everthing that exists only exists as a

specifickind of thing, the only way that specificndsexist is in the particulahing(s)

7 See chapter three for the discussion of Aquindgas about signate matter, 93 ff.

8 My emphasis

9 But as was argued in chapter three that does eahrthe existence of the concept is not real.
The existence of the concept is the product obtistract reasoning powers of a human knower who is
capable of recognizing similarities between ordjr@articulars. Such similarities are not nothiegen if
they have no concrete existence except in the argiparticulars that share the manifested simidemit
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that exist concretely in the world. In other wqrdsdinary particulars that are similar to
one another share a common nature. However, Agugfases to think of that nature as
existentially prior to those ordinary particulagdespite the fact thathe individual
character of each of the similar particulars axist in the form of the specific essence
to which each of them gives expression.

In the section of th8ummagust mentioned, Aquinas is attempting to artiaalat
how things can be conceived of as “being many mescespects and being one in
another.” He utilizes the example of human contposss in the argument. “. . .in the
genus of natural things [things that exist in thegenial world], some whole is composed
of matter and form, as man from body and satip is one natural beingthough he
has a multitude of part$® What Aquinas is arguing for in this Question teé Summas
fully consistent with the rest of his metaphysisgdtem. He is pointing out that we can
analyze or describe ordinary particular items af@perience from various points of
view, but that this need not deny the ultimate @ssrof an entity under consideration.
We can discuss human beings as composite entitreprised of body and soul, and that
would be, analytically speaking, correct. However ,Aquinas that mode of analysis
does not determine the ontological status of a Imubegng as a rational animal. There is,
for him, some absolute standard “according to withehmereological constitution of the
whole is not dependent on us, namely the ontolbgitedus of the parts so distinguished

and of the whole thus marked off"«

20 My emphasis
# Klima, 182.
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Soul” and “body” are terms for the ontological miples of rational animal
existence, according to Aquinas. In their comgositity they instantiate an entity called
a human being. As principles, they are not subssgruut are, respectively, active and
passive attributes of being. Soul is the actiwtdia in that it grants specific kind of
existence to the physical entity that lives becafgbe union of soul and the matter that
becomes thenformedbody. The body is the passive dynamic in humastexce
because it is only capable of being formed, bgtants particularity and individuality in
its passive capability of being formed. Referetacboth of these principle is necessarily
involved in descriptions of the actlbéinghuman. Soul, therefore, is not an immaterial,
much less mental, “thing” that exists in its ownyeand in a unique realm. When
Aquinas says, as quoted above, that the sonlttee body, he means that it is “in” it in
such a way as to be truly one with the body, names$pfar as it is the veryeing
(existence) of the body that is a human being andgived as the source of the specific
material organization of that same being. And thet,soul can be regarded rightly in
metaphysical analysis in abstraction from the nmteonditions of the being so
organized.

The essential unity of a human being

The intricacy of Aquinas’s theory that the soul ddly are onguahuman
person imact (in the Aristotelian sense), is made more obviobhemwone considers the
reciprocal relationship that exists between the dmuivody and the soul. In his
metaphysical appraisal, not only does the soubéistaa body as a particular kind of
essence in act, but as well, only a particular kihthatter can be adequate for expressing

the form of the humaanima Because of the kind of intelligence that a hurpaimg
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exhibits, the human soul must activate matter twbe a very particular kind of body.
Hence, not just any matter will do as the recenféhe information by the humamima
gives form (literally) and function to the humandlyo He describes the reciprocity in | a,
Q 76, a5, reply.

Since form does not exist for the sake of mattérdihner matter for the sake of

form, the form explains the character of the matiet the other way around.

Now the intellective soul [as he has argued in §Qa 2] is théowest grade of

intelligencein the hierarchy of nature, in that it does noténthe angelic being’s

inborn knowledge of the truth bhas to gather ifrom quantified thingshrough
sensation. . . the intellective soul needs the powerarfsation as well as the
power of understanding. But there can be no semsakxcept through a body.

Therefore, the intellective soul has to have a haebigh is a suitable orgaof

sense.

Now all the other senses build on touch. And tlgao of touch needs to

embrace contraries within its range, hot and awoldist and dry and so on, the

things touch comprehends. .. And the more it pe=ua sort of middle position
between such contraries, the mtwech-perceptivéhe organ will be. So that the
body to which an intellective soul jsinedhas to be a compound body occupying

a sort of middle position as regards objects ofhouror this reason man is the

most touch-perceptive of the animals and intelligaan the most touch-

perceptive of men. For instance, sensitivity arsight go together.

Whether or not Aquinas’s assessment of the relsiiipnbetween one’s physical
sensitivity and one’s intellectual prowess is atable is open to question, but it is clear,
from this passage, that Aquinas is deeply indetueitistotle’s claims in th®e anima.
Aristotle’s argument in that work regarding the elegeence of mental acts upon the
physiological conditions of the body has greatlgsd Aquinas’s philosophical
anthropology. In fact, in his commentary on e Animathe Angelic Doctor is willing
to acknowledge that human emotions can be describéeihst in part, by decidedly

physical categories. For instance, he thinksAntotle’s contention that anger is

“inflammation of blood around the heart,” should be neglected as a part of the
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analysis of what anger itsef. Of course, Aquinas thought that this would nolyful
describe the nature of anger and that much of whatotle theorized about this matter is
(understandably) undeveloped. Aquinas would preslynmeot be dismayed by the
discoveries of contemporary brain science, nantlbé/detection and demonstration of
associations between psychological/mental statéphysical events in the brain. More
important for this dissertation, however, it mighdeed be the case that he would have at
the very least understood, if not have been abédfion at least in part, Spinoza’s
argument in Book Three @&thicsthat there is a fundamental physical “part” of vieey
being of human emotions

In addressing the pluralist claims of his day, nigrtieat there must be some other
principle that organizes the physical structuréhefbody besides the rational soul,
Aquinas says that the soul does not merely acthatbody (as Plato might have
insisted), but as the principle of animate existeoicthe living human being, it is
"includedin that which the soul is said to actuate, just asayethat heat actuates
something hot and light something luminous — nat asvould be luminous apart from
the light, but that the light makes it luminous” {®, a 4, ad 13 This illustration
entails, what has been stated earlier, that thellactive soul” is the principle by which a
particular human being lives the organic life ahtional animal. As was discussed
above, the particular kind of body that a humamdéias is a necessary part of his
existence as a rational animal. As Thomas putsatit is said that the soul is the

actuation of a body and so one, meaning that dteetsoul it is a body and is organic

%2 My emphasis.
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and has power to live. But the first actuation figea body] has a relation of potentiality
to the second [being organically alive], which ved ectivity;’ there is no such
potentiality apart from or excluding the sodf.”

The essential unity that Aquinas attributes to @& being is made clearer
elsewhere in this same Question in $wenma In article 3 Aquinas addresses the
guestion of whether there are other souls, notlgimther forms (principles of biological
organization) besides the “intellectual sbulquinas lays out the objection that he
wishes to address in the fourth objection.

Aristotle says that genus stems from matter, wthidedifferentiating features

stems from form. But rationality, the differentrag feature constituting

humanity, comes from the intellective soul, whilarms said to be an animal

because he has a body animated by a sense-saus. tiéhintellectual soul is
related to the body animated by the sense-sowrastb matter. So the
intellectual soul is not the same as the sens#wg in man, but presupposes it as
the matter it energizes.

In answering in the negative on this issue, Aqusm@gyht to overturn a theory of
his day which claimed that a human being was casedrof a plurality ofouls
(organizing life-forces), which made intellect atstsupervening upon lower organic
states. He answers those who objected to theth@tshe “intellectual soul” was the
only source of life in human beings in a way tlsatrucial for understanding his general

position on the issue of the absolute onenessay bod soul in the singular entity called

a human being. He begins by noting that we caindanmake logical distinctions

2 Klima, 184.

%4 The assertion that this is a medieval versiorupgsvenience theory is based on the implication
in this argument that the “intellectual” soul nedks “sense-soul” in the same way that form, gdhyera
conceived, needs matter. Hence, the conclusidritibantellectual soul “presupposes” the sense-sou
strikes me as a kind of supervenience doctrinegchvbontends that the mind supervenes upon an @hysic
organic state of affairs that are necessary fanéfnot productive of the mental supervenience.
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between certain concepts such as sensory liferdallieictual activity in human beings.
In his rebuttal, he maintains, however, that trstigictions are logical, not ontological --
that human reason actually “can grasgingle existing thinfunum et idem one and the
same] in a variety of ways.”

His rejection of these distinctions as real divisi@of being is based on his
conception of the intellectual soul; he conceivéthe reality of souls in the world as
entailing a concept of a hierarchy of life. In Agas’s understanding of this issue, every
more complex level of biological life is actuategdnanimathat gives these entities not
only the more complex form of its own level but tains, as well, the kind of existence
that the less complex life forms exhibit. Henoeother “soul” is needed to account for
the why of human existence, because a single argtmnal force #¢nimg giveslife,
function, a drive to flourish, rational understargland anything else essential to being a
human being®

Because the intellective soul contains within @pacities all that the sense-soul

does and more, therefoa@alysis can look ahe sense powers as matter in need

of form. And as this characteristic (soul with sepowers) is common to man
and to other animalshe mind forms the concept a genus embracing both.

% This particular way of arguing for the substantiaity of entities and insisting that the human
soul was hierarchically capable of subsuming wittsalf all the powers of the lower vegetative and
sensory soul of plants and animals was thoughéta 8angerous innovation by many of his day and
afterward. Coppleston idiquinascomments about this doctrine’s controversial réoep “It was
combated at a debate in Paris, before the bistqutd 270, Dominicans and Franciscans, espectadly t
Franciscan Peckham, accusing St. Thomas of maiimggam opinion which was contrary to the teachifig o
the saints, particularly Augustine and Anselm. the chief ground of complaint being that the Tigim
doctrine was unable to explain how the dead bodytofst was the same as the living body, since
according to St. Thomas there is only one subsifiatim in the human substance and this more,dhbg s
is withdrawn at death, other forms being educedbtie potentiality of matter. . . .on March18277
{Thomism was condemned] at Oxford, inspired by RoBéwardby, O.P., Archbishop of Canterbury, in
which figured among other propositions the uniatypubstantial form and the passivity of matter. .
Kilwardby’s condemnation was repeated by his sismeshe Franscian Peckam, on Octobdt 2284,
though by that time Thomism had been officially mgyed in the Dominican Order.” Copleston, 153 —.155
Cf. Suttor, 255.
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This means, in Aquinas’s view, that those whotlenbasis of mere ordinary
observation of behavior, posit a plurality of sotdally do not fully comprehend the way
that a single humaanimaprovides for complexity of organization in a beiugo is
essentially one, and only one, in the most basiseselt is not the case that one needs to
posit a different organizational principle, he aguto account for various human
capacities. The single rational soul grants thrg gapacity for sensory life upon which it
is itself dependent in order to be able to reasscudsively in the first place. In the
relevant observation of behavior, our minds meidntify distinct operations, rather
than disparate forms of life, in human experienug @ction. As he puts it in the same
passage : “Those features of the intellective snith are beyond the power sénse
are seen by the miras shaping and completing athds constitutinghat which makes
man different’?® By contrast, doctrines involving a pluralistic kiechy of supervenient
souls go hand in hand with the suggestion that e&ttem, including the highest, is
something over and above the material nature ofdmuexistence. Aquinas could not see
how this would fit the point of the essential défon, “rational animal. The doctrine he
proposed was simpler and more consistent, he thpagly needing to posit a single
informing animato explain the organizational complexity of a hunb@mg. This in turn
leads to a reconciliation of the claims that thel $®“in” the living human being and that
it is at the same time “one and the same” as thiaigb

Aquinas observes, as a part of his proofs, thatiéfparture of life at the death of

a person was both the end of rationality in thatilycentity and the beginning of the

% My emphasis
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disintegration of the bodguaspatial entity. In Aquinas’s mind, just as theialiunity
of soul and body means that rationality is partp@tency, at least) of the nature of the
new entity so in-formed, so in even the most ruditary forms in the course of the
process of human development, rationality is ptlit of the definition. That is why the
departure of the intellectual soul results in tessation of life.
Substantial form enables a thing simply to havetexice, so that when it is there
we say the thing is there, and when it is not thezesay the thing has
disintegrated. . . . If it were the case thatwell as the intellective soglome
other substantial form already existed in the sosilibject material, so that it
came into something already existing, it wouldduwlithat the soul did not give
precisely existence, and was consequently not staoital form. Its embodiment
would not generate existence nor its departureghymdisintegration simply
speaking, but merely as regards some particulacasg his is clearly untrue.
We must affirm that the intellective soul informsamso as to give him existence;
no other form does.
There is only one organizational principle thatagouds the complexity of the
organization of the human body into a human beiRgs is the singular humamima
that Aquinas calls the rational soul. By this measAquinas can argue, as he does, that
the mental activity that a human being engage&aaibse of the in-forming principles of
the rationanima however, is not the product of the soul alonbe matter which is
informed by the soul provides, in Thomas’s judgméme individuation of a human
particular essence. The humanness of the essetita which the rational soul brings to
the material stuff that becomes the human bodye niktter so organized is what, and
only what, the body of a human being is, in hiswieBut the soul does not account for
the particularization of the essence; that is timetion of the matter that is informed.

Since, Thomas’s hylomorphism focuses on primargtrtes as the fundamental

existents of reality, rather than essences or eatlire must conclude that without the
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body that is produced in the union of soul and endtte organizational information that
the soul provides to the material stuff goes unesged and, therefore is not truly
existent. Soul, in other words, requires bodyriteo to exist strictly speaking. The
human being that is the singular composite andameubstance is his bodily life; and
that bodily life is produced in the union of sonbamatter. Both individual existence and
of human nature, generically named, is communicttede matter of the body by the
formation principles that the rational soul brings.

The knowing subject: The soul as “Intellect” or “Mind”

Beyond what we have already discovered, we musivasik Aquinas’s argument
means when he, in certain passages Aquinas uttheasouns “mind’ and “intellect” to
name the soul of a human being. Such a designatigit suggest, in light of his claim
that thesoulis subsistent and incorruptible, that he is -patitestations aside -- really a
kind of substance dualist. At least it could bguad that if he holds to a doctrine of
incorruptibility of the soul and he uses ‘mind’'iame the soul, it makes no sense to
interpret him as holding that mind and body @ame and the same thinfpr that would
seem to suggest that ‘mind’ is a kind of thingtseif (a Cartesian and un-Spinozistic
sounding concept.) Hence, we need to ask whahatitee meaning there could be when
Aquinas says we can characterm@emaas “intellect” or “mind.” Without this alternative
reading, we may find that Aquinas not only is upldl for understanding Spinoza but
actually gainsays his metaphysical commitmentsa&ristotelian. If he uses these
terms to refer to the soul insofar as they mighinberpreted as saying they point us to an
actual thing as their shared referent, that woelddmarkably un-Aristotelian.; and yet

Aquinas thought of himself as unpacking Aristotléttrines for the Christian Church in
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a manner that was consonant with Christian orthgdox faithful to Aristotle’s
intentions?” But even if it is not the case that Aquinas hatla quasi-substance
dualism, if it could be shown even that Aquinasagwed of mind as some power or
feature that is, not distinct from the matter af thody but set off from the body, the
suggestion that Thomistic hylomorphism is a helpitgérpretive category for
understanding Spinoza would be weakened beyoriwbp# of rehabilitation.

In order to analyze how Aquinas develops his arqurti&t the soul can also be
called the mind, we will benefit by consideringegent ‘Cartesian’ reading of Aquinas’s
doctrine, one that makes a strong case for consgl&quinas’s ‘mind’ as, in itself, a
categorical entity, that of Anthony Kenf3.By considering such an interpretation of
Aquinas, and showing how it fails, the argumenthed dissertation — that he conceives
of mind and body as one and the sameg— will be strengthened. According to Kenny,
Aquinas would agree with the discoverer of togitoin the judgment that human beings
‘have’ minds. This might be, on some level, defieles but not as Kenny unpacks it.
The Thomistic mind, by Kenny’s definition, is a gia power in itself that is a “knower”
constituted by the two capacities of (1) intellant (2) the desire for the gottht
corresponds tahe nature of the mind, i.e., wifl. Kenny attributes this position to
Aquinas, because he interprets Aquinas as defthi@gnind as “the capacity for

acquiring linguistic and symbolic abilities” thatists along withwill as an additional

27 Of course, Aquinas might be wrong about this.t@uyioints out, for example, that in the
Treatise on Man Aquinas’s “argument for Aristotlfii@rmony with Christian] orthodoxy is tenuous, and
he can be understood [in the sense Aquinas intsrpie] only if we can overcome several grave
difficulties cf De generatione animaliuni36b 273.” Summa Theologiad 63 n.

2 Anthony KennyAquinas on Ming(London: Routledge, 1993). Hereafter, Kenny.

2 Kenny, 18. “The willtoo, is part of the mind, as the Aristotelian traditimaintained, but that
is because the intellect and will are two aspettssingle indivisible capacity.
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power® The import of all this for Kenny is that he beks that “mind” in Aquinas’s
view is a power that is metaphysically distinctnfréhe biological considerations that
science deals with in its analysis of human IN&hile he quite rightly, in his
interpretation, describes the mind as a power®fsthul — but as a ‘power’ is not identical
with the soul — he realizes that in Aquinas’s mbtesics the soul possesses sensitive
powers that are not part of the ‘mind’ as Kennyawes of Aquinas’s ‘mind,” Kenny’s
way of describing Aquinas’s doctrine is fraughtiwimadequacies as an interpretation of
a Thomistic philosophy of mint.

Kenny's interpretation lands us in a methodologdizlism that, as O’Callaghan
says, “separates the philosophical study of minthfthe scientific study of everything
else, including the animal life of the human bodfy.This dualism is apparent when he
describes an “Aquinas in whose philosophy thesome power called “mind” that exists
in as some “irreducible core amenabtdy to philosophy.** This Aquinas would, in the
methodological dualism Kenny offers, seem to rioubbf the medieval Aristotelian’s
own insistence that the oae@imathat organizes the biological life of a human geailso
establishes in the human being the vegetative ansbsy elements of life. While Kenny

recognizes and accepts this aspect of Aquinasphetheless undercuts it by making

¥ bid, 17

31 Kenny’s treatment of Thomas’s doctrine sound€)’&@allaghan also notices, very much like
his own notion of the nature of mind. Tine Metaphysics of Min@Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1992), he argues that human beings alone have rindkey share features of life with other animdrs
Kenny’s view, Thomisti@nimais fundamentally possessed of two powers, whaghe t{psyche” and
“mind.” He offers this distinction: We may wisty hafe a word to refer to tlduster of sensory
capacitiesn the way in which ‘mind’ in my usage refers t@ttluster of capacities whose major members
are the intellect and will. The most appropriatadvseems to be ‘psyche’. If we adopt this usagean
say that whereas only human have minds, humansetaed animals have psyches.”

32 John P. O'Callaghan, “Aquinas Rejection of Min@ihe Thomis66, (January, 2002), 21.

¥ Kenny, 5.
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Aquinas sound similar to the very pluralists thatstiood against. As noted by
O’Callaghan in an essay critical of Kenny: “Kenmggerves that plurality in a weaker
sense, by his emphasis upon a strong distinctitimmihe soul between the set of
powers of vegetative and sensitive life on the logued, and mind as a thoroughly
different power of the soul on the othét.”

If Kenny’s account is lacking, how will we progressvard understanding what
Aquinas, in fact, does mean where calls the souhdror intellect?” We may begin with
the foundational focus Aquinas provides in hisdtree on man” in th8umma.The
discussion of the mind he provides later is buiitfupon his discussion of the nature of
the soul and then secondly upon his view of hunends as composite beings who each
have in themselves an essential unity in the iatemgr of soul and body. IQuestion75,

a 2 of thePrima Pars,where he presents his argument about the soulseydne argues
that the form of the human body (the soul) is wiatefers to as the “principle of thet

of understanding” and this act is incorporeal amosistent® He continues on to say that
“the principle of understanding, whichaalled mind or intellect, has its own activity in
which body takes no intrinsic part.” It seems dlolat Aquinas would name the soul
“mind or intellect” when it is clear from his othdiscussions of the nature of the soul
that the humaanimahas powers that are not describable as intellegtuaental in any
reasonable sense (growth and motion). Intelleatiad is really but one of the powers

of the rational soul. Aquinas, however, is thirkof mind as the “principle power” of

¥0rcallaghan, 19. O’'Callaghan’s article is an exeeflanalysis of not only Aquinas’s mature
doctrine of the soul and mind-body relations, Bsb &n insightful exposition of how his later thgor
articulated in th6ummaelates to and grew out of his earlier work indosnmentary ofe Anima,
through theSumma Contra Gentiles.

% My emphasis
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the soul: “the intellectual sosbmetimegets named from the intellegs its principle
power” (la, Q 79, a 1lad 1). As the “principle power” of the soul, intedle(intellectug
is still only “a power of the soul and not the vexgsence of the soul” (Reply). So, the
soul iscalledmind or intellect in an equivocal sense as a wayatoe the most specific
feature that it brings to human life, i.e. the spedifference of being aational animal.

If intellectusis not “the very essence of the soul” in Aquinaistrine, then he
is effectively distancing himself from Augustine&athority, who considered the process
of thought and understanding as the ontologicalmeatf the souf® In Augustine’s
theory, the mind is distinct from the body and soel is essentially the mind. Sensation
is not part of the mind, for this great Christiiedlogian, because the mind is essentially
one thing that has three acts it performs: menintgllect, and wil?” The result is of
course a dualism in Augustine, reflected in hiscdption of the “inner” and “outer”
man®® The former acts to understand eternal truth hadatter focuses on the sensory
data the body experiences; and the result of this &f thinking means, for Augustine,
that the mind is an immaterial thing with its owsesial unity of operation. Aquinas,
while needing to distance himself from Augustine‘and dualism, had to square himself

with Augustine’s authority as a theologian. Aqurcgtes the Father of the Church in the

3% Augustine’s most important, influential, and sapiziated statements on the mind comBén
Trinitate, in which he uses the example of the human mirghtteavor to establish the possibility of
plurality in the Godhead. He posits the mind &sumdational existent but then suggests that tHe se
knowledge that the mind can have and the lovetheamind can feel for the knowledge it has of ftaeé
three substantive distinctions that do not impljotoygical division. “Love and knowledge are notlie
mind as in a subject, but they too are substaitist,as the mind itself is; and even if they aosifed
relatively to each other, still each of them isaten substance. . . . the mind therefore and s &nd
knowledge are three somethings, and these threznarthing, and when they are complete they araléqu
The Trinity, trans. Edmund Hill, O.P. (Brooklyn: New City Pse4991), 273f.

*"bid., 298 ff.

3 While Augustine is careful to insist that the baslan intricate part of the human person, he
nonetheless, with his doctrine of the inner an@éonotan posits a dualism.
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first point of Question 79 where he is interprethggustine. Aquinas there says that we
call the human soul the mind or the intellect in thma&ense in which we speak of the
souls of lower animals aensesouls. “And likewise the intellectual soul somatisgets
namedfrom the intellect as its principle power, in thay, as thdde Animaremarks, that
the intellect is a substancéAnd in this way Augustine says that mind is isr

essence.”

The import of the above exposition is that in tenmawe find Aquinas saying
that the terms “mind” and “intellect” amnly a kind of short-hand for describing the soul
with respect to that which is the highest expressioa life that is truly human. These
two terms signifythe highest activity of the human being’s embodifedthat results
from the organizing form that is the principle di@aman being’s existencpiarational
animal. The act of intellection takes place inlifeeof a rational animal, because the acts
of the intellect (thought and awareness and ream@nthe highest expressions of life that
the soulgquaorganizing principle produces in the “compositeingein question. “Mind”
names the highesttof the human being. These terms — “mind or int¢flehen, refer
to the soul in respect to its highest power. Tlousake of convenience and to make sure
his rhetoric is reconcilable with the authoritySdint Augustine, the Dominican
theologian says we canall the soul the mind, while at the same time notvahg that
the soulis the mind.

In this sense, for Aquinas, it is not the term “diior “intellect” but “soul”,
understood as referring to the informing or orgengzrinciple of bodily existence, that
actually has a referent. While the soul can beeddahe mind in the sense outlined above,

the mind is strictly speaking a power of the sowok, a thing itself with certain powers.
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However, we must understand this idea of the med power of the soul rightly, if we
are going to understand Aquinas. Rationality esdht that is called ‘mind’ by Aquinas;
it is a capacity inherent to a human being madsiptesby the rational soul. Hence, we
can say in a qualified sense that the mind is wé&wbof the soul, in the sense that the
instantiation of the act of being minded is thehleist capability that the soul grants to the
organized matter it informs. O’Callaghan’s exeggtbbservations in this respect are on
the mark:

The intellective part of the soul consists [for Awps] in the powers closely

associated with intellect or mind. No suggest®made [by Aquinas] that they

form a potential whole that is itself a power. .Now ‘intellective part’ is

nothing more than a phrase for the classificatioposvers associated with the

intellect. Most importantly, ‘mind’ is uniformlyssociated with ‘intellect’ alone

[with no intimation of will as a part of the ‘mind®

At the heart of Aquinas’s concerns is not the Gaate problem of how to define
the mind in itself or discuss the ontological ssabfi consciousness, but how to
understand human existence as one whole entitystieasentially the act of rationality
quaanimal*® He presents us with a philosophical anthropolagfyer than a philosophy
of mind. Hence, Aquinas does not offer a docttireg would make all mental acts the
acts of a Cartesian mind, or even an Augustinian(aith its inner and outer man).
Rather, he thinks of mental acts as the acts efraglthat is as essentially material as it is

mental, because they are ultimately the acts afiarralanimal. As shall be argued

below, this allows Aquinas to avoid the attendaobpems of causation and origination

% O’Callaghan, 38.

0 Recall Linda Jenks’ work cited above, note 7. M/hidisagree with her interpretation of
Aquinas as holding that human beings are a kirehtdlogical intermediary between the material dred t
spiritual, she is correct to note that the ratigpalf the human is a partaking of rationality tigtin itself,
immaterial. Hence, the best way to describe Acgitnaf human rationality is to say it is rationgligua
animal.
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that attended and attend various dualisms. W#paet to the question of the connection
of mental acts with human bodies, he sees mentabadhe actions or experiences of a
biological creature, in whom soahdbody are involved in process involved in the
achievement of understanding. (The same can alsaid about the nature of physical
motion.) Knowing is the act of a human bemgbodily, at least in the sense that it is
not something that takes place in addition to ttaa bodily life of the human being.
But since knowing and understanding constitutenigbest level of that complex
biological life which is made possible in a humamig through the organizational
principle of the humaanima,one is to that extent — but no further --justifiactalling
the soul “mind” or “intellect.”

This failure of “mind” to be a genuinely “referringrm” in the sense in question
is underscored by Aquinas’s insistence that thedrufmtellective soul” is the kind of
intellect (the lowest in the hierarchy of intell@éctreality) that can perform its operations
only in relation to a bod$* In theSummg(l a, Q 77, art. 3) Aquinas makes the case that
the “powers” of the soul are distinguished from anether by their acts, and these acts
in turn are distinguished according to their olgectObject” is to be understood in the
medieval sense rather than in terms of our conteanponetaphysical currency. It can
refer to a thing that is the objective or purpoka passive power of the soul, for example

music would be an “object” of hearing. In termglud acting powers of the soul, the

*1In his doctrine of the immortality of the soul Agas argues that certain powers of the soul are
kept operable after death, namely, intellect arld Vidut these incorruptibly operating powers woulat
have become operable in the first place prior ¢olabdy’s relationship with the soul. We shall laikhe
logic of Aquinas’s view of the incorruptibility dhe soul at the end of this chapter, but for nowcase
observe that this way of stating the issue undeescihe fact that Aquinas thinks of soul and badyrion
as enabling actual existence and real “expressmah entity that is neither body nor mind strictly
speaking and yet, in some sense, is in fact both.
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“object” of an active power of the soul would be tspect of reality that is the goal or
the end for which that active power exists. Anmegke would be truth as the “object” of
the rational soul; or health the “object” of medief?

What then is the object of the mind, if the miadinderstood to be the act of
understanding that is manifest in a human bgumgrational animal? Aquinas’s
epistemology can take us some way toward undelsighodw to answer this question.
First, as was indicated in the previous sectiorgdreeives of the human intellect as
requiring the body to perform its acts of underdtag. This does not mean that the body
causes the mind to attain or receive knowledge¢edas he argues, the issue that needs to
be analyzed is simply how a rational animal is thmal and rational, because the
activity of knowing is one that involves the whaleing of a human person. To analyze
this process, Aquinas offers a theory of how sgnperception provides the mind with
the material that it is to understand. For Aquijrthe proper object of the human mind
(at least in this life) is the nature of the matkworld. Based on his Aristotelian
commitments, he insists that the mind is not endowsh innate ideas, that “the first
thing which is known by us in the state of our predife is the nature of the material
thing, which is the object of the intellect . (Summad a, Q 88, a 3).

While it is beyond the scope of this dissertatmmterpret or analyze Aquinas’s
epistemology in great detail goes without saying,0&n observe how he understands the
term “mind” by noting the general way he descritiesprocess by which human beings

come to attain knowledge of any kind. We discusdsal/e how Aquinas viewed the

2 O0'Callaghan observes, “Aquinas uses color as Ijecd of vision for an example of a passive
power, and physical maturity as the object of aivagower like growth, O’ Callaghan, 40.
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necessity for a certain kind of body to be theaftéd the human soul’s organizational
power in the material stuff of the human animal.tHeSummahe maintains consistently
what he says in his answer to the third objectioseg in question fifty of therima
secundae partisf theSumma “a man is made apt of understanding by the good
disposition of the interior powers [of the organjsm the production of which the good
dispositions of the body has a part to play.’slthrough the organs of sense, which are
bodily, that the sensible forms of things firstgeat themselves to the human being.
Hence, in the first analysis the body is involvedrie reception of these forms into the
power for understanding of a person. In fact,dfganizational principle of the
intellectual soul establishes certain organs ofsgnperception in order to serve the
purpose of knowing:

The powers [of sensation, which are rooted in thd]slo not exisfor the sakeof
the organs [of sensory perception], rather themsgaistfor the sake ofhe

powers. Hence it is not that different organs gise to different powers but that
nature establishes diversity to go with the diwgrsf the powers. Likewise
different senses naturally use different mediagdepg on what the powers need
in order to act. As for knowing thaturesof sense qualities, that belongs to the
intelligence [ntellectug.

[A natural change] occurs when the form of the sewf change iseceivednto
the subject of change in a physical wayhaat is absorbelly something being
heated. [A “spiritual” or nonphysical change ogjwhen the form of the source
of change is received in the subject of changeapipsically, the way that the
form of a colour is in the eye, which does not lmeedhe colour it sees.

[When] theintention[of the sensible form that is sensed] comes twibi@n the
sense organ. . . [in sense other than sight] iseaghysical change as well, either
on the object’s part only, or on the part of thgaor also. . . Natural change of
place on the part of the object occurs in the caseund, the object of hearing,
for sound is caused by impact and movement intthesphere. . . Touch and
taste involve physical change in the organ itgsbE; hand touching something hot
gets hotand the tongue dampens through the moisture af iwtastes. The
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organ of smell or hearing, on the other hand, isally affected onlyper
accidens™

This establishes quite clearly that all of our\wfexdge results from our initial
experience of sensory awareness, which is an dbedfuman being as a whole person,
but it implies much more. Sensory knowledge is moAquinas’s doctrine (contra the
Cartesian theory) a solely mental power strictlgadgng. Neither is it an act of the
“outer man,” as Augustine argued. Rather, senaaareness, which is the foundation of
all knowledge in Aquinas’s epistemology, is theiagbment of the entire human entity —
body as well as mind. For Thomas, sensory knovdedgvhen considered in mental
terms -- involves not just an awareness of actnahges to the physical body and the
perception of external objects, but a real engagewfehe mind with those changes as
the sensory organs are, as one could say, actedoypibe nature or the form of another
entity. The acting entity in this context is delsed by Aquinas as acting out of its own
nature (that is what a sensible form would be, aling to the passage quoted above.)
There is a change that occurs in the sensory afydre body (for example, the eye).
The intention of the entity is communicated to élye as the form of the object, say the

redness of an apple, is “received into” the orgisight**

3 My emphasis.

4 Such a way of speaking, it is worth noting, wobélentirely consistent with the argument that
the apple’s redness is not stricitiythe applequathe redness that one sees. That would not irets |
attenuate recognition of the fact that somethiognfthe apple’s own existence is communicated to the
sensory awareness. It would simply mean that thars of sense are geared in such a way that jeetsb
acting on them can act on them in certain wayst decause the redness of the apple could nopaat u
the eye of, say, a honeybee in the same way ddesgate the claim that the apple is acting outisadwn
essence upon the eye of a human being in such #éhatsedness is “received” as a result. The ghing
could be said of the hardness of the apple, @wtsetness, or its crunchiness in relation to thpegpiate
bodily parts.
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What is happening is sensory experience, accotdidgjuinas, is that some
entity is acting upon the body out of its esserg@kers, and the mind is aware of this.
He defends this view in | a, 84 a 1, Reply, of &tanma.

Even in sensible things we observe that the same ¢an be in different sensible

objects in different ways; for instance, whiteneas be more intense in one thing

than another, and whiteness can be associatedwéatness in one thing but not
in another. Furthermore, the same is true of dine fof a sensible objedt exists

in a different way in the thing outside than it dae sense knowledgehich

receives sensible forms without their matter —stance, the colour of gold

without the gold itself. Similarly, the intellectceives material and changeable

species of material things in an immaterial anchanging way, in accord with its

nature; for things are received in a subject adgogrtb the nature of the subject.
Aquinas’s doctrine of forngquain an object versus foriguain sensory experience
requires us to think about objects of sensory ames® in terms of the functions and/or
powers that form gives to them as primary subs&né&ach thing acts in certain ways
and is individuated in relation to other things@fieally because it is materially
organized in certain ways by the form that makegt it is. It acts or is acted upon — in
accordance with its essence. Hence, when theisemgparatus of a human being is
acted upon out of the essence of the acting estiyething about the acting entity is
conveyed to the sensory organs of a particularqddhe body that is receiving the
action. Copleston describes Aquinas’s view in thia similar way.

Our organs of sense are affected by external ahjant] we receive sense-

impressions. The eye, for example, sees coloutslour-patches; but it would

not do so unless it were affected by its objeangabn it through a medium. It
receives an impression, therefarad undergoes a physical alteratiomhe

process of sensation cannot, however, be rediocedre physical change. . .
Sensation is psycho-physical proceds which a sensible “form” is receivéd.

> Copleston179.My emphasis.
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While Aquinas does accept the idea that the hurnahhas the “power of
sensation,” his hylomorphism requires that he atbaethis “power of sensation” is a
principle of the very same soul triatarational soul informs the human body even
before it is actually exercised in the processenisation. Only with the body so
informed carhumansensory experience take place, for human senspgriencequa
rational is distinct from that of other sense-cdpamtities. The “intellect” requires
objects of sensory experience in order to engags own proper work of understanding.
Only through these sensory-obtained “objects” tenrational capacity of the human
being begin to operate to acquire knowledge oftseat being. In other words, if all
knowledge begins with sensory experience via tlt/lscengagement with the material
world, then knowledge, while much more than a ptalgphenomenon, is not a feature of
a Cartesian “thinking substance,” but is the attiof a being that is irreducibly a
rational biological organistf. Because he conceives the relationship betwerd arid
body that results from the integrated union of smd the matter of the body in these
terms, Thomas declares in thammd a, Q 98, a 1, that it is clear that it is goodthe
rational soul to be united with a body. And agaiQuaestio disputata de anim2,ad
14, he pronounces a conclusion that is fully caastswith his doctrine as it is described
in theSumma “Origen thought, like Plato, that the human sgukicomplete substance,

and that the body is united to it accidentally.t Biace this is false, as has been show

6 SeeSummaa, 77, a 8, for Aquinas’s discussion of how thelsawhen “separated from the
body,” loses some of its capacity for knowledgegain, it is outside the scope of this dissertat@deal
with Aquinas’s doctrine of the soul exhaustiveBut consider what he says in the reply of thischati
“Certain powers, namely, understanding and wil, @ated to the soul taken on its own as theijestilof
inhesion, and powers of this kind have to remaithensoul after the death of the boddut some powers
have the body-soul compound for subj#us is the case with all the powers of sensadiioth nutrition.
Now when the subject goes the accident cannot s$t&aynce when the compound corrupts such powers do
not remain in actual existence. They survive aghul in a virtual state only, as in their sowceoot.”
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above, it is not to the detriment of the soul th& united to a body, but for the
perfection of its nature**

The firstobjectof the mind is the essence of each material ordiparticulars
through their formgjuasensible. To say that these material things mosvk through
their formsgquasensible is another way of saying that These pdatis act according to
what theyare in relation tothe human body’s organs of sense. As he coniarttie
extended passage quoted above, the sensible faume some change in the various
sense-organs of the body. However, the changesvhet he calls, “supraphysical.”
What he seems to mean by this is that the physatale of the sensory organs remain
exactly what they are physically speaking, but teetertain some affect that the sensible
form brings to them. Perhaps we could say thasémsory capacity of the human being
which relates to the retinal tissue of the eye, miheeceives the sensible characteristics
of rock that are part of the rock’s essence, ischapon by the sensible form that
communicates the characteristics of the rock, whitdw us to have an adequate
awareness of its nature. The sensory capacityeofitiman being undergoes a change as
the sensible form (visually speaking in this exahpicts upon the retinal tissue of the
eye in that both the retina and the sensory capaoiv contain within them the
something of the essence of the rock that can beeyed visually. This is a change in
the sense that the retina, prior to the receptidhai sensible form, was not acted upon
by the essence of the rock, nor was the sensogcitgghat is inherently tied to the

changes that take place in the retina when ligrefiscted on it through the other media

" Quoted in Coplestoyquinas,163.
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of the eyeball acted upon by the changes the rehdarwent. However, the presence of
the sensory image of the rock now entails thateangh has occurred. But that change
has not changed either the matter of the retitaemetaphysical essence of the sensory
capacity that relates to the sense of sight. Hneystill, the one physically and the one
non-physically, exactly what they were in themsslve

Since all knowledge begins with a human being’sagegnent with the material
world throughthe supraphysical changes that sensible formagepand these changes
occur in the sensory organs, then the actions témahobjects upon our senses are the
first “object” of the mind®® Something like this is what Aquinas means byirsstence
that the material world is the first object of tinénd. But, our knowledge is not of the
sensory objects or our ideas that we formulate filoese sensible forms. Rather, these
arethe meandy which we perceive the firsbjectof the mind (the material world§.

So we could say that the mind of a person is teeggn’s awareness of the material

8 We cannot in the confines of the present studyaalely analyze Aquinas’s epistemology,
which posits a “possible intellect” and an “actiméellect” in human life. Yet we can at least poduit that
in his complex theory the “possible intellect” ipawer of the soul to receive the information thamnes
through the sensory organs. One possible waytéogret this is to say that for Aquinas the sensiata
are communicated to the sense organs via the changethe essence of a thing produces in the atate
condition of the sensory organ. In turn, the réiwepintellect, which is part of the power of thedllective
soul, which is the form of the body that has thessey organs, is aware of the changes. Guaintellect,
the changes in the sensory organs do not “causekrtbwledge. Rather, the receptive intellectpsacess
involving immediate awareness of the informatioavyided. This information is what the active intell
works with to abstract universal knowledge of esssnnatures, accidents, substances, and, ultimatel
being itself. But neither can this active or agetellect be construed as a cognitive power albivn.
Rather it is a part of the human being complextyanized so that rationality can attend biology; dirisl
the power to abstract, from the “objects” alreatheowise known, a fuller and deeper kind of knowled
Indeed, for Aquinas, the actions of the senseglamdeceptive intellect are ordered to serve thigigcof
the agent intellect through the informing presesicekumananimain matter. For an excellent discussion
of these concepts see Brian DaviBise Thought of Thomas Aquin@ambridge: Oxford University Press,
1993). Also see Coplestoaguinas 178 — 184.For a critique of Aquinas’s complicated and “naive”
theory of knowledge and intellect see Anthony Keridyuinas: Intentionality,’Philosophy Through its
Past,ed Ted Honderich, (New York: Penguin Books, 1988}95.

“9 For an excellent discussion of Aquinas’s undexitamof the way that the soul interacts with
sensible forms see Sheldon Cohen, “St. Thomas Aguwn the Immaterial Reception of Sensible Forms,
The Philosophical Reviewol. 91, No. 2 (Apr., 1982).
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world that is made accessible to the person’s wtaleding through the sensory capacity
that the intellectual soul grants to the human badyas to enable intellectual awareness
of the material world (the world of extension) ke body’s senses interact as physical
organs with that world’

Aquinas even contends that the rational soul’'s emess of itself is the product of
its prior engagement with the objects of sensopeernce and the intellectual activity
that is prompted by that engagement. Since the mindt an entity that exists Aquinas
could not conceive of how the mind could know it&slow itselfquamind. Aquinas
contends that we become aware of our own existentejia Cartesian introspection
(which he would have pointed out must assume tbsgnmce of ideas that are not
identical with the act of thinking about them), blatough the activity of perceiving
things in the material world. All of the mind’s axeaess is awareness of something that
is its object. His doctrine is a kind of medievalsion of intentionality in which thought
is always thought about . X. But, in his view, thought abodtalways entails some
kind of awareness of the subject of such an aof.wWhile there is first of all an object of
the mind’s awareness, the very act of being awbsemething creates the possibility to
encountering oneself as the subject of the knovdexddghe act of knowing. Aquinas puts

it as follows inDe Veritate 10, 8:

* The possible parallel between this way of puttimgprocess of knowledge and Spinoza’s own
articulation will be discussed in the next chaptBut consider, by way of anticipation, Spinozastesment
in The Ethicdl, p 16, proof & corollary 1: “All the modes whain a body is affected follow from the
nature of the body affected together with the reatifrthe affecting body. Therefore the idea ofrtiades
will necessarily involve the nature of both bodi&o the idea of any mode wherein the human body is
affected by an external body involves the natureeohuman body and the external body. Hence, it
follows that the human mind perceives the naturgeof many bodies along with the nature of its own
body.
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The soul is known [by the human person] by its.a€tsr a man perceives that he
has a soul and lives and exists by the facttibgierceives that he senses and
understands and performs other vital operationthaf kind . . No one perceives
he understandsxcept through the fact that he understands somgtfar to
understand something prior to understanding that one understandsd so the
soul comes to the actual realization of its existetiirough the fact that it
understands or perceives.

The mind is really, for Aquinas, a term that ceps the whole human being’s
capacity for knowing things and abstracting underding from his engagement with the
world. Those objects can be material entities gaddhrough the sensory experience or
truths about the world that are realized througk atreasoning; it can even be the
embodied-self experienced as subject of the theuayhd experiences. However, what is
clear is that the mind is an aspect of a humangadiat requires an object that is non-
mental in order to be instantiated. The thing thabws,” therefore, is not the mind, or
even the soul, because the rational soul’s cap#aritynowing is instantiated by the
engagement with sensory experience via the bo@yisesorgans being acted upon and
the body acting. “It has been shown that sensaiont an activity of the soul alone.
Sensing is the activity dhe whole maneven though it is not peculiar to masumma
a, Q 75, a4, reply).

It must be emphasized, however, that knowledgeti®eing thought of here as
“caused”, by the passive receptivity of the boditgans, much less by any action that the

bodily organs might exert on the “mind.” TB&amman | a, Q 76, a 1, reply, is where

Aquinas asserts his Aristotelian credentials anmdraodments on this issue:

*1 Here Aquinas is using the term “soul” in a verybaguious way, one time for something that a
human being “has” and then again for the knowingé being itself. In any case, what he is saigng
that self-consciousness is dependent upon the letim@lof objects that are, in some sense, intettiona
This distances his view of self-consciousness footih Augustine and Descartes, for who self-awareises
the most fundamental type of knowledge.
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The activity of a moving agent is attributed to thimg it moves in one case only,
when it uses it as an instrument, as when a capanparts his motions to his
saw. There if understanding were to be attribteSocrates on the ground that it
was the activity of some agent acting on him, itlddollow that he was said to
understand because being used for understandinig.isTincompatible with the
Philosopher’s contention that understanding takasepwithout physical
instrumentality.
The mind performs its act of understanding, asalt®f the soul’s informing power in
the human being, with no dependence upon the pdyfsicctions of the body. But, that
negative way of stating Thomas'’s doctrine doesgetdt far down the ontological path as
he wants to take us. One must also say that thd’'sninderstanding is the act of a
human being who, while being essentially physisatapable of rational insight that is,
in itself, the expression of a human power thait)evindeed present in the physical body,
is not a purely physical power of the body ins@siit is part of what makes it the sort of
body that it is in the first place. The intellectgages the objects of sense — as we
described above -- but neither the act of engatiiagbjects nor the act of understanding
what is engaged is caused by anything bodily iniAagis theory of mind and its
knowledge.
In fact, this contention is the foundation of Agas’'s doctrine of the
immateriality of the intellectual soul, as welligsincorruptibility, which shall be
discussed in a subsequent section of this chapiguinas conceives of the state of
affairs in the following way irContra Gentiles2, 49: “If the intellect were corporeal, its
activity would not reach beyond the order of bodi&® it would understand only bodies.
But this is patently false. For we understand mimgs (such as universals and

mathematics and the natures of species) whichareaties. Therefore, the intellect is

not corporeal.” The logic of Aquinas’s argumenbislt upon a supposition common in
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his day (and even in the early modern period) ¢indy like things can interact. He
thought that there is, one could say, a kind ofaxgtory barrier that exists between
thought and the body that is the location of a giubecause there is a real difference
between the material and the immaterial. Hencejeasaid above, the act of knowing is
one which is not simply part of a physical bodycsivty, but is a power of the soul that
enables the physical body of a human being to éditid of body that is capable of
knowing. This concept of the mind’s relation te thody via the soul’s informing power,
plus the argument that the intellect or mind canalty know things that are far beyond
the scope of material reality or sensible formf@éntial calculus, geometry, universals,
God, and, again, the natures of species), leadgAstio the conclusion the true nature
of the soul must be other than corporeal. Howeawerjntellect's awareness of sensible
form does not violate the principle that only lik@n know like and thereby refute or
confuse Aquinas’s claim that the soul is immaterialdoes not do so because the
sensible form of an ordinary particular entity & a feature of the essence of that entity
guamaterial. Rather, the sensible form (one mighj Sanpjects” the characteristics of
the entity into the perceptual field of a humanwea The sensible form then, is not the
essence of a thing acting upon the sensory apgashanimals in such a way so as to be
engaged by them and knowoaobject of sensation. But, the sensible form dogsess
the characteristics of that entity’s essence it guway so as to act upon the senses and
the sense organs. We could say, in this regaatl Ahuinas would allow that the sensory
organs are really acted upon as physical entitlemwihe sound waves produced by a
piano strike the eardrum and activate the physigadess involved in hearing. But, the

essence of the musical sound is heard and compmtetienot in the way that the sensory
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organs receive the sensible form, but as musitsiessence as it is given expression
through the piano and the sound waves it produths process has a decidedly physical
component. However, the event of comprehendingaih@ has heard is not, itself,
reducible to the physical. Hearing is physical, kmowingwhat has been heard is not.
The soul is called “mind” only because the actmderstanding is a power of the
soul. Understanding itself is an act of the huibpa@mgin Thomas'’s doctrine, i.e. it is
something that is exercised by a human bgumegrational animal. Hence, Aquinas’s
pronouncement that it is not the soul that knows the man that know¥. A human
being is an agent, acting in the world to knovaitd that act is made possible only by the
organizing information that the soul brings to thatter of the human animal. In the
human agent-knower, the body, then, via its sensa@gns (which are the result of the
power of the soul to so order matter) is recepbiviine various sensible forms of things
that are appropriate for each organ as a partitybar of sensory organ attuned to a
specific object. Engagement with the changesttteste sensible forms work. on the
body’s organs of sensation provides the intellatt wems of experience upon which the

active intellect works — with no causative deteration from the body at all. Such

2 Aquinas’s discussion of the soul@Quaestio disputata de Spiritualibus Creatusikich he
wrote in 1269, probably after the “Treatise on MantheSummawas written, further illustrates his
conviction that the soul isot a set of powers, but contains “powers” that caivaie a body to be human
and capable of knowing as a person. In articleegldie demonstrates this negative conclusion. Néne
the soul's powers are its essence, hence inteltedt not be the soul’'s essence. “The soul'stisliare
called essential characteristitst because they constitute its essdnaebecausthey derive fronjits
essenck -- my emphasis. Furthermore, he rejects the ideahbatbility to understand is the soul’'s
essence, which would entail that the soul is meativity. “[The human soul], being essentially lptd
form, gives body existence (being the form of itbstance) and that sort of existence we call bigng
the sort of form we call soul) and that sort ofrffan] life we call understanding or intellectualiftzethe
sort of soul we call intellectual. For “understargd sometimes names an activity (and then its @@is an
ability or disposition), and sometimes names ouy existence as creatures of an understandingenatur
(and then its source is the very essence of oelléatual soul). FronAquinas: Selected Philosophical
Writings, trans., Timothy McDermott, (Oxford: Oxford Unig#ly Press, 1993), 121-129.
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knowledge is not caused by the body; it could mptAquinas maintained, because
knowledge is not material. But | have tried towhww its lack of materiality is very
different from the sort of lack of materiality inwved in a Cartesian view of knowledge.

He did not conceive of the act of knowing as a segr@ent addition to a world
filled other wise with naked bare particulars, hesmathe form of knowing is part of
reality itself. Just as life is a principle of therld that we cannot really account for, but
can only acknowledge as inherently present in tbgdyso thought for Aquinas, was a
feature of reality that could not be reduced toanat causes that would explain it. At
the same time, on the other hand, Aquinas woulgsupnably not be shocked at findings
in current brain research that show various linkisveen cognitive and biological
processes. Since cognition is a universal priecpiwork in a world that (as was
discussed in Chapter Three) participates in thadBef God, every individual act of
understanding must be, by the light of a Thomistetaphysics, a subsisting reality. And
this it can be, as we have seen, only by virtuésadmbodiment in the natural processes
of living organisms.

In light of the foregoing, it is arguable that Agas’s Latin tntellectus” which

some translators simply render “intellect,” is betranslated, in the context of the

%3 |t seems reasonable to suppose that the reasbAdhimas thought that humamima could be
described as “mind” or “intellect,” and even beereéd to as a “subsistent entity,” is relateditobnoader
views about the universe as a whole,. He doesomateive of reality in Cartesian terms where an
otherwise extended substance is coincided withviddal “thinking things.” Rather, his willingness call
the soul, “mind” is the result of his belief that @f knowing (quite apart from any particular kremnyvis
part of the very make-up of the universe. Quitarafsom the question of individual knowers, Aquina
saw theform of knowing, to be a subsisting reality that is adamental feature of the universe.
Knowledge is not something, for him, in additiorthe material world. No! the material world, sirites
intelligible, is itself part of the same wortpharational knowledge. Thought is thought about theley
and it is the world that is thought. Hence, ratldpas precisely a possibility that is a part betessence of
rationalanimals.
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Angelic Doctor’s thought, by means of the gerundderstanding.” This is the practice
of the Blackfriars edition of thBummahat is being utilized in this dissertation. It is
better translated in that way, | would argue, ias@fs intellect or mind, for Aquinas, is
simply the act of knowing a human being exercides a power of the soul in the sense
that the soul provides the possibility of this facta rational animal, but intellect or mind
itself is not a power; and the soul does not dauthgterstanding — that is the act of a
human being. In thBumma“mind” is simply a synonym for “intellect”: “thbuman

soul, which is called intellectritellectug or mind [men$’ (1 a, Q 75, a 2, Reply). Since
this act of knowing is what Aquinas means by ietetllor mind; and since this activity is
the result of the incredible organizational compierf a human being; and since this
organizational complexity is the result of the tinhing” nature of the soul, Aquinas
says that the soul can be called (equivocally)mmied.” Hence, insofar as “mind” is a
equivocal term for the soul, Aquinas would say thatsoul can be said to be involved in
the immaterial act of knowing. However, for hinetact properly speaking is the result
of a rational animal performing an act that is itself bodily. All this comes about
because the humamimainforms a material being in such a way that ratldifie can be
present in the biological entity.

Persons are metaphysically foundational

Aquinas, however, is not satisfied to stop thewhsmon of the act of knowing and
understanding by describing them, even equivoealty conventionally, as the act of the
soul. His contention is that we must focus attemtrather, on “the person” as the one
who is acting in the attainment of the knowled@€his can also be said for any and all

physicalacts.) This latter concept captures the full-bidacus of Aquinas’s
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metaphysical scheme, for “person” provides him waittategory that allows him to
discuss the act of knowing as the act of a padicuiode of intellectual being (since in
his view angels and even God are higher intellédtei;mgs). But his concept of human
beings as “persons” allows him to conceive of #usof knowing as something that is
essentially, in the case of human persons, arhatctan be understood as the act of a
thing that is both body and mind.

Aquinas defines ‘person,’ following the authoritfyBoethius, as “an individual
substance of a rational natur&ummasa, Q 2, a 2 reply’} Such a being is also called a
supposit by Aquinas, which means an entity thatjsable of expressing a particular
essence, as well as being the substantial suldjether acts of being. A person,
therefore, is a kind of primary substance, in th@rLAristotelian sense that translates
Aristotle’s own ternprote ousigprimary being). Thomas’s most critical discussodn
the concept of a person takes place in the palte®ummahat deals with his defense

and philosophical demonstration of the logic of doetrine of the Incarnation. There he

|t is, | think, the concept person is that whichuinas seizes upon to attempt to refute
Averroism among his Latin counterparts. By linkiig term “person” to the definition “a substantao
rational nature,” following the authority of Boetisi on the matter, he utilized an important Chnistia
theological concept to refute the doctrine — mergibin Q 76, a 2, 1, as well as in the reply te Hime
article. Although he does not utilize the ternaiticle 2, for he is arguing a different metaphgkic
response to Averroism there, it could not have Baefrom his mind. By ultimately linking the act
knowing with a human person, which he defines asdrand body in integrated material-rational life,
Aquinas would have formed a base upon which Avefromnopsychism would have been made
problematic for a Christian audience. The conoépterson developed in Christian theology in theste
address the doctrine of the Trinity without denyihg oneness of GodPersonawas taken up for the
Greek termhupostasis.In Christian theology the idea of the “Personstha Trinity entailed the notion
that each person is distinct without being separatas concept could have allowed Aquinas a fotinda
upon which to discuss, against Averroism, the éstiess of each act of knowing (because it is thefsa
person), given that the Christian dogma contenalsithman beings are made to be persons in the infage
God. That would have provided Aquinas with a ggrposition to insist that Averroism was doctrinally
untenable for Christian believers, even as he emisan Q 76, a 2, to refute the doctrine via tgid of
his philosophical theology.

%> For Aquinas, person is, in a qualified and deixeasense an allowable synonym for “human
being,” since he believed that human beings wemenmathe image of the Trinity.
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distinguishes between essence and person; anddt essences that exist but persons,
for only individual substances exist in the mosigise sensé Human individuals —
persons — are supposits that exist through thedbcause of human nature (the union of
matter with human-making form). Yet each persomage than his human nature. All
persons have additional and incommunicably unicustences and characteristics that
cause them to be distinguished from all other paldrs that are formed by that same
formal essence. Recall the above discussion ahtheiduating role of matter. Hence,
Aquinas claims that “in things composed of matted #orm the nature is not predicated
of the supposit; we do not say for example that than is his humanity” (3a, Q2, a 3,
Reply).

“Person,” therefore, is a different metaphysicalapt than essence or nature; in
fact “person” is a primary concept for Aquinas hesma person is a primary being in the
Aristotelian sense. As “an individual substanceational nature,” a person is essentially
rational, but the bodily existence of a human beésngssential, as well, for the true
humanpersonhood of that human beftigHe asserts this strongly Bummd a, Q 75, a
2, reply, where he argues that the soul’s substiggtis a highly qualified sense of
substance. He describes the soul as “some kinmttofporeal and subsistemtinciple.

In other words, as he puts it in ad 2 of this goesthe soul is itself something that is

real, but it is not strictly speaking “thgarticular thing, for the concept of a particular

%% In an Aristotelian philosophy, essences (or nafuoaly exist (as we saw in chapters two and
three) in concrete beings that express those essenc

>" Again, when utilized in reference to human beirigerson” must entail the idea of a body,
since the definition of a human being is “ratioaalmal.” Animality is, therefore, part of persomtband
being human, itself, becomes a basic concept logdphy of mind. Cf. chapter two, p 67, where
Williams is quoted: “A strength of hylomorphismanticularly in its more materialistic version, it it
does point to human being as a basic concept iptthe@sophy of mind, and, consequently, in ethics.”
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thing can have two applications. One is what wghtncall a “weak” reference, i.e. that
any real feature of the world can be called a paldr thing. (We might refer to the

DNA “code” that makes my bodily and mental existepossible a particular thing -- or
an ordinary particular, if we utilize a contempgréocution -- without positing it as an
actually existing thing or primary substance in Mrestotelian sense or ordinary
particular in the contemporary sense.) The soglidas argues, can be called a
particular thing, in this “weak” sens&.On this basis, Aquinas argues in Q 75, a 4, ad 4,
“Not every particular substance [understood inwleak sense] is a hypostasis or person,
but rather, that which has the full nature of theses. Thus, a hand or foot cannot be
called a hypostasis or person. Nor, likewise,tbarsoul, as it ia partof human

nature.” The concept “person” captures for Aquitiessubstantial existence of a human
being as a primary substance. It is a metaphysaatept that expresses the full nature
of the entity produced in the hylomorphic integratof soul and body.

Since the intellectual soul is the form of the harbady it is subsistent as a real
particular thing (in the weak sense described ahoVke form-giving reality of the soul
does not need something else to grant it regligform-giving. But it is also a
substantial form, meaning that its own essence ggvie essence or form to a primary
substance. The essence of the soul as a partihuigr(in the weak sense) is to make

possible the existence of a different particulangh(in the strong sense). From these two

%8 Suttor's comments on this passage help in graspiveg Aquinas is doing by providing an
ambiguous usage of the idea of the soul. “Thomasmncerned with a far-reaching rectification ofnes.
Because ‘soul’ is a noun, we tend to think of iaahing. We can hold a man’s hand, and say by
metonymy, ‘This particular thing has an existentigsoown,’ e.g.. meaning the man has, not the hand
Now the same is true of the soul: properly speakimgman who comes into existence, and has an
existence of his own.” 12 note c.
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aspects of the nature of the soul, it follows thatprimary substance that is created in
the union of the soul with the matter of the boslgisubstance (and therefore a particular
thing in the “strong” sense), but the soul aloneas Only in the existential integration

of intellectual soul in the matter of a body doas €ind a hypostasf. This is what
Aquinas means by his more epigrammatic assertisoubis not a persofi.

The metaphysical importance of Thomas’s notion ‘gfeason” is emphasized
when one considers his ideas about the incorriipgibf the soul and what that doctrine
entails for him. Substances are what really dxistiamentally as the subjects of all
other categories of being. The subsisting souilendreality on its own is not, as we
have shown, for Aquinas, a substance. Yet, heearthat it is capable of surviving the
death of the body. The soul is not a ratiswdistancebut a substantial principle of
rational life. This is what it means for the stmbe the form of the body. Hence, the

soul is by its very nature meant for union with @xistencen the material body that it

* This is unquestionably a complicated theory, rhpps no more truly complicated than the
current scientific understanding of DNA informatiom the current science of DNA, we have two nagio
that are quite distinct philosophically speakingjjet could not be reduced one to the other excegpt b
rather bald assertion of materialism or ideali€ime the one hand there is the material stuff (tbé&ejns,
amino acids, chemical interaction and molecularcttire) that carry the genetic information. Butth
which is carried is not itself thereby to be regar@s material. Rather, it is, as was arguedapteh two,
something (at least arguably) quite other thamth#ter by which the information is communicated and
instantiated in its incipient form. This informatiin the matter in question is the source of a particula
living thing’s life quathe particular kind of thing that it is. Henceves understand by the light of
contemporary micro-biology and organic chemisting, feature of the universe that grants life to m
creature (its DNA in the sperm-egg union) is theegrinciple that makes the person tadttonal
animal. The same information encoded in the DN& thakes me have brown eyes and produces my
heartbeat and orders every cell of my body to loelpetive and reproductive of life, in order to suistmy
existence and enable me to pursue certain “eng&irtbwhich | am naturally ordered [oriented] as a
human being, is also the information that enablgsational awareness of the world and my own life.
Thus these potentialities inherent in the DNA catenot potentialities for various sorts of activon the
part of DNA itself. Rather, they are potentiakitiior the human beings of which that DNA is a comgrd.
And yet, the information is, itself, something {ire weak sense.)

89 An intriguing insight about Thomas'’s formulatioftbe idea of person and the import of
maintaining the integrated union of soul and badgffered by Suttor . “Thomas was seeking to &pla
[the common, more neo-Platonic claim that the smeald a body] with something more in accord with the
doctrine of the Incarnation.” Suttor, vol. 11,119
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informs. The soul’s separation from that body, le/killowed by Aquinas’s philosophical
conception of the soul as immaterial and demangdddtheological commitments, is
nonetheless, in that state of separation, continunrexistence in a state that Aquinas
viewed agraeter naturan(beyond what is natural). It is unnatural in He@se that the
soulquainforming and organizing principle is meant to hehe matter that it informs.

In the union for which it is meant, the saulainforming and organizing principleauses
(in union with matter) a person to exist. This meahen, that the rational soul separated
from the body is not strictly a human person, bseate term “person” signifies the
whole complete primary substance that expressesimunature by its very existence.
That nature so expressed, however, is by defingipnmary being or substance that is
the result of the organizational influence of ratibsoul in a particular matter.

It could be objected, that if it is the person vikmows, because soul and body are
one entity, namely a human person, then perhapdistiaction that Aquinas is
attempting to draw between soul and body is a mer@ninal one. In other words,
Aquinas’s radical emphasis upon the unity doctrmght be regarded as supporting the
conclusion that, in the words of Klima, “the contsepf soul and body provide us merely
with different aspectfor consideringthe same, essentialiyaterially entity.”* But as
our preceding discussion should have made cleal, swiew would be built on a
misapprehension of what Aquinas conceives to battite of affairs. Klima has
commented on Aquinas’s thought about the realrisan that must be posited: “But

since these [the human body and the life of theypai® obviously distinct perfections,

®1 Klima, 195. Emphasis added.
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whose distinction is given regardless of the ietgls considerations, the parts of the
whole accounting for these perfections, each afwa sort, have to be parts that are
really distinct, again, regardless of the intellecbnsideration® The real distinction
that exists is a kind of explanatory barrier, sitteeform cannot account for the body’s
materialityper seeven if it does account for the kind of organiaatihat the material
body has received, just as the body cannot exfgtaimformation that is integrated into
its very existence and has no concrete existereé fipm the informed body. And
again, as it seems to me Klima has demonstrateddmg Aquinas’s theory:

What this means, then, is that in line with St. Miag’s general conception of the
analogy of being [discussed in chapter three afdigsertation], the whole and its
essential parts, while they are denominated beangsccount of the same
substantial act of existence, are not denominagétgb in the same sense. For
the whole substance [the person] is denominatexdrglin the primary,
unqualified sense of being, in the sense in whidly a complete, self-subsistent
entity can be called a being, existing on its owWhe essential parts of this being,
namely, its matter and substantial form, howevan, ke called beings only in
some derivative sense of the term. And this isbse for a form to exist is
nothing but for the thing to exist, or to have &xige,in respect to the form,
which makes it clear that the sense in which emcstas attributed to the form is
obtained by adding some qualification to the semsehich existence is attributed
to the substance which is said to exist in the anmunqualified sense.
Obviously, similar considerations apply to the badythe exclusive sense of the
term, insofar as it is the other essential pa#t tifing being®

His view of person as a metaphysical foundatidmeipful in understanding how
Aquinas views the issue of mind and body ‘intex@cti In his discussion of the will in |
a, Q 82, a 4, Reply, Aquinas points us toward hewednceived of bodily movement in
relationship to mental powers. In this passageldsely associates will with

understanding; it is certainly not treated as amaterial entity that has a realm of its

%2 |bid
5 |bid 198
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own from which it acts upon other things. Aquinscusses the activity of the will in
terms of the functioning of a whosgstem As a rational animal, a human being is
oriented towards certain particularly human entise pursuit of those ends, in
Aquinas’s account, is engaged in rationally, wheclails awareness of ones needs and
deliberation about how best to meet those needsibéation and choice, in this
scenario, are not acts that are mental, howevéhngiCartesian or Augustinian senses of
being solely immaterial acts absolutely speakingquinas argues the point like this:

One thing can set another in motion in two waysst/s an aim, and this is the

way its fulfilment moves an agent cause and digonay that thenderstanding

moves the will. For a good understood is will'gemh and moves it by being
something to aim forBut secondly, one thing can change anothersogativity,
as in chemical or physical change. And it is attes fashion that the will moves

the understanding and all the other powers of tl s . .

The explanation is that a systenof active powers the one that concerns the

perfectionof the wholenoves those that have more particularized objextive

This is just as clear in physical nature as ihipalitical society. .. Now the

object of the will isgoodness and fulfillmeim general. . . So the widictively

movesall the soul’ powers to their acts, except for wagee powers, which are
not subject to our decisions.

This concept of the will is consistent with Agagis hylomorphism and its
implication that neither one of the “aspects” ofifan existence (body or mind) can be
conceived of as having a causal relationship tather. This conclusion follows from
Aquinas’s assertion that it is the person who antswills and knows, not the mind that
directs the body nor the body that effects the Wk of the mind. Thus, Aquinas
describes the relationship between mind and bodigrms of the type of description that
one finds in various dual aspect theories of mimdl laody in human life. He contends

that our reason can gragsingle existing entityr a variety of ways” (Q 76, a ad4).

The italicized phrase “single existing entity” daa translated “one and the same thing”
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(unum et idem This would imply that such terms as “will,” tie¢ore, do not name some
entity, or even some ultimately isolatable powerKanny tries to find), in a Thomist
metaphysics. Hence, the problem of the interaaifahe immaterial and the material
would seem to be attenuated, at least. Mind drdeilnot refer to any immaterial force
or thing that would be analogous in relationshigph body (as a metaphysical cause of
the body’s actions) to the captain of a ship oranof a vehicle. Rather, both are simply
a terms that name the human person’s capacity ke méormed, reason-guided choices
regarding how best to achieve human flourishingdiF acts, then, are not caused by
the will, in Aquinas’s view. They are the actiarfsa person who is acting volitionally
(i.e., in a goal-directed way) in the pursuit dhang or state of affairs that is perceived to
be a good. For example, when | reach for a piéepple, rather than a donut, as a
snack, it is not my will (or for that matter my rdinthat lifts my arm.

Thus, Aquinas is not inconsistent to allow us tibtte soul “mind,” nor to allow
there to be a real distinction of the aspects (namdl body) of the human person. First,
since the mind, as we have seen, is not a “thingt acts, then the soul, not the mind, is
the source of the relevant activity, but by nantimg highest potential that the human
soul brings to the human person, he can use theeation mind to refer to the soul.
Secondly, since the soul grants the power of metality to the person, and since the
soul is not the body — but is the principle of boely — we are correct to call the
distinction between mind and body a real one. tldally, Aquinas could hold that the
mind quaimmaterial entity, strictly speaking, does not @tie body to move, but the
motion of the body cannot be accounted for unlessacknowledges that the person who

moves and acts bodily does so in a goal-oriented arad that goal oriented way is
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rational and purposive in intent. Finally, the roatof the body is not mental, but it is
distinct from the mind that is part of the persoass®*

The preceding discussion shows that Aquinas’srhglphism sets the question of
mind-body interaction on a different footing. Hismmitment to the unity of human life
in the soul-produced person is the distinct contidn he makes to the philosophy of
mind. Conundrums would seem to be mitigated, agtlever how the so-called
immaterial mind, with its ostensibly, non-law gowed acts, could interact or act upon
with the material body that guaphysical subject to physical forces and laws. To
advert, in our discussion of human acts, to thelledtual or even the volitional feature of
human experience does not provide us with an additicausal explanation for, say, a
man swimming that must be appended to the othemwvesely physical description.
Bodily acts, then, armeot best described or conceived ofcasisedby the acts of the
mind, such as belief and will. That way of puttthg matter posits an ontological
distinction between the two aspects of the unitanpan life that, in Aquinas’s view, is
wrong. Rather, both the acts of the mind andatite of the body are endeavors that
reveal to us that to be human is to be a physkgalgothat makes informed, reason-
guided choices regarding how best to achieve hutoarishing. All the acts of a human

being'’s life (both the volitional and the non-vaital) are, ultimately, acts associated

 Here we come to way of conceiving the relationgiépveen mind and body that points to a
solution to the Cartesian problem of mind/soul body interaction, one which does not make the rkésta
of eliminative or reductionistic theories of minddabody. Since the power and action of knowing,
deciding, willing, and bodily actions or movemeao#s only belong properly to a being that is reahm
primary sense, the problem of interaction simplgginot present itself Rather, the mind is the texidn
activity [Remember that you earlier said that isvea activity itself. Of course, you also sait i power.
It seems that this a third way of talking aboltthat is taking place in or by the entirety ofantan
person. Hence, mind is not saimeg that can be described as acting or causing teacgpt in qualified
analogous way (much the way that soul can be catfixad” analogously.)
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with a person, who ultimately lives in a goal-diest way, pursuing things or state of
affairs perceived to be a good. However, if weetakriously Aquinas’s definition of
human’s — i.e., rational animals — and realize tbahim to be human is to be a person

(of a particular sort) then we can say (in a quedisense) that even acts of the autonomic
nervous system, which have no conscious qualitiigm for the person -- or the cellular
processes that sustain life — can be regardedasfag person. They are animal acts of
the rational animal. Hence, they qualify as this at a person, although not an act that is
specificallyhuman. As life sustaining acts, they too woulghb# of the intellectual

soul’s gift of orientation toward a particular eadhe living of the life of a rational

animal.

If we speak of beliefs, intentions, desires, chsj@and reason we are not, in the
hylomorphic theory of Aquinas, introducing mentahcepts that have no relationship to
the material world. For Aquinas, our life is tlodita material agent, capable of awareness
and understandinguaa material agent, who lives in the law-governed ai®red
material world. To speak of them is to provideaa@lequate portrayal of human acts. But,
as human acts they have involved in them physabfs, as well. We choose, as we
do, because we are oriented, toward the good, Aguangues: “The will is a rational
appetite. Now every appetite is only of somethingdy . . . Since, therefore, everything,
inasmuch as it is being and substance, is a gbod)st needs be that evenglination is

to something good."
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That which is perceived as “the good” we chooBhkis perception is, of course,
linked to our experience in the material wotldHence, the man (described above) who
is swimming may be swimming to escape a sinking,sti to save a child, or to impress
a young woman with his athletic prowess, or to ioverhis health. Each choice is
informed by the physical state of affairs thatesqeived to be relevant. The fulfillment
sought is not divorced from the material set ofdibons. But since the rational
awareness (it could be deliberative, but need apthat leads to an action is not caused
by the material set of conditions (even when wedaectly acted on by an essence), then
in Aquinas’s doctrine of human actigoarationally animal acts our choices are free acts
of a rational mind. The problem that belief, judgrh intention, choice, etc face is not
one of being deterministically caused by the phajsi®kather, the challenge that the
person who believes, judges, . . . etc must cohfroarder to make right and good
choices, as Aquinas contends in his reply in keglves Q 19, a 3, having adequate

knowledge of the good and so ordering his actstiamaghts®®

8 “For since every agent or thing moved, acts onised for an end, as stated above (1, 2); those
are perfectly moved by an intrinsic principle, wlastrinsic principle is one not only of movement bf
movement for an end. Now in order for a thing tadbee for an end, some knowledge of the end is
necessary. Therefore, whatever so acts or is moyeah intrinsic principle, that it has some knovgeaf
the end, has within itself the principle of its,a that it not only acts, but acts for an end ti@&nother
hand, if a thing has no knowledge of the end, @kengh it have an intrinsic principle of action or
movement, nevertheless the principle of actingedndp moved for an end is not in that thing, but in
something else, by which the principle of its agtiowards an end is not in that thing, but in sdrimgt
else, by which the principle of its action towaedsend is imprinted on it. Wherefore such like ¢simre
not said to move themselves, but to be moved bgrsttBut those things which have knowledge of tie: e
are said to move themselves because there isiimdhgrinciple by which they not only act but alst far
an end.’

€« .. the goodness of the will depends properiytiee object. Now the will's object is proposed
to it by reason. Because the good understood igritygortionate object of the will; while sensitive
imaginary good is proportionate not to the will buthe sensitive appetite: since the will can temthe
universal good, which reason apprehends; whereasathisitive appetite tends only to the particutardy
apprehended by the sensitive power. Thereforedbdmess of the will depends on reason, in the seaye
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Aquinas’s hylomorphism and contemporary mind-body heories

Aquinas’s arguments regarding his doctrine of hydgohic unity allows him to
embrace a theory of mind-body “identity.” And tesgribe this identity we can talk of
duals-aspects of a more basic underlying entityithéne relevant source of the
“identity” of the mind and body. He developed bign nuanced theory of hylomorphism
from an Aristotelian starting point, but the peratigns he introduces to Aristotelianism
place him in a distinct philosophical categbfyAs we have seen, his locutions
sometimes make him confusing to read. Howevewneblave shown, by positing form
and matter as fundamental “causes” of the existeha# primary substances, including
human beings, Aquinas looks beyond the problentsatiesassociated, even in his own
day, with the problematic status of mind and badgnaction. Instead, he focused
attention on the existence of primary substances the specific ordinary particular
entities of everyday encounter) as the true ontoédly concrete expressions of being.
His doctrine of the relationship between mind andybis a consequence of this starting
point, since in his view mind and body are distifparts” of human existence. But these
‘parts’ are not primary substances that have axigte When considering the relationship

between mind and body metaphysically, Aquinas’sigigm looks to the human being as

as it depends on the object. Also, see his digonsn the entirety of this Question, especialtjctes 3 —
6 for a fuller picture of his view of the relatidnp between reason and the will.

87 Suttor claims that Aquinas’s treatise on man “pitdip did more than any earlier document, and
perhaps more than any later document, to confirmis@éns in the realization that
ensoulment (active) and embodiment (passive) &sdme process looked at from different anglesis |
my conviction that this estimation is essentiallyrect regarding Aquinas, who utilizes concretensio
name the various angles of vision upon the probessy described. “Yet, the usage,” as Suttor also
acknowledges, “leaves its mark on his text, inaeces which do not do sufficiently delicate justicehe
reciprocal and co-relative intelligibility of theoans ‘soul’ and ‘body’, which are better thoughtagf
gerunds. . . He recognized that concrete termsibetpressed than abstract terms the conditioastaél
being.” xv — xvi.
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a unitary whole as the primary substance thattslogically foundational. As is the

case with all primary substances in Aquinas’s hylgshic metaphysics, the human being
must be considered to be the subjeavhich all other features or aspects of that
substance exi§f Seeing the relationship between mind and body fiftis starting
vantage, Aquinas offers to philosophy of mind aaphysical scheme in which ‘mind’
and ‘body’ are understood to be distinct linguiséions that describe or express the two
very real modes of human existence. But humangsado not exist in these modes;
rather these modes express the complexity of huifeagzis an organic unity.

Aquinas’s insistence that mind and body are botraltyjmodes that give
expression to the essential nature of unitary huexastence means that he is not
reductionistic in the way of many modern identlgadries. These theories attempt to
make mental statements reducible to or translatatestatements about physical states
(or at least into statements about various sortslafions involving states of human
beings, where those relations are neutral as texistence of anything ultimately
“mental” in character). However, in Thomas’s judgrh(as was discussed in chapter
three) the very concept of “being physical” its@fjuires some explanation. For him, in
a world such as ours that has in it both physitzdes and mental states, “being physical”
would be no clearer — in itself — than is “beingnta,” so a reductive materialism that
dismisses the mental as a real irreducible feattioair world, preferring to claim that the

mental is in the final analysis really and only picgl, would be woefully inadequate. In

% Recall from chapter three that for Aquinas Beminisome sense an even more fundamental
ontological category than substance. This makesibiv of substance somewhat different from
Descartes’s. And it means that Aquinas’s use ®téhm “substance,” while carrying some of the
metaphysical freight that Spinoza would want itéory, is not necessarily the same concept asBesg,
then, is perhaps much more like Spinoza’s Naturtaifdas than Natura Naturata.
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his estimation, the hylomorphism that he develagsob Aristotle as a beginning source,
allows us to begin to understand that both the ademd the physical are required to
account for one another; neither can be ontololyigaior, becausanimainforming
matter is productive of botHi. Because his hylomorphism allows him to explain th
nature of the physical bodies that exjgainformed entities, as well as explain how the
mind must be understood to be distinct from thespia}, he would understand the
epistemological objections to reductive physicalgmsed by Barbara Montero:

Indeed, since most think that the mimadistbe physical, the project they are
engaged in is not so much arguing that the mindhysical, but, rather, trying to
show how the mind could be physical (given tha)it And so, whether the
account of mentality that physicalists propounexpressed in terms of reduction,
realization, identity, supervenience, explanatioewen elimination, the goal is to
provide a plausible theory of mentality (or, as ¢thse may be, a theory that
accounts for what we mistakenly took to be mentathiat is compatible with the
view that the world is fundamentally physical. esample, if one thinks that it
is incumbent on physicalists éxplainmentality then the explanation, it is
thought, must make reference exclusively to phygibanomena; if one thinks
supervenience suffices for physicalism, then theesrenience base must be
entirely physical; and so forth. But what doesé@an to be physical? It seems
that those who take the central concern of the rbaly problem to be the
relationship between mental properties and phygicgerties—and if Kim is
right, this is just about everyone—should havesast a rough idea of what it
means to be physical, not necessarily a strichdifn, but at least a notion of the
physical that excludes some, if not actual, thdeast possible, phenomena from
being physical. For if we cannot even conceivearhething being nonphysical,
it is difficult to grasp what physicalists could &sguing for—to say nothing of
what that they could be arguing agaiffst.

Rejecting reductive materialistic explanationstfee mind and body relationship,
Aquinas is just as adamantly anti-dualistic, exaée@thighly qualified theological sense.

He acknowledges that the soul is distinct fromtibdy and can survive the death of the

%9 See chapter three of this dissertation.
0 Barbara Montero, “Post-Physicalisndgurnal of Consciousness Studiési. 8, No. 2
(2001): 62 — 63.
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body, but this does not entail dualism of the Gaate or Augustinian variety. In
Aquinas’s ontology, while being a “thinking thingt a mind is part of the definition of a
human being (rational animal), his very definiti@guires us to acknowledge that being
human involves a form of intellect that is essdlytisiological. The allowance Aquinas
makes for the survival of the soul after physiczatth is built on the combination of two
intellectual commitments. The first is his rejecatiof any reductionist account of the
world in which we live — a world which contains rdmthat are engaged in acts of
knowing that are quite ontologically different frany physical states with which they
are associated. The second is his theologicafit@lat the soul is naturally immortal.
But because it is the person who exerts the pomade possible by the soul and not the
soul itself, then powers such as sensation and meane not exercisable in such a state.
So, he contends the soul’s natural orientatiorufoon with the body will, sometime
following physical death, be reunited with the reatif the body in the resurrectidn.
But during this period the soul is active in knogin‘As soon as it ceases to turn to the
body it turns to higher beings. It does not followthis account that the knowledge is
not natural, for God is the author of the infowwfdight [knowledge] not only of grace,
but also of nature’"§ummal a, 89, 1 ad 3).

Nor would Aquinas be a proponent of various noruotidnist theories of

physicalism such as supervenience or emergenfidra.first of these, supervenience, is

" This theological proposition is, of course, indbéel to many philosophers. However, while its
intelligibility will not be defended or critique ithis chapter, it is worth noting that the beliethe
resurrection of the body in Aquinas’s theology feidher proof that calling him a dualist is widétbe
mark. To be human is, for him, to be a corporedahdp endowed with the image of God and living a
rationally biological life, even eschatologicallyVe shall explore Aquinas’s doctrine of the incptibility
of the soul (as opposed to the idea that it is imahdas Spinoza puts it) in the final chapterto$ twork
along side Spinoza’s own claim that the mind is ontal.
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an attempt to allow for mental state, without neee$y accepting the ontological reality
of mind as something that engages in the mentadityathat those states would involve.
Supervenience does not want to insist on, in thetest sense, the dependence of mind
upon the body. It does not argue, for instanca, riiental states are simply physical
states described differently. And yet, thereas the philosophers who hold to
supervenience, a primacy of the physical. As Kotes:

According to some philosophers, mind-body supeesre gives us the right kind

of physicalism: It respects the primacy of the gbal by giving a clear sense to

the idea that the physical determines the mem#athout the instantiations of
appropriate physical properties, no mental propeaty be instantiated, and hat
particular mental properties are instantiated ddpevholly on what physical
properties happen to be instantiated. And yemnental properties remain distinct
from their physical base properti€s.

However, many philosophers who embrace superveaias@n account of mind
and body in human beings do regard it as “affirmanglation ofdependencer
determinatiorbetween the mental and the physical; that is, wieatital properties a
given thing has depends on, or is determined byt whysical properties it ha® In
the case of supervenience as a description oetaganship between mind and body,
this theory does not suffice, in Aquinas’s judgmdricause as he saw it the acts of
understanding and reasoning cannot be intelligllelscribed as causally dependent upon
any underlying physical substrate. For Aquinagnethough the mental acts of a human
being cannot be done without the so-called physichttrate (the body, he would say),

they are acts that are so radically distinct from hatter which underlies the human

activity of understanding and reasoning . Evemng posits (as supervenience doctrines

2 Kim, 149
®bid, 11
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do) thought as a thing over-and-above a brain-dbattenonetheless contend that the
brain-state is necessarily causal of the mentahactails, in Thomas’s judgment, to see
that understanding is something quite distinct fiemmg set of physical conditions. The
very nature of rational insight necessitates, lgeied, that thought be conceived as non-
dependengiuarationalinsightupon physical states of affaif’.

It would also be incorrect to place Aquinas in $sieecalled emergentist fold.
This species of non-reductive physicalism is cortedito the reality of laws of
emergence at work in the world such as the follgwtkVhen appropriate [material]
‘basal conditions’ are present, emergent propentiest of necessity emerg€”
Emergentism attempts to protect the integrity afismas an existent reality in its own
right. The properties themselves, although spiHysical,” would be a special sort of
physical state, not reducible in terms of the softstates out of which they emerge.
However, against this theory of mind-body relatiohguinas would argue, | think, that
such a commitment to laws of emergence entailsuatiglg of metaphysical priority to

the “physical” as ontologically foundational withcaccounting for the physical

" Aquinas would find common cause with the perspeatif William Hasker regarding the non-
materiality and, therefore, independence of ratiants. “Now let us suppose that all human thigkim
physically determined in the following sense: Eljery thought or belief accepted by a person esalt of
that person’s brain being in a corresponding sté2¢ We assume, provisionally, that the physical
indeterminacy which exists at the quantum level @sako perceptible difference in the overall funuitig
of the brain. So that the brain functions, in efifas a [materially or physically] deterministicsem. It
follows that (3) every brain state, and therefarerg thought and belief of the person, is fullyatetined
by the physical functioning of the brain in accarda with the deterministic laws of physics. Iaat
evident, on this supposition, that rational thirgkia an impossibility? In cannot be true, on this
assumption, that anyone'’s thinking is guided bipretl insight; rather, it is guided entirely by thleysical
laws which govern the brain’s functioning, whiclopeed with no regard to whether the thought prasess
they generate correspond to principles of sounsor@ag. . . . [To hold this, one] must admit that belief
that we are capable of rational thinking is arsiltun [which would, of course, undercut the claimttbuch
a theory, itself, is true in any sense that wergethe concept of being trueMetaphysics: Constructing a
World View,(Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press, 1983), 4489

> | am indebted to Kim for this definition of emergism. See, Kim, 228.
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organization of the very ‘basal conditions’ it gesn the first place. He would argue, in
good Aristotelian fashion, that the physical basadditions cannot account for
themselves, since the organizational informationn(f that enables the existence of such
basal conditions is distinct from the physicalesahat are organized in such a way so as
to make possible the existence of those stateassd bonditions for mind to supervene.
Here, as with every other point of comparison betwAqguinas’s doctrine and
contemporary theories, his hylomorphic understamdirthe soul is critical. Something
makes the biological entity capable of rationalitsough a particular mode of physical
organization capable of life and awareness; andstitae something is the source of the
mind as an aspect of human existence that is daddiatinct from the body, but not an
essence in its own right.

Aquinas’s hylomorphism positions his theory of mioaldy in relation to other
philosophical discussions as an important alteveatiay of expressing the nature of the
guestion in our quest to envision the mind-bodgtrehship; yet, his perspective, it will
be noticed, has at first blush much in common wakcalled dual aspect theory. But
there is a difference, even in this positive congoar. Dual aspect theory is for the most
part content to describe the paired phenomenamd mmd body without pursuing an
account of the reason why any entities might in leecdoubly-aspected in this way. We
have demonstrated, that if we acknowledge Aquindstirine to be a kind of dual-aspect
theory, the employment the term “dual-aspect” ne&dcause us to think of mind (being
rational) and body (being animal) as distinct agpeta human being’s life, in the sense
that they have nothing to do with each other. \Weag false interpretation allowed, we

would be placed, as we endeavor to interpret Acimethe difficulty that faces the
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parallelism interpretation of Spinoza’s doctrinanrely, that we now have a functional
dualism in the place of an ontological one.

As we have shown, in Aquinas’s judgment, a humangxguamind and body is
a primary substance whose essence can be defired #e unitaryprocessof living as
rationally the life of a biological entity. For alytic purposes Aquinas considers mind
and body as something like two modes that exprasgeatially the single act of being of
an entity that is irreducible in its rational anilitya However, that kind of analysis is, in
his view, abstracted from the actual living of ago®. Mindedness, while distinct from
the matter that is minded, is ndtimatelyable to be thought of as separable from that
minded matter, because the mindedness itself isithdedness of a living physical entity
—i.e., a persor® Hence, Aquinas provides at least the beginningtions of an
account ohowa human being can be described as a singular gygitgan be regarded
simultaneously as mental and physical in his emcs#e He offers us in medieval and
Aristotelian terminology a theory of the relationsbetween the organic complexity of
the human body -- whose complexity is dependennubpe in-formational powers of the
soul -- that accounts for the presence of the nhentaological beings as an aspect of
their living embodiedness. Aquinas grants to usisnthylomorphism a philosophical

analysis of the nature of the mind that providestlonas claimed for Spinoza’s

® This is captured in Aquinas’s definition of a perswhen considering a human being. A person
is, in his metaphysics, an individual substance aftional nature. Such a definition can applthto
“persons” of the Trinity. But a human being isledlby Aquinas both person and rational animalndde
a good Thomistic definition of human person woutdsomething like, an individual primary substante o
a rational nature whose rationality is rooted snbitology and whose biology does not exist seplyrétem
its rationality. We shall address in the finahpter how the last part of this way of envisionihg human
person is reconcilable with Aquinas’ claim that Hut of reason is not dependent upon the bodysand i
thereby, separable from the body at death. Suiffimesay at this point that | am, at presentdradsing
Aquinas’s doctrine of the identity of the “thindiat is a rational animal, not the distinction thatst be
posited between the principles (form and mattea) it unity instantiate a particular rational anima
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metaphysics, i.e. “a speculative means is offeoeddlating the degree of organization of
the body to the degree of awareness belonging'{4 iThe Angelic Doctor, therefore,
provides us with a reason to think a dual-aspestirthis true, not just as a description of
the state of affairs, but as the metaphysical sdnaf a human being’s existence. He
gives, in his doctrine ainimaand its relationship to both mind and body, a way t
recover the unitary nature of human existencelib#t dualistic metaphysics and those
that grant ontological priority to the physicallfed do. What Jonas says of Spinoza can
also be said of Thomas: He gave to philosophywatwaescribe the “intrinsic
belonging-together of mind and matter, which gaamesal preference neither to matter, as
materialism would have it, nor to mind, as [duadisidealism would have it, but instead
rested their interrelation on tktemmon groundf which they were both aspects.”

In his metaphysics, the mindedness of a living bisdyot simply to be the
mindedness of something thatiis,one of its aspectsa living body; or the mindedness of
something thatlso hasa bodily aspect. Rather, it is the case, for, ltihat the singular
act of existence that is a human being expressel$ ih two aspects, but these aspects,
while distinguishable in their own powers, are atevanvolved not only alongside one
another, but in one another. The physical acuofidn existence is essentially
manifested in the act of living rationally. Likes&, the mental activity that is the specific
difference in the definition of a human being ie Hctivity of a physical entity that is a

living body.”® So Aquinas refuses to think of the mind (andatis of understanding

" Jonas, 271.

8 bid, 272.

" The import of this kind of unity of existence, gt diminishing the distinction that actually
exists, will be explored more fully in the next pher where we take up our consideration of Spinoza.
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that we associated with it) simply as an immatespect of a being that is also physical,
but precisely as the non-physical activity of angethat is physicaBut the being itself is
in the final analysis not reducible to either. N&rmacts and physical acts are both the
acts of a subject and agent -- a person.

In any case, if one is to be able to acknowledgevahdity to Aquinas’s
metaphysical theory, he must be able to accept#®ethat intelligibility and intellect is
a fundamental principle of the way the universeSpinoza would have been able to
agree with that, as his doctrine of Thought ancksibn as Attributes deus sive
Naturaindicates. So now we will turn our attention tadang Spinoza’s cryptic and
complicated claims abogbnatusand about “mind and body as one and the same thing”
in the light of the Thomistic framework that hasbealeveloped in the last two chapters,
and then eventually return to questions concerthied'subsistent” and even “immortal”

status of the human soul.
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Chapter 5
Reading Spinoza Afresh:
Thomistic Hylomorphism and Spinoza’sConatus

Spinoza’s doctrine of mind and body has spilt agancof ink! so much so that
we cannot undertake an exhaustive survey of thewsimnterpretations offered in the
secondary literature. In much of the commentaoyydver a common difficulty
confronts his interpreters, i.e. the meaning ofstegement in Il, P 7, sch.:

Thinking substance and extended substance arenonth@ same substance,

comprehended now under this attribute, now undar o, tooa mode of

Extension and the idea of that mode @me and the same thingxpressed in two

ways .. And so, whether we conceive Nature undeattrédoute of Extension or

under the attribute of Thought or under any otheibaite, we find one and the
same order, or one and the same connection of cauet is, the same things
following one anothef.

In this argument he builds on the conclusions adlBlof Ethicsthat there is only
one Substance, namely God or Nature; and the “@&otihe thinking Substance” and
“the extended Substancg.While Spinoza’s argument in the scholium involtés
conception of a single substance of which ThoughtExtension are attributes, it is not

necessary for the purposes of the questions tesedation is considering that we

critically evaluate the logic Spinoza employs taaie this. We can bracket thaythat

L A brief survey of some of the literature on thibject includes: Timothy L. S. Sprigge,
“Spinoza: His Identity Theory,Philosophy Through its Pastd. Ted Honderich, (New York: Penguin
Books, 1984), 164 — 167. Albert G. A. Baldea and Essence in the philosophy of Hobbes aimb&p
AMS Press, Inc., 1967. (First published in Newk,dr918.) E. M. Curley$Spinoza’s Metaphysics,
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1969) DCBroad,Five Types of Ethical Thear{London”
Routledge U Kegan Paul, 1930), 16 — 23. Henry Alf$én, The Philosophy of Spinoza: Unfolding the
Latent Processes of His ReasoniNgl. 2, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Pre$834), 33 — 70.
Add to these R. J. Delahunty, Jonathan BennettMiodael Della Rocca, who are cited below.

2 My emphasis]

% We could, perhaps, just as readily put this irugdrlike terms, that Thought is Substance
“thinking” and Extension is Substantleeing’ extension.
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Spinoza arrives at his monistic conclusions, singaynowledge that he does, and
proceed with an analysis of how exactly Spinozaceores of the “one-and-the-
sameness” of the mind and the body. Of more imatedelevance, for this dissertation,
is Spinoza’s use of this conclusion that he pasithis scholium. It is the foundation
upon which Spinoza later seems to be clearly asgg(itl, P 2, sch) mind-body identity.
He says, “mind and body aome and the same thingpnceived now under the attribute
of Thought, now under the attribute of Extensioimterpreting Spinoza’s contention that
mind and body are one and the same thing is matleefuifficult, however, by what
many have called his explanatory or causal babesarveen thought and extension, as
indeed between modes of any distinct Attributel Book Ill, Proposition 2, Spinoza
claims that “the body cannot determine the minthioking, nor can the mind determine
the body to motion or rest, or to anything els8rich a proposition would appear to
contradict or at least make confounding the claamtakes (which we have already
alluded to) in the scholium of this same propoasitidsf mind and body are in fatie
same thindhow, one can ask, can these two sorts of Modebenoawusally related in
some way? Hence, what he means by mind and bodg ene and the same thing” and
how this idea relates to the prior statements,d? IT is a subject of no little controversy.
As we exposit and analyze Spinoza’s metaphysiaahatments about mind and
body, the interpretation that follows will show h&pinoza’s concept of mind and body
oneness is comprehensible in the light of his cphoéconatus which is, | contend, a
much more foundational concept in his metaphys$ias has previously been
appreciated. In the course of demonstrating thmmance this concept has for Spinoza,

the similarities betweeoonatusin his metaphysics and the hylomorphic understandin
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of formin Aquinas’s philosophy will be highlighted. Whaill be demonstrated, by this
approach, isvhy Spinoza’s doctrine is cast in the form it is, nmmind and body as
one and the same thing. His doctrine is an impbdad particularized form of the
“identity theory” of mind and body (as is Aquinastbat is best captured by seeing mind
and body as two differingspectf a single entity that is neither mind nor body
simpliciter. What follows will not attempt to tame Spinoza’smsm or radicalize
Aquinas, rather it will show that the distinctivegms that express Spinoza’s ontological
commitments regarding the oneness of human existactcially do much of the same
work in his metaphysics of mind and body that Agsis Christian-Aristotelian
categories do in his philosophy.

Spinoza and “ldentity Theory”

As we consider Spinoza’s cryptic statements aldwitdentity between mind and
body, we should be aware of some issues that becansmentators regarding Spinoza’s
doctrine on this issue. There are essentially tmbybasic approaches that Spinoza
affords us. The first is to deny that there carpinozistic terms, be an identity relation
between mind and body. The other option is to Bpmoza seriously, and then try to
explain how the identity in question can be unaerdt R. J. Delahunty is an example of
one who claims quite forcefully that Spinoza'’s npétgsical statements are self-
contradictory on this issue. Two of the more emgggecent treatments of Spinoza that
take the identity approach seriously are thos@pnéthan Bennett and Michael Della
Rocca.

Bennett sees Spinoza’s theory as asserting anl abdudity, but in a highly

gualified sense that does not entail the numeideadtity of mind and body He argues
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that Spinoza’s concept of the identity of minds &ndies rests rather on the idea that, for
any given mind, there is a numerical identity beawéhe “fundamental mode” in which
that mind in some sensensistsand the fundamental mode in which some particular
body consists; and vice versaBy contrast Della Rocca, who is critical of Bettis
reading of Spinoza, argues that Spinoza’s metapalydoctrine and his accompanying
epistemology require that a full-blown, strictlypdipd view of the numerical identity of
mind and body be attributed to Spinoza. This itignDella Rocca emphasizes, is rooted
in Spinoza’s so-called “parallelism.” The distiloct between these two approaches will
be seen below, but it is closely tied to how orerjrets three issues: (1) the relationship
that the Attributes have to Substance; (2) whethete can be, in Spinoza'’s thought
some type of Modes that are not Modes of the Attab; and (3) the place that
parallelism has in Spinoza’s doctrine.

First, a world about parallelism will serve us waedla backdrop to the issues that
will concern us in this chapter. Both Bennett &@lla Rocca, in different ways, see the
notion of a psycho-physical parallelism as play@mgmportant role in Spinoza’s
thought. Typically, however, a discussion of poyghysical parallelism is brought into
a discussion of Spinoza as an alternative to artyo$oeading in terms of identity,
reading Spinoza rather as following Leibniz’s theof the way that the physical and the
psychic worlds are related. On this view, giveat tinere can be no interaction between
mind and body, because they are dissimilar in €gsenis simply held that there must

rather be no more than a kind of isomorphism orprapbetween the physical world

* Bennett's view is thus indeed a kind of numeridahtity view, even though he does not himself
put it in those terms, and chooses to presentiit apposition to “numerical identity” approaches t
Spinoza. This issue will become clearer as wegmdc
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and the mental (or perhaps, more specifically, betwthe physical world and the way
that world is represented in the mental). Paraltelgenerally fails, | contend, as an
explanation of Spinoza’s own doctrine, becaus#atva us to assume that he was willing
to ensconce himself safely in the harbor of suatxplained mapping of activity.
Psychophysical parallelism eschews interactioniarthe grounds that events so totally
dissimilar as those of mind and body could not fphgsffect one another. However,
parallelists simply accept the fact that every rakevent is correlated with a physical
event in such a way that when one occurs, so tee tte other. This does not seem, in
my estimation, to be consistent with Spinoza’sttresnt of the nature of the way that
mind as a location of thought and emotions reltddbe body as the location of activity
and changes which are, in some sense, the objettts mind. Parallelism, if it wants to
be an adequate explication of Spinoza’s doctringhoto try to provide us with an
explanation of how the parallelism could wérk.

Parallelism fails, in part, because it missedrtiygortance of an aspect of
Spinoza’s thought that, | contend, is tentralissue in Spinoza’s own theory, namely
his describing all things as beiative [Il, P 13, sch]. While pan-psychism is the label
that this aspect of Spinoza’s doctrine often rezgipan-psychism is not going to enter in
any substantive way into my treatment of Spinodastrine. However, it should be
noted that Spinoza’s actual argument in the sepanidofEthicsis not just saying that all

things are “minded.” Rather, his position seemisdahat the universe is imbued with

® Parallelism is, in my view, an example of thadamental Cartesian divide that functions in
philosophy of mind. This prevailing attitude wasmtioned in chapter one.
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life through and through.| take this to mean, for him, that “life” is arfdamental aspect
of the way Reality is, not a supervening propeftyis way of looking at the matter opens
up the possibility that for Spinoza the identitynaind and body is actually rooted in the
identity of a “living” entity as one with itselfMind and body, then, are dual-aspects of
such a single thing. Where parallelism rejectd-dspect theory on the grounds that no
“third” entity, whatever that might be, could bespensible for such vastly different
effects as those of mind and body, Spinoza’s doet@itempts to describe just this kind
of situation My own eventual proposal will be arfoof the dual-aspect approach.
However, the interpretation | offer will attemptgoound the duality of aspects in an
underlying unity in a way that can explain the ymt mind and body as resulting from
what Spinoza callsonatus.

Delahunty, Della Rocca, and Bennett on Spinoza

| will begin by considering the arguments of Delaty) Bennett, and Della
Rocca, as a way of putting the issues that mukepebefore us in clear relief. Let us
begin with Delahunty. He offers a criticism of 8pza’s own formulation of his doctrine

of mind-body identity irEthics; and his assault is a serious dnBelahunty focuses his

® Lewis Feuer has commented about this aspect obgais thought. “Panpsychism . . . was born
as a mystical, social revolutionary doctrine in s$egenteenth century, but it was remarkably reagdrby
the science of the time. The last half of the atsenth century was the age of microscopy . .n&a
was indeed one of the Dutch microscopists, revatirthe magnifications which revealed the variety o
minute living things, and fitting his observatiango his philosophy. As Colerus narrates” ‘He alved
also, with a Microscope, the different parts of $heallest Insects, from which he drew such Consespse
as seem’d to him to agree best with his DiscovériesAnd Spinoza in explicating his gounds for
believing that ‘each part of Nature accords with whole of it” made full and explicit use of thewme
physiology and microscopy of blood and its constitis.” Spinoza and the Rise of Liberalis(Boston:
Beacon Press, 1958), 236f.

" R. J. DelahuntySpinoza (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1985).
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criticism on Spinoza’s insistence that there isuasal barrier between thought and

extension.

Whether we conceive Nature under the attributextéiision or under the
attribute of Thought or under any other attribumte,find one and the same order,
or one and the same connection of causes — ththeisame things following one
another. . . .God is the cause — e. g. — of the ade circle only in so far as he is a
thinking thing, and of a circle only in so far asik an extended thing. . . . as long
as thingsare considered as modes of thought, we must explica order of the
whole of Nature, of the connection of causes, tghotne attribute of Thought
alone; and in so far as things are considered aesnof Extension, again the
order of the whole of Nature must be explicatedulgh the attribute of Extension

I, P7s]®

In a later section, Spinoza unpacks this metaphlyslaim. Building on this
scholium in lll, P2, he flatly asserts the bart@interaction mentioned above: “The
body cannot determine the mind to think, nor canrttind determine the body to motion
or rest, or to anything else (if there is anythatgg).” The proof offered for this
proposition is the ontological distinction betwdba Modes of the Attribues that Spinoza
believes is implied in the distinction he positbAmen the Attributes of Substance.

All modes of thinking have God for their causeso faras he is a thinking thing,

and not in so far as he is explicated by any afteibute. So that which

determines the mind to think is a mode of Thinkiagg not of Extension; that is

it is not a body. . . Now the motion-and-rest dfcaly must arise from another

body . . . and without exception whatever arises body must have arisen from
Godin so faras he is considered as affected by a mode of Egtens .

8 This passage has been seen by those who havednhsiscalling Spinoza’s doctrine
“parallelism” as a main pillar of that interpretaii The problems inherent with parallelism werscdssed
in chapter one, namely that it presents us witind &f functional dualism in Spinoza that does dot
justice to Spinoza'’s further treatment in thicsof the relationship between mental states suchilas w

and bodily states. The functional dualism implgcthe parallelist reading of Spinoza might as well
ontological. This will be discussed below.
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Because of this insistence by Spinoza, Delahunpggtethe coherence of
Spinoza’s own claims that mind and body are actuale and the same thing. The
reasoning he employs in his refutation is in tHefeng form:

1. If mode of thought (T) 1 is identical with modeef{tension (E) A and

2. If EA causes another mode of extension EB, then

3. T1 has caused EB.

This result would be contrary to the obvious baest in 11, P2; so Delahunty concludes
that Spinoza, although he does say that mind adg &e the samshould not have said
this. He contends, therefore, that Spinoza himsabnfused in his conclusions, because
his claims about mind and body sameness transggassst his own ban on causal
interaction between the Attributes of Substanckis Would seem to be quite a strong
objection against the notion of numerical idenbigtween the Modes.

A response to Delahunty’s critique of Spinoza’s dnrbody identity statements is
found in Della Rocca’s work. He contends that Delly’s arguments fail because he
does not see that Spinoza’s system, far from becwherent, actually requires us to
posit identity between mind and body in the strat@ad the strictest sense. Della Rocca
refutes Delahunty’s objection, noting that Delalytsitriticism of the mind-body
identity reading of Spinoza “turns on the view tbatisal contexts are referentially
transparent® Della Rocca instead insists that one can reado3pias holding that

causal and explanatory contexts are referentighoae’® Following Quine on this

° Michael Della Rocca,121 f.
9 This observation is significant. However, my cems are different from his, although the
reading | will offer is consistent with Della Roc¢galaim that not all causal contexts need be esfially
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matter, he says that “a context is referentiapppquef the truth value of the sentence
resulting from completing the context does depemavbich particular term is used to
refer to that object™ With this general principle in hand, he pointSginoza’s own
stated sensitivity to the description-relatoacityof truth statements. Della Rocca
rightly reminds us of Spinoza insistence that aagesnents about God’s causality will be
true only if we describe God with specific consaten of the Attribute of Substance
under which we are describing that causality.n8pa considers God to be tinemanent
cause of each finite mode (1p18). A finite modeulddoe aransitivecause of another
finite mode. Now, Spinoza says quite clearly thiether it is true to say that God is the
immanent cause of a finite mode depends on howi§caonsidered. Thus: “The modes
of each attribute have God for their cause onlgfersas he is considered under the
attribute of which they are modes, and not insafahe is considered under any other
attribute.™?

Undaunted by Delahunty and others who have instsi@tkthe “barrier” between
the various attributes makes a “numerical identiigiv impossible, Della Rocca argues
“that it is in partbecausef the explanatory barrier (amwbtin spite of it) that Spinoza
holds the numerical identity view®For Della Rocca, the opacity of causal contexts is
the key to understanding Spinoza’s dual insisterf&g¢Modes of completely distinct
Attributes can have no causal relationship, as agethe claim (2) that Modes of different

Attributes can be in factumericallyidentical. “Spinoza thinks that the truth-value of

transparent in a Spinozistic system. What Delladdaloes not provide ismaetaphysicaéxplanation for
why referential opacity might be a part of Spingzaew about certain causal contexts.

" Ibid, 122

 Ibid, 122 - 123.

Y Ibid, 118.
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certain immanent causal claims is sensitive toatg in which the immanent cause is
described.* Della Rocca believes that his own reading aveidlating “the

conceptual [and causal] separation between thbeuwes, ™

without denying the proper
ontological relationship that the Attributes hageSubstance. The secret to this is two
fold for Della Rocca: the opacity of causal ralas and Spinoza’s parallelism.The
doctrine of parallelism provides Della Rocca therfdation for understanding Spinoza’s
acceptance of mind-body identity in the first pl&&@mmenting on Spinoza’s statement
in I, P 7, which says “the order and connectiondefs is the same as the order and
connection of things,” Della Rocca takes this tamaot only that there is a one-to-one
correspondence between ideas and extended thunghdb, for Spinoza, “the fact that
the order and connection within the two seriebiésdame entails that certain neutral
properties are shared by parallel mod8sBut parallelism alone cannatcount forthe
identity statements that it allows for.

On Della Rocca’s reading, Spinoza had a view efiidy in which the identity
between two modes requires only that have all #ad¢gnsionaproperties in common.
By “extensional property” Della Rocca means a priypinat isneutralregarding
whether or not the property in question is onextéesion or thought (or one of the other
Attributes). The reason that only extensional praps are relevant for the question of
how Spinoza argues for mind-body identity regartiatws involved whenever we
recognize non-identity. In Della Rocca’s view atgtement of the kind “a is not b,” can

only be true if there is “some difference betweemd b that explains their non-

4 |bid, 123.
5 bid, 158.
18 Della Rocca, 133.
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identity.”” He thinks that Spinoza insisted that any factaiabon-identity could only
be true if they could be explained by propertyatéince between the items under
consideration. This way of describing Spinozaasmning he bases on proposition 4 of
Book I, which he interprets to be telling us clgédthat there must be a way to
distinguish two distinct things:®
Thus, since Spinoza regards the properties of ®itended and being thinking
as intensional, these properties can be left taithefor the purposes of the
argument here, and so can all the particular pt@sethat presuppose on or the
other of these general properties. Any conclusioout the identity of a mode of
thought and a mode of extension will have to behied on the basis of a
relatively impoverished class of propertfés.
Since intensional properties (those that are Attakrelative) are irrelevant, in
Della Rocca’s opinion, for deciding the issue aritity between mind and bod¥yhe
contends that there must be a class of extengmwopérties that is small but nonetheless
important for Spinoza’s logic. These properties @moperties that Spinoza assumes in
the Ethics and they are comprised of properties that Spindihaes in the course of his
various proofs and explanations. For instanceptbperty of having X number of

effects would be a neutral property in that moantbne Mode could share the property

of having X number of effects. Also, there wouklthe property of being temporal or

" Ibid, 132.

18 |bid. Shirley’s translation of this propositioeads: “Two or more distinct things are
distinguished from one another either by the diffee of the attributes of the substances or by the
difference of the affections of the substances.”

 Ibid, 132.

% Della Rocca claims that Spinoza held to a versiowhat Della Rocca calls “Leibniz’s Law.”
“a = b iff a and b have all their properties in coon. As Leibniz himself and other have recognized,
however, this principle does not hold in completeeyality. There are certain kind of properties tire
such that the fact that a has a property of that,kind b does not, does not by itself undermiaectaim
that a = b. The properties included within thepgcof the above principle are, of course, intersion
properties. Since intensional properties are nwered by Leibinz’'s Law, we can formulate a versibn
Leibniz’s Law that is exceptionless” a = b iff adab have all their extensional properties in commo
[130 — 131].
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having duration [is this really a word?] existen@efinal extensional property that Della
Rocca thinks is important is the property of beangpmplex individual. These neutral
ways of describing Modes does not commit one toiatf view regarding the type of
Attribute in terms of which one is describing thesimce such descriptions can apply
across Attributes. Hence, on this level a sindiescription could be given of Modes of
different Attributes that would allow for theseféifent Modes to shaextensional
properties. For Della Rocca, Spinoza’s identigatty, as we have said, is based on the
centrality of parallelism in Spinoza’s thought. iF parallelism is, however, a parallelism
that entails the presence of neutral propertiesnand\ttribute-relative properties. He
argues that if there is a neutral property F that neutral property of a certain Mode of
extension (E1) that contributes to the order antheotion of the extended series, then
(by parallelism) there must be a parallel modenotight (T1) that also has property F.
“If there were no parallel mode of thought that leature F, or if the fact that feature F
is present at that point were not explained byrtasefeature of another mode of
thought, then,” Della Rocca asserts, “the order@mthection of the mental series would
be different in a certain respect from the ordet @onnection of the physical seri&s.”
That would violate the parallelism that Della Rotdaiaks is the foundational premise of
Spinoza’s ontology and epistemology. Since thewstralways be an intra-attribute
modal explanation (as is described in the prevoue) for all causes; and since
parallelism always holds in Spinoza’s metaphydied|a Rocca reasons to the existence

of shared extensional, that is, Attribute-neutralperties.

2! |pid, 135.
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However, Della Rocca wants us to understand thag$meed only share certain critical
neutral properties in order for identity-statementiold with regard to what modes are
parallel to each other. Such a qualification d@llbe necessity of sharing extensional
properties means that relevant to parallelisnfiollidbws that a Mode of extension and a
Mode of thought will shareertainextensional properties that are Attribute neutiy.
focusing orcertainextensional properties only then Della Rocca bebethat the proper
distinction between Modeguathought or extendeness can be maintained, without
denying identity between mind and body. Since @nbgrtain set is critical for identity
to be asserted, then we can on the basis of eftensionaproperties allow for
distinction. This reasoning allows Spinoza, tdtig claim that “mind = body, without
treating distinction between the tworagrelynominal.”?

Della Rocca’s view of parallelism in Spinoza attéso posit identity of mind
and body in the strictest possible form, but tsdavithout denying some kind of duality
in Spinoza’s doctrine. For Della Rocca, “theality in Spinoza’s parallelism is not one
between distinct things but between distinct dgsioms or ways of conceiving things;” it
is a semantical parallelisfi. This idea of semantical parallelism is, in pesgted in the
“relativity” of explanatory contexts. Thus, pasiém is strict with regard to identity, but
is relative with regard to ways of considering thieags that are identical. An object has,
for example, the property of being physical ordiative toa certain manner of
conceiving or describing it. This conception osdaption-relativity of mental and

physical properties in general is additional tortiad+elativity of content in particular

22 bid.
2 bid, 19.
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[Spinoza’s insistence that things are “known” diffietly in different minds]. . . Thus, the
general notion responsible for much of what is niaisiguing and important about
Spinoza’s theory of [mental/ideational representdtis also the notion that provides the
key to understanding his position on mind-body tdgn This is the notion ofelativity.
That different kinds of relativity should be somficant in Spinoza is not a surprising
fact about a philosopher whose favorite locutigrpexhaps, “insofar as” guatenuy).

Since . . . mode identity results from parallelisme, can see how this identity stems from
Spinoza’s theory or representation and, ultimatieym his explanatory barrier between
thought and extensidf.

The view of the mind in relation to the body tBetlla Rocca offers us would
seem to be one in which the mind is a complex setganized “ideas” that not only
precisely parallels the body, but is at the same tineessentially with the latter. But
how could this be? On Della Rocca’s reading, wpimoza says that, “the object
constituting the essence of the human mind is tlaky bor a certain mode of extension
which actually existsand nothing elsg®*[ll, P 11] we must understand Spinoza to mean
by “object,” if we follow Della Rocca, to mean sothieg like the following: the mind is
arepresentatiorof the things that are going on in the body th#representation
parallels the body exactly and essentiflyDella Rocca seems to suggest that as a

representationthe mind can be the same as the body for Spit@xause of Spinoza’s

> |bid, 139.

% Della Rocca’s translation.

% |bid, 18 — 19. “Spinoza’s use of the traditioterim objective{fwhen describing the how things
follow in God formally from God’s infinite naturedm his idea in the same order and connection]
indicates that he is speaking of a representaétation between the items in the causal chainiofthand
the parallel items in the causal chain if ideas.”
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contention that an idea of X (at least unconfusegkpalways involve the idea of X’s
essence.This is the same thing as saying, in Spinozaiasethat the idea is not a
Humean representative impression one has whiddisally distinctquaidea from that
which it represents. Rather, “idea”, as Della Ropuats it, represents an objective
essence and not a mere impression of somethingd.shce thessencef the body is, in
some sense, what the body is, and since the rags#ncés simply to be the ideas of that
essence, then the mind and the body are one arsédithe But thpresencef the
essencén the mind is not caused by the body; rather thedns always active in its
knowing. Parallelism allows then for there to Ipeegsential oneness of mind and body
as these two Modes share certain extensional grep&ithout being the cause or
explanation of each other.

According to this way of stating the order of thsn¢he mind is numerically
identical with the body in the sense that the ménjdst the essence of the body relative
to the way that the essence is considered undeAttrdbute of thought, rather than the
Attribute of extension wherein the essence isdted’quaextended Mode. This idea of
the parallelism of essence is then applied by CRtlaca to the identity of mind and
body, in conjunction with the thought that all calusontexts (and therefore explanatory
barriers) are opaque, in order to defend his ctaemhthe mind is the body, because it is
constituted in its essence by the essence of tthg bence it is identical with the bodY.

Contra Della Rocca’s subtle reading of Spinozagtieanother and better way to

interpret the meaning of parallelism in a Spinazisystem. It can also deal with

27 This seems to be the import of Della Rocca chagigtled, “The Essence Requirement on
Representation,” 84 — 106.
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Delahunty’s objections, but is more straightforwardts reading of Spinoza. It requires
taking a closer look at I, P 7, sch, which Déflacca cites, which is according to
Spinoza (in lll, P 2, sch) what we are to consgtethat the denial of causality between
mind an body might be “more clearly understood!it Bere, | contend, Spinoza is
introducing only arexplanatorylimit rather than @ausalbarrier between modes of
thought and extension. | am not denying that Smamaight very well hold to a causal
barrier; in fact he does. However, the specifaufin this passage is on explanations,
not causality. He focuses our attention on theossibility ofexplicatinga mental state
of affairs by reference to a physical event oresta&foncomitantly, he instructs us that
neither can a physical state @elicatedin terms of concepts that apply to the mental.
He is essentially arguing that we cannot tranglateeducekxplicationsof states of
affairs involving modes of a given Attribute intes of language referring to a different
attribute®® Similarly, what Spinoza’s proposition 2 of Bodkis arguably meant to do is
not to deny mind-body interaction, but simply efiskbthat we have no proper way of
explaining such interaction. Spinoza indeed decgessal interactiom a sense- which
amountssimplyto denying the intelligibility of such interactienbut does not thereby

need to deny interaction in some other, more ogtoéd, sense. In fact, it could be that

% This should, | think, be a hint to those who wolike to make Spinoza into a reductionist (of
sorts) that they should take pause. See as exaofplesse who want to reduce mind to body: Odegard
Douglas. “The Body Identical with the Human MidProblem in Spinoza’s Philosophy.” Frorhe
Monist: An International Quarterly Journal of GeméPhilosophical InquiryVol. 55. 1971, 579-601.
Odegard contends that Spinoza'’s theory, i.e. tmhtiman mind is identical to the body, can onlyrbe
if it is a human body. Wallace Matson, “Spinozateory of Mind.” FronmThe Monist: An International
Quarterly Journal of General Philosophical Inqujiyol. 55, 1971, 568-578.Matson’s Spinoza actubig
no theory of mind, because the mind is explainedtionally not causally. Donald Davidson endorses
this kind of interpretation of Spinoza in “Spinog&ausal Theory of the Affectd)esire and Affect:
Spinoza as Psychologigtd. Yirmiyahu Yovel (New York: Little Room PresX)00), pp. 95-112.
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the notion ofconatuswhich | shall try to unpack below gives Spinozagmely a kind of
oneness of action on the part of an organism #raeschew the difficulties he has with
interactionism. In any case, bringing in axioman® 4 in Book |, we see that conceptual
and explanatory descriptions are closely relatddsrmmind. | take it that Spinoza means
something like the following in these two statenséft

Axiom 2: If one thing cannot be conceived throagiother then the thing must
be explained through itself.

Axiom 4: Knowing causation requires us to know ithlationship an effect has to
a cause.

If the interaction cannot be “explained” then, 8pinoza, the interactiagqua
perceived is nil. Absent an explanation, the \@nycept of causal interaction is void.
Hence, there is no causation attributable betweed and body. Della Rocca explicitly
argues, however, that a distinction such as thd anedrawing fails to interpret Spinoza
correctly. Hence, we are parting ways. He cadehat “. . . such a separation of
causal relations and explanatory relations is giptesposition and, indeed, a popular one
in contemporary philosophy. But, although it ma&tbmpting to read Spinoza along
these contemporary lines, there is no evidencddorg so. This interpretation must
attribute to Spinoza the view that a claim of thief ‘mode of thought 1 causes mode of
extension B’ can be true, even if the corresponéxmganatory claim is falsélowever .

.. for Spinoza, the truth of a causal claim depeomlits explanatory value®

2 The following is my translation of the Latin puttimore colloquial terms.
% Della Rocca, 124.
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| think that there is strong support for this wdynderstanding parallelism as
close to Spinoza’s actual position. In the Iapt@rt of the scholium to lll, P 2, he focuses
on this very issue of explanatory agnosticism:

... (1) the order and the linking of things iepwhether Nature be (2) conceived
under this or that attribute, and consequentlyl{8)order of the active and
passive states of our bodysisnultaneous in Natureith the active and passive
states of the mind. Yet, although the matter aslofiho shadow of doubt, | can
scarcely believe, without the confirmation of expece, that men can be induced
to examine this view without prejudice, so strongg they convinced that at the
mere bidding of the mind the body can now be setation . . . . (4) Agaimo

one knowsn what way and by what means mind can move bodigpw many
degrees of motion it can impart to body and witratvpeed it can cause it to
move. Hence it follows that when men say that éhithat action of the body
arises from the mind which has command over the fdbdy do not knowvhat
they are saying, and are merely admitting, undeaasible cover of words, that

thg)ly are ignorant of the true cause of that aciwh are not concerned to discover
it.

| have numbered the steps of Spinoza’s argumethiagave might be able to set down
the flow of his logic very clearly. Following theserted numbering, we can see what
Spinoza is claiming:

(1) There is only one order of “things”

(2) This order can be conceived under either Attribute

(3) So, there is simultaneity of occurrences in Nainrhe states of the extended
mode EA and the states of the mode of thought T1.

(4) And, attributing mental causation upon body or ptalscausation of mind is
epistemically indefensible (and therefore nothihgubstance).

What we are allowed to say (according to Ill, Ptiign, can be cast as follows:
(1) If EA causes EB (by the law of Mode of Attributeusation)

(2) Then T1 attended EA’s causation of EB and caused T2

31 My Emphasis.
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(3) And the nature of T1’s relation to EB is opaque.

(4) Hence, there is no causal interaction, becausenjoreading — “in the sense
that”] there is no explanation of it.

At this point it might be useful to note the ambtgwf a key concept in
Spinoza’s discussion of the oneness of mind ang,bwnely, that of aes(thing). The
role that this concept plays (ambiguously) in Spais thought will allow us later in this
chapter to articulate a perspective on mind-boeéwiitly that is distinct from Della
Rocca’s emphasis on representation, relativitysiraded neutral properties. Whiksis
a general term, it seems to function in a techr{maét least quasi-technical way) at
times. Spinoza’s locutions that say mind and berdyone and the sartténg are
examples? Now, Spinoza claims that Substance and the &ffecof Substance are all
that really exist — and he equates affections #is&nce with Modes [I, def. 5]. But
arguably, he may be taken as at least committéuetoiew that there athingsthat are
not precisely Modes of extension or Modes of thaughd not substances either. Rather,
they are something that can be alternatively cameiths modes of extension or modes
of thought in the light of the two distinct Attritas of Substance thereby in question.

Another way of describing the nature of “things’relation to the Modes of the
Attributes would be to say that they are necessarpressedby (orin or as) the various
Modes of the Attributes of Substance. As suchhéttng” will be expressed in
different ways relative to the Attribute in questio(To that extent | agree with Della

Rocca.) If this way of stating the matter is cotréhen it might be argued thgyathese

%2 See above in chapter three, pages 83 & 84, naie & discussion of the way thaisactually
functions in Latin. There Theodor Haecker, is gdowvhere he callesone of theHertzworter- heart-
words --for the Latin tongue, in which is concetdthsomething of the genius of the language.
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“things,” Spinoza is indeed arguing that a modexdénsion and the idea of that mode —
the body and mind — are to be identified as theesasy not each other as such, but rather
identified as the same as the “thing” of which eatthem exists only as as an aspect.
This is a different focus upon identity than thH#ered by Della Rocca. In his
interpretation, there is presumably a set of priope(F:......10) that are Attribute neutral
that are shared by a Mode of thought and a Modsiainsion. However, the question
becomes how these things are, in fact, sharede, H#érink, the ambiguity of the term
rescomes into play. The parallel sharing of propsrtian only make sense if we can
contend that these properties gra particular something. If so, one could then gran
that bodies and minds do not, as such, causallyeréb or even “explain” one another;
but nevertheless, qua whatever “things” are inwIveregarding “things” as either
bodies or minds in the first place, bodies and midd indeed after all causally relate to
one another. (The advantage of this approach wifllled out below, as we consider
how Spinoza viewed the integrity of complex orgarsy

The way of reading Spinoza that | am suggestingistpoint has at least some
affinity with that of Jonathan Bennett, whose viewot only distinctive in the way that
he posits the identity between mind and body, tigtpossibly the most sophisticated in
the literature. Bennett offers what he calls thmtle identity” thesis as a way to account
for Spinoza’s insistence that “mind and body are and the same thing.” Just as | have
suggested, Bennett argues that the identity of ramtlbody is not rooted in the sharing
of properties, as Della Rocca has contended. dNivrooted in parallelism (he thinks
that mode identity explains parallelism). Ratlieere is some “something” that is

present in Spinoza’s identity equation, but ishnita Mode of thought or of extension
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strictly speaking. In order to offer his inter@dn, however, Bennett has to argue that a
distinction must hold in Spinoza’s metaphysics leswwhat he calls Attribute-involving
Modes and trans-Attribute Modes.

On this reading, it is the Modes that are the rposperly basic features of
Substance. They are the way that Substance exggsfundamentally in concrete
reality. Such Modes, Bennett argues, are not éadlgreither Modes of thought or
extension or of any other of the Attributes. Iastethe truly properly basic Modes are, in
some sense, entities that are neither, becausglithéeep enough to be combined with
both attributes.” Bennett asserts that this wagaofstruing the matter is critical if we are
to enable Spinoza’s claims to be coherent; itéspice one has to pay to allow Spinoza
to mean that mind and body can be the same thingust be “read into” Spinoza’s
metaphysic, Bennett contends, because for Spindeasson and thought, while not
merely nominal distinctions about God or Nature, raot “really fundamental properties,
although they must be perceived as such by anljeaté®® In Bennett's view, the
Attributes of thought and extension would seemedést understood as qualitativays
that things exist; but agaysthey are not basic properties that make a SpinoiAtode a
mode.

When Spinoza says that “whether we conceive Natnder the attribute of
Extension or under the attribute of Thought, we.find one and the same order, or one

and the same connection of causes — that is, the gangs following one another” [Il P

% |bid, 147. Cf. Shmueli, 61 — 72, 71. See 7 4 s dissertation, where Shmueli’s
interpretation is presented: Shmueli has arguatahe can discern an influence of Aquinas (indiygon
Spinoza’s concept of Attributes. He argues than&a's treatment of the Attributes of Substancs wa
reinvigoration of the medieval debate about theimgadf universals, especially as to whether any
predication could be made of God.
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7, sch], he knows that something has to be abdedount for this psycho-physical
“parallelism.®* Furthermore, embracing parallelism as he intésgteBennett considers
the Modes of thought to be best described, in tledationship to the Modes of extension
in terms that take mentality to be a psychologstate of existence. (This distances him
from interpretations such as Balz and Curley whaceove of the parallel “identity”
between mind and body in a way that negates thehpsygical nature of idea¥’) But
one can ask Bennett, nonetheldssyhis brand of psycho-physical parallelism is to be
accounted for, since it is not clear how, in Spaissystem, a Mode can be something
that has its Attributes stripped off.

Bennett proposes a seemingly radical a solutighisoproblem involving what he
calls adifferentia.

[Spinoza’s] thesis is rather that if P1 is systeoadly linked with M1, then P1 is

extension-and-F for some differentia F such thati$thought-and-F. What it

takes for an extended world to contain my bodyecdy what it takes for a

thinking world to contain my mind. . . .Spinoza aliytakes it that a mode

‘involves the concept of’ an attribute (2p6d), battentailments run upwards

from mode to attribute; but in our present contexust suppose him to be
thinking of modes — or ‘things’, as he calls thems-having their attributes

% bid, 127 — 156. The concept of parallelism, as hlready been suggested, is itself ultimately
an interpretation of Spinoza that could have ditties as an expression of Spinoza’s thoughtll It a
depends upon how one conceives the parallelismould be seen as implying the same order, but on
parallel planes of existence that would seem taikatkind of dualism that is more than concepthat,
actually a dualism of activity. That conclusionwa not be amenable to Spinoza’s thought. For g@m
where he says, “. . . we find one and the samerpod@ne and the same connection of causes—ttakis
same thing$ollowing from one another” [Il, P 7, sch]. Benhitright in his version of parallelism,
however, to dismiss Curley’s “logical” interpretati of Spinoza’s “parallelism” as simply meaningttha
idea is reducible to truths about each particwang since “ideas can scarcely be regarded agiduzil
psychical entities.” [Curley$pinoza’s Metaphysicén Essay in InterpretatiofCambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1969), 118. The question iswizgther or not ideas can be so regarded, but what i
means to ban idea ofa Mode of Extension in the first place, in Spiriezzntology.

% Both Balz and Curley seem to view the “ideas” & body as propositions that mirror the way
that reality itself is. Hence, our ideational lisethe same as our physical life, because thegsitipns are
true propositions about real states of affairs.
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peeled offi.e., as consisting in the F which mustdaleledto extension to get my
body or to thought to get my mirid.

By allowing for the existence of sudifferentiaein Spinoza’s thought, Bennett claims
that we can make sense of Spinoza’s claim and dllowactually to mean that “physical
state P1 = mental state M1.” However, the idemtitthese states necessarily involves
the differentiaas the unstated member of the identity equatidnP X' is systematically
linked with M1, then P1 is extension-and-F for sadifeerentia F such that M1 is
thought-and-F.” Bennett describes the generaliaafon of this way of reading
Spinoza as meaning that what it takes for the wiorlcbntain a certain body is exactly
what it takes for a thinking world to contain thédhof that body

For Bennett, the cryptic nature of Modes, in Spais system, can be best
understood in the way that he (Bennett) describesature of extended mod®s.
Bennett describes Spinoza’s understanding of theaaf a mode of extension as
functioning descriptively (qualifying or quantifygh as “adjectival” or “adverbial” with
respect to space (extensidf)This is a rather odd sounding way to put it, lwhat
Bennett means is fairly straightforward, once oegiths to think about extension (space)
in terms of contemporary physics’ notion of “quatks

Contemporary particle physics depicts fundamerddigles . . . . not as little

lumps of matter, but rather as spheres of influpand their unsplittability is not

remotely like the end point on a line running thgbwvater drops, marshmallows,

billiard balls, diamonds and . . . fundamental iohe$, quarks. This may make
guarks unsplittable in a manner which satisfiesstnengest demand that Spinoza

*® |pid, 141.

37«As for Spinoza’s thesis that all particulars — nsirg well as bodies—are modes: | have to
suppose that he started with a sound doctrinetabunodal nature of extended particulars and then
stretched it over mental ones as well on the stheofjageneralthesis that the extended world is mirrored
in detail by the mental world,” Bennett, 94.

* bid, 95.
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could reasonably make [that they have true pa#raylin substance]. But it
deprives them of substantial status in a diffevesy, by making them adjectival
upon space: the existence of a quark in a giveiomegccording to this way of
looking at things, is the region’s having certgiralities . . . [it] is aversionof
Spinoza’s own position. ¥,
Bennett labels this a “field metaphysic” and u@bat to interpret the meaning of Mode
guamodifications of substance (i.e. ways that Subgtasmtqualfied” and “quantified”).
A complete Spinozist account of the world would énéw provide replacements
not only for quantifications over regions but alsomentions of individual
regions. . . . we can replace [the substantialdagg] ‘Region R is F’ by ‘Space is
F there’ while pointing to R, or by ‘Space is F élerhile occupying R. . .*°
By Bennett’'s account, Spinoza’s view involves relgay extended Modes as ultimately
resting on properties whose instantiation by sgaweunts to the existence of what we
ordinarily refer to as distinct “regions” of spacéhe Modes that Bennett offers us, then,
are real states or properties of Substance. HBuotately, Spinoza’s one Substance would
have to be regarded as somehow the “totality” lodfathe various ultimate “fields” that
there are - that of space simply serving as theetfod how we are supposed to think of
the latter in general. Building upon this gendhalsis about the nature of Modes, then,
Bennett develops his view about Spinoza’s theoggamding the identity of mind and

body** He argues that, for Spinoza’s metaphysic: “If mipd is a mode and my body

is a mode, and my mind is my body, it follows that mind is the same mode as my

% |bid, 84.

“% |bid, 95.

1 About this presentation Bennett interestingly salysut Spinoza’s theory: “It is a metaphysical
speculation which | suppose is not true, and oiseven philosophically useful as an object lesBut |
care whether | am right in attributing it to Spiagzince it displays his basic metaphysic as mohement
and better thought out than any previous commentets found it to be.”
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body. . . . [Spinoza’s] thesis about the identitpbysical and mental particulars is really
about the identity oproperties”*?4®

Applying this general description to Modes of &k tAttributes, we can say that
for Bennett, for every Mode of any Attribute theneist be a “fundamental mode” that is
itself not as such a Mode of any Attribute, and thatrictly speaking the identical Mode
involved in any ascription of “identity” across tigtributes. As we might put it, this
fundamental mode is in a certain way “in” the twstidict Modes thereby (but not
strictly) identified with one another; indeed tla¢tér modes might even be said to
“consist” (each in its own way) in that fundamentadde, but without being strictly
identical with it. And this fundamental mode wouwldt be anything like we take to be
ordinary particulars like minds or bodies, i.&keliModes of thought or extension. For
the relation of those fundamental modes to Substagain, is simply that of a property
to something “propertied” by it. Thus, the fundarta mode that is “in” some mode of
thought (and in which that mode of thought in s@®ese “consists,” although it is not
absolutely the same as the mode of thought) is noatly identical with the

fundamental mode “in” some mode of extension, and versa. This way of

understanding Spinoza means, for Bennett, thatandake Spinoza seriously, when he

*?|bid, 141.

*3While it is beyond the scope of this dissertatiomtgue this point of Bennett's views critically,
| want to point out that, if there is some plaudipin it, then, as has already been suggestelieeanr this
work, one might be able to read Spinoza’s viewuis$ance in relation to its Modes as having intergs
parallels with Aquinas’s view of God @sire Act of BeingJust as God’s own being, for Aquinas, is the
only real source of being, in whicfuathe only source of being all other things partitgyao Spinoza’s
substance (especially if one takes into accolattira naturanyis the source in which all other things exist
guamodes.
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insists that Substance and Modes are what realty. eikurther, we can also account for
how Modes can be understood as reaiparticulars®*

Bennett is focused on keeping the conceptual dtstin between Attributes (that
| suggested above is the focus of the relevantlschpintact. What Spinoza cannot be
saying, Bennett concludes, is that “physical Plental M1.”® To say that would
violate the conceptual distinction between theibiites, argues Bennett; and he thinks
his view of the fundamental modes as being thecgoof the identity relation between
the mind and the body keeps this inviolate. Thelamental modes, because they are
certain properties of Substance that are in aioestnse “in” the Modes of thought and
extension, may, in turn, themselves be regardédiasModes” (and indeed must be,
given Spinoza’s view that all that exists are Saihste and its Modes). We are simply
viewing them as ways in which the one Substanterapertied.” For this reason, but
also in order to distinguish his approach fromrtiae familiar versions of the “identity”
thesis, he calls his view the “mode identity” tlesiOne need not transgress the
conceptual barrier, Bennett concludes, becausexplanation of identity in terms of
differentiameans that identity is rooted in t&ferentiaand not the Attributes, since it is
thedifferentiathat combines with all the Attributes. Hence, méi@hce of the barrier

between Attributes can be charged.

4 Cf. Bennett, 94, where he quotes appreciatively Edwirley’s observations: “Spinoza’s
modes are, prima facie, of the wrong logical typéé related to substance in the same way Destartes
modes are related to substance, for they are platithings, not qualities. And it is difficult tcnow what
it would mean to say that the particular thingseghin substance. When qualities are said to énimer
substance, this may be viewed as a way of saymighiey are predicated of it. What would it measady
that one thing is predicated of another is a mydtet needs solving.” Bennett goes on to claiat ths
reading has “solved the mystery.”

“5 Ibid. Also see Bennett’s article “Eight Questiokisout Spinoza,’Spinoza on Knowledge and
the Human Mind Vol. 2¢ Yovel, (Leiden: Brill, 1993), 18. This is a vahe of the “Spinoza by 2000: The
Jerusalem Conferences.
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Unlike the view of identity of the Modes as itnre ordinarily put forth — and
which requires some form of “relativization” of wkgy for its formulation — Bennett's is
not, strictly speaking, a view according to whiclodés of thought and extension are
identified with one another. Again, the identigfation concerns only certain
(“fundamental”) “modes” that are in a special way’ “‘modes of thought and extension,
and in which the latter might at best be said eedain sense to “consist.” But one
might ask what these fundamental modedifderentiaemight be in Spinoza’s system?
This question is especially important, simtiferentiaeare described as something that
“consists in the F which must laeldedto extension to get my body or to thought to get
my mind.”® Again, thedentitythat Bennett has in mind is strictly speakingdentity
relation involving the “fundamental modes’ (ordinary) particulars.

Two questions must be asked of Bennett’s interpogta First, what could it
possibly mean for Spinoza to think of “modes ongs’ as having their attributes “peeled
off,” but able to beadded tahe Attributes. Does he mean this merely con@lytor as
a metaphysical given? This idea of a thinking Maddeing T + F is a problematic way
of constructing the relationship that a Mode haisstelf. While the idea that | suggested
earlier, that in Spinoza’s thought there are sothm{s” that can be “expressed” in two
Modes, is itself consistent with Spinoza’s ownetaénts, Bennett’'s claim that there are

things (ifferentiag that get “added” to Attributes is confusing. kwstance, my body is

“% |bid., 142. Bennett does admit that his reading has to “ci®pihoza with having this change
of tune: it is the price for letting him mean tlaatertain mental mode is a certain physical maatber
than dismissing those texts as lapses or reschaerg through ‘relative identity’ manoeuvre.” | thithe
Bennett is essentially on to the right track, beidlees not account for what suctiifierentiamight be in
Spinoza’s system. In fact, he thinks that it carrefound and must be implied in Spinoza’s lodieter,
as we consider the role obnatusin Spinoza'’s thought, we may find a helpful intextual way of making
sense of Bennett's notion differentia.
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E + Fand my mind is T + F, but then what am 1? WBET + F? Or am | (E+F)+(T+F)?
Or am | F in the most basic sense? Thus whileallticca argues that Bennett’s theory
does not give him mind-body identit{there would seem to be an even more pressing
existential problem; Bennett's view does not ac¢donhow | (and so, for that matter,
how anything) could actually be one with myselfi{self). As | shall presently suggest,
however, perhaps there is a different way to @itize idea of “things” that are not as
such the Modes of extension or thought, but rativepressed as” Modes of the latter
sort.

A second problem for Bennett is this. , Does itfotiow from Bennett’'s
suggestion that these stripped-down fundamentaks)at the very least, have an
ontological priority over the Attributes that atgpposed to make them conceivable and
intelligible in the first place? How do thediferentiaethen avoid not beingothing
within the confines of Spinoza’s system? Perlsmpsething like this is what Spinoza
means, but it is an open question whether or ndt aueading of the concept of Mode is
actually reconcilable to Spinoza’s systéf.In Spinoza’s account, the Modes prima
facie must have properties that reflect the printhey he grants (in some sense) to
Attributes of Substance. For the Attributes of Sabse are the essence of Substance.
Since the Modes are modifications of Substance, dmthedifferentiae“somehow”
relate to substance as “properties” of it withdng Attributes being involved ithat
relation at all?. Bennett seems, in his interpi@tato turn Spinoza’s ontological ladder

upside down from the rather hierarchical view tBpinoza suggests, i.e. that Substance

*" Della Rocca, 158 - 160
“8 Della Rocca, who will be considered below, thiBennett’skind of reading is “Spinozistically
unacceptable. For Spinoza, all modes are moda#tirifutes.” Della Rocca, 121.
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is foundational, manifesting or manifested in (adatg to how one reads Spinoza'’s view
of the Attributes) infinite Attributes that themges$ are expressed by or in infinite and
finite attribute-expressing Modes. Reversing tasceptual scheme, Bennett argues:
Now, according to my ‘mode identity’ interpretatjdhere is a good sense in
which the most basic properties of the one substane not the attributes but the
modes, since they lie deep enough to combine vaith &ttributes. Of course
extension is more basic than squareness; but $qumre is to be extended and F,
for an F which does entail extension becauseallsis combinable with thought.
Given that there are such Fs, Spinoza rightly weat that an attribute is an
essence = most fundamental property, but onlyitmatist be conceived or
perceived as basic, since to get deeper we wowld taethink of finite modes in
abstraction from either attribute, which is impo#sf®
| think that Bennett’'s basic insight here is org&r namely that there is another
somethinghat must be at work to account for the identitguestion. But his
description of his differentid as beingaddedto extension or thought is an unfortunate
formulation. In fact, although | have spoken of undamental modes F as if they are
simply “in” the ordinary Modes in question, whee are concerned with the relevant
identies, isn't it really the case on Bennett'swighough he denies it) — or at least so one
might argue — that the ordinary Modm® F? Namely, isn’t the Mode of thought in
guestion simply F “as differentiating” Thought aihé mode of extension in question
that same F “as differentiating” Extension? Nowcoifirse Bennett cansistthat F “as
differentiating” Thought and F “as differentiatingxtension are not identical in any
way; they simply botltontainsomething that is identical. But is it so cleafer all,

given the model taken from the “field metaphysisii’'t theparticular in question simply

some way that the “substance-field” is propertiddd that is F. The (distinct) Modes of

“9Bennett, 146 In this portion of his argument Bethoontends that the definition of an Attribute
that Spinoza offers in | def 4 “that there is sammgj in the nature of an illusion or error or lawk
intellectual depth or thoroughness in taking aritatte to be a basic property.”
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thought and extension in question are then sirti@dy F in one casgquadifferentiating
Thought and in the other cageadifferentiating Extension. So it turns out, afédly that
Bennett should have to resort to relativizatiomdentity, in order to maintain his position
that the identity relation in Spinoza doesn’t hb&tween ordinary modes, but only on the
level of the Fs.] That is some Mode of thoughtentical with some Mode of extension,
guathe “fundamental” Mode that the “two” of them ar¢hat is, with the identity
statement so relativized — but is not identicahwiiquaordinary Mode.

Furthermore, why would one not be allowed to codeltrom Bennett's
description that we would, in some sense, haveahdse existence is dualistically
distinct from itself. If this Eombines with the Attribute of extension and th&iBtte
of thought, and if Spinoza imposes a causal bapeéreen the Modes of the Attributes,
how would the same be able to be the cause of all its own acts, stn@euld have acts
that arequathought not its acts of its own in terms of itsst@ncequaextension plus F.
This F would have to have two different existene@some sense, as it exists as E1
(extension and F) rather than T1 (thought antf FAny attempt to describe the acts of F
would, it seems to me, be liable to the chargettimact of a Mode of Thought (if F
combined with Thought makesaFmode of a particular Attribute) would explain Hets

of a Mode of Extension (if Bdded to Extension makes it a mode of a different

*Y|bid, 141. Bennett contends (146) that for Spinibeamost basic properties of the one
Substance, “since they lie deep enough to combitiebeth attributes.” But Bennett's view requitésit
there be something even more fundamental thanrttirasy Modes, i.e. thdifferentia,because these are
capable of combining with the Attributes to make Modes of those Attributes possible. But whatdou
such a thing be? He denies in the passage orhat#itessence” could mean anything more than the
“fundamental property of a thing.” | cannot meha,contends, “something deeper and more general.
What Bennett means by deeper is not clear, betiins that he is wanting to deny that Spinoza has an
place for Universals in his system.

218



Attribute). Perhaps the impulse behind Bennetiésiofdifferentiaemight be

salvageable if we can find a better way of puttimgissue.

In the case of both Bennett and Della Rocca, #mpunts of Spinoza could benefit from
taking a different look at what the significanceghtibe of Spinoza’s argument that the
existence of the mind is integrally one with thelycand vice versa, because of the
conatugthat grants in some simultaneous sense both orgamal complexity and

mental capacity: The key hint to this better way of interpretingjt®za is found where
he asserts: “From the above we understand nottbatythe human is united to the Body
but also what is to be understood by the union wfdvnd Body. But nobody can
understand this union adequately or distinctly smliee first gains adequate knowledge of
the nature of our body” [Il, P 13, sch.]. What sk&ll proceed to demonstrate in the rest
of this chapter is that Spinoza’s conceriicthicsis to offer a view of the nature of a
human life as that of a complex individual; whahd® calls “an organic individual . . .
viewed as a fact of wholenes¥."This reading can pick up where Bennett leavesitrs

his concept of thdifferentiaand Della Rocca with his concept of Modes as a¢svdrs

*1 Della Rocca does, in an earlier section of hiskf88 — 38], develop an argument for the
importance of conatus in understanding the natfineddviduality. “Spinoza’s discussion of the ains,
or striving, of all things fits nicely with and iedd corroborates this reading of Spinoza’s accolunt
physical individuals. According to this doctriregch thing — complex physical individuals , complex
mental individuals, and also not-complex thingshére are any — by its very nature strives orgdnd
persist in existence” [35]. The troublesome paorid this assessment of Spinoza’s doctrine, from my
vantage, is that Della Rocca interprets conatuspdy that “complex physicahdividuals' (CPI) and
“complex mentalndividuals’ (CMI) are both types of “things” that strive t@fsist. Such a reading, while
it fits well with Della Rocca’s insistence that pielism is the key to understanding Spinoza’s fitgn
doctrine, suggests that the striving of the minM[{(Cand the striving of the body (CPI) are two difént
acts of striving. Della Rocca attempts to putiiseie of the constitution of individuality in “atiute-
neutral terms” as a way to avoid this implicatidtiowever, as he develops this idea he arguesttbatiPl
is constituted by a feature that is relevant {¢thé tendency to preserve their proportion of modod
rest), but that the CMI has its own relevant featiiat constitutes it (the feature of affirming ehéstence
of the body). It would be a good thing if we coelstablish how these two strivings are not two,dng.

°2 Jonas, 269.
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of extensionaproperties but also provide a much more dynami@tstidnding of
Spinoza’s view of life as irreducibly minded anddieml. The benefit of the following
exposition and interpretation will be the realipatthat the concepts ahima, conatus,
andessentiavork together in Spinoza’s metaphysics as he aralilze nature of the
existence of ordinary concrete particulars, to mtews with a helpful concept—the
living conatic essence that a thing is. It willdemonstrated that this concept could very
well represent the door that must be opened ifeda@understand Spinoza’s doctrine
correctly. Aquinas’s hylomorphism, it will be areql; is a key to that door. To get to
this, however, we should address one glaring diltfycthat is faced by anyone who
would want to compare Aquinas’s and Spinoza’s agiichl commitments. That hurdle
IS Spinoza’s monism.

Spinoza’'s “Substance” compared to Aguinas’s “Being”

No concept is more central to Spinoza’s philosophgnore axiomatic in Spinoza
studies than his complementary claims that theoalg one Substance and all else that
‘exists’ either is an Attribute or a Mode of Substa®® The demonstration of this is the
main theme of the first book of tlghics. Any attempt, therefore, to understand what
Spinoza means by the claim that mind and body@me ‘and the same thing” will have

to consider the way that this oneness is relatéde@neness of Substariée.

3| do not intend to take a position on whetherarthe Attributes are really existent in Spinoza’s
ontology.

>4 By this assertion | do not mean to suggest thald embrace the “relative identity” thesis,
which contends that the oneness of mind and bodljcates of the Attributes of Substance are one kwau
Substance itself is one. There is a different, laetter, way to account for Spinoza’s identity dioet, as
shall be shown.
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If one were to argue (as does Descartes) thatithiews distinction between
various attributes implies that they are ontololyodistinguished, Spinoza’s reply would
surely be that this does not follow. The distiaotof Attributes, whereby this one
Substance is expressed, poses no difficulty forismoas Spinoza develops it, because of
his conception of Substance as infinitely realonfithat, he argues, that Substance must
have an infinite number of attributes and an indmumber of Modes within each
Attribute that give expression to the existenc&uabstance. The radical ‘difference’ of
these attributes does not pose a problem, becausttribute represents in our
understanding a certain quality of existence timlies its own unique state of affaffs.
Attributes in Spinoza’s view are (by implicatioofn I, P 2) something that substances
“have.” As Attributes, Thought and Extension aoe, iself-explanatory strictly speaking.
They can only be “explained” as qualitative wayat tBubstance exists. With this focus
on Substance as the ontological ground of AttribuSpinoza argues, then, tigaia
qualitative ways of existing, even though they seetally disparate from each other
explanatorily, are not (by principles 6-8 abovepressions of different substances.
Rather, they are Attributes of the same Substdndesince they are distinct as Attributes
they can be conceived through any other Attribute.

On the basis of this logic Spinoza insists: “Capusntly nothing can be clearer

than this . . . that an absolutely infinite entityst necessarily be defined as an entity

%5 Again, the perspective that | am developing dasely upon taking a side in the debate about
whether or not the Attributes are real or nomintdbwever, | agree with the perspective of Shmueli
developed in chapter one of this dissertation sbatething similar to Aquinas’ concept of “the anplof
being” allowed Spinoza to develop a view of theriftites that was neither a nominalistic view, nasw
his a strictly realist view. “The basic view, thef Spinoza [on the Attributes] is the Thomistiew of
the attributes (universals) as extra-mental realitvithout being distinctly existent on their owof the
[nominalist/subjectivist] view of Maimonides” [7-8]
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consisting of infinite attributes, each of whichpeass a definite essence, eternal and
infinite. . . in Nature there exists only one salnst, absolutely infinite” [I, P 10, sch].
And this Substance must, by definitions 3 and Baok |, be conceived of as nothing
other than God. This conclusion is argued in pstpms 11 — 13; and leads Spinoza to
the conclusion that no other substance, other @ah can be conceived, “since God is
an absolutely infinite being of whom no attribuig@ressing the essence of substance can
be denied and since he necessarily exists” [I,,pd4

Spinoza’s particular way of conceptualizing thetieinship of Attributes and
Substance, plus his willingness to embrace thetiwadl term “God” as a part of his
argument, leads him to the proposition (15) in Botiat “Whatever is, is in God, and
nothing can be or be conceived without God.” n8pa is quite aware, in the course of
his “geometrical” argument that we do not expergeS8abstance in our ordinary
experience. Rather, we encounter ordinary pagrsul This is the assumed background
of the demonstrations of tHghics. His point is to describe the necessity of recoguyzi
that the ordinary particulars and every featurecWhwe encounter of Nature is not self-
explanatory. Axioms 1 and 2 of Book | express tact for Spinoza. Because he takes
our experience of the particularized “many” asfthendation of our daily experience,
Spinoza asserts in his very first proposition tisatbstance is by nature prior to its
affections.®® An “affection” of Substance is, in Spinoza’s npggsics, a way that

Substance exists in concrete expression that awlsman conceive. “Affections” of

%% This way of seeing the issue is not in discontinuiith the Thomistic insistence that what we
know in the first instance is “primary substanceR.is from these that we reason our way by ab#tra to
recognize species and universal concepts; andthese to realize the distinction between essende an
existence until finally we demonstrate the necgssilGod as Pure Act of Existing in which all thexqust
exist via participation.
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Substance, then, are best understood as the “takari on’ by something, a state of that
thing, and therefore logically posterior to thawdfich it is an affection® This is a
broad concept for Spinoza by which he describesthelogical dependence that
everything that exists (both infinite features obStance as well as finite features —
concrete and universal) has upon Substance. Bedasie can be no existence
conceivable apart from Substance (nor can it beajcteverything that has actual
existence (materially or immaterially) is a Mode@ddqua Substance. From the
conclusion that all that exists is in God and tRatl is expressed in an infinity of ways,
follows for Spinoza that the ways (Modes) by whi@bd expresses its necessary
existence and essence are themselves “in the diaituge and can be conceived only
through the divine nature” [I, P 15, pr]. Conseqtly, we cannot conceive of anything
existing in reality “except substance and modes{tistance]®

This implies, of course, for Spinoza that mategidities arequamaterial “part”
of God, because material reality, just as muchresaterial reality must be part of God

quaSubstancé® In the scholium of proposition 15, as Spinozaeamibrs to defend the

> Shirley, 24.

*8 Spinoza would include in this not just finite medbut the infinite modes, as well. However,
for the purposes of the present discussion, wefeglis on the relationship of finite modes to tihe o
eternal and infinite Substance. We can brackegtiestions that attend the interpretation of Smnoz
regarding the nature of infinite Modes. Cf. Bemret a good discussion of various aspects of tifieite
modes” [107f, 111-113, 118f]. Also see, Walter hidiCausality of Substance: Spinozistic Proofhaf t
Physical Plenum,” (Chapter 4) 8fibstance and Mode: A Spinozistic St{B¥, D. diss. Brown
University, 1978) UMI Dissertation Services, 2003.

* Spinoza’s argument, by which he defends this emieh, is found in propositions 12 and 13 of
Book I. He argues in P 12 that even tvsions (or partspf Substance musfuadivisions exisin
something. As parts of Substance the divisionsatlbe conceived of as each themselves substarmes,
can they be thought of apart from Substance nottenhave some other ontological status other than
existing in Substance. Hence the fact that Substaauld be conceived as having parts does noyimpl
that division as such cannot be part of the indilSubstance. Also, by P 13, the infinity of Substa
means that we cannot conceive of anything as uléilyaistinguishable from Substance. Even division
exist in the infinity of Substance, hence the dons into parts that we conceive of as being tse ¢a the

223



implication that God is Substanqaaextended, he presents an argument against the
objectors to God’s materiality who declare thatdhasibility of matter rules it out as an
Attribute of God. To demonstrate the appropriassr@ his own conclusions, he utilizes
the distinction between matter as existent infitsed the modifications which are the
concrete instantiations of matf@rHe says, “. . . matter is everywhere the same, an
there are no distinct parts in it except in scafawe conceive matter as modified in
various ways. Then its parts are distinct, nollydaut only modally.®* Such a
distinction was not unique to Spinoza when he niadk is a distinction that was posited
by Descartes. Prior to Descartes, the medievégiphers had embraced it. As a
translator and commentator, Shirley argues thattiie Cartesian background that is
relevant.
.. . it is probably the Cartesian version of tistidction that is relevant. . . .
[According to Descartes’s dualism], a modal didimt [as opposed to a
substance-distinction] is a distinction either betw a mode and the substance of
which it is a mode or between the various modesibgtance. . . . Spinoza uses

this philosophical terminology to express the défece between matter as divided
up into individual corporeal parts and matter aefomogeneous extensiol.”

various Attributes does not imply that Substanesofar as it is substance,” is divisible. All égifm the
infinity of Substance.

0 Bennett's interpretation of how Spinoza could méiedistinction that he does argues that
Spinoza’s view has much in common with contempocargntum field theory. Bennett, 91 -97.

. Horn’s observations are on the mark, | think, esping Spinoza’s general position on the
actual existence of the distinction between mod&gsnoza embraces the partitioned nature of phlysica
modes from one another, because [his] faith inr¢laédistinction of the attributes led him to th@rgon
that the cause of the real existence of a physigjgict must contain some other physical objecfinie
mode cannot be self-caused. . . . And thoughtdlise of a physical object may include an infiniede of
extension — a physical law — it cannot be compesgilely of such modes, for whatever follows from a
infinite mode alone must itself be infinite” (112 he import of the finite modes, then, is obvidus
Spinoza’s metaphysics. They become a part ofdgkagation for change and contingency and a part of
his proof for the necessity of the existence of GodSubstance. E.g.the modes are not self-caused, but
as temporal they cannot be immediately the regiBubstance.

%2 Shirley, 42, note 2.
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What strikes me, however, is not the “Cartesiamhparison (which one might
expect), but that such a “modal” distinction asn®ga draws is very much like the
distinction that Aquinas makes in his own metaptgisanalysis of the nature of primary
entities that exist materially and the prime matfgon which they depend for their
existenceguamaterial entities. (Of course, Aquinas calls tHgnimary substances” but
let us set aside, for the moment, this importaffiéince in terminology from Spinoza to
see if we cannot draw an instructive comparis@p)noza insists that there are Modes of
Substancguaextended that do not contain in themselves theceanirtheir own being,
as well as maintaining that “extended substancase&f to be distinguished from the
Modes that express the reality and nature of exgsdbstance. It must be remembered
that while the Attribute of Extension is an atttidwf Substance, Extension does not
precisely “exist,” since what exists are Substarmits modification§® Spinoza, by
regarding the nature of extended things as ModabefAttribute of extension that
enables their existencgiaextended modes, offers a metaphysical theory céradgnce
and existence that has analogy to the Aristotdliamhistic ideas about prime mattér.

While Aquinas does not think of prime matter astarnal principle, much less
an attribute of God’s essence, when thinking $yrictterms of material existence, he is
insistent that it is primary entitiepia“designated matter” that actually exist materi&fly.

Some might suggest in reply to this claim that Spais identification of extension as an

83 Cf. Shmueli, see chapter one in this dissertatfon,an argument that Spinoza’s understanding
of the ontological nature of the Attributes is heit strictly nominalist or realist.

% As was discussed in chapter three, Aquinas vigwsepmatter as real, but not a truly existent
thing, because it is pure potentiality. While Sia does not describe extension in these preciss té
would seem that his insistence that the Modes bstuce are what exist along with Substance itseifd
imply that the Attribute of extension is not predisan existent thing, but nonetheless mpedan
Attribute.

8 Cf. Chapter 3, 90f.
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Attribute of God would undercut the comparison wAttiuinas; and no doubt that would
be troubling for the metaphysics of the latter.wdwger, taking Aquinas’s claim that
prime matter is a principl@ which material entities exisjuamaterial and then reading
this understanding of prime matter in terms ofdven deeper claim that nothing that
exists can exist apart from participation in thengeof God, possible parallels between
the ontological commitments of Spinoza and the mrdktential of the Christian
Aristotelian medieval thinkers begin to suggestitbelves. Regarding the participation
of the principle of materiality in the Being of Gadtie logic of Aquinas deliberation can
be found in Q 44, a 1 & a 2 of tliImma’s prima par§®

(1) No entity or principle of existence (including neatand material things) has its
existence in itself, but exist only by participatim God’s own act of Beinf/.

(2) Prime matter is a principle of existence.
(3) Therefore, Prime matter can only exist by partitgrain God’s Beindg?®
The differences between Spinoza’s account of Snbstand Aquinas’s idea
about God’s Being as the ontological foundatioalb&xistent things are obvious, but
perhaps the ways that these concepts do similde wdhe philosophical systems under
consideration is not. It is worth noting, therefdiree functional and (to a limited extent)

ontological similarities that one can find. Consitiest, in this regard, Spinoza’s

% For the discussion of Aquinas’s views on partitignain the Being of God see 105f above.

7 “Thereforeall beingsapart from God are not their own being, but aiedsby participation
Therefore it must be that all things which dreersified by the diverse participatiarf being, so as to be
more or less perfect, are caused by one First B¥ifigp possesses being most perfectly.”

8 «“Therefore whatever is the cause of things comsidi@s beings, must be the cause of things, not
only according as they are "such" by accidentah&rnor according as they are "these" by substantia
forms,but also according to all that belongs to theirtgat all in any way. And thus it is necessary to say
that alsoprimary matter is createdly the universal cause of things. . . . But heeeave speaking of things
according to their emanation from the universahgple of beingfrom which emanation matter itself is
not excludedalthough it is excluded from the former mode eig made.”
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argument that Substance (God or Nature) is infeuiteé compare this concept to
Aquinas’s contentions that God is Pure Act. Inc¢barse of his demonstration, Spinoza
asserts in |, P 8 that “every substance is neagssdmite.” At this point in his
argument, Spinoza has not yet proposed that tlagrenly be one Substance, so the
content of this proposition and its proofs and $ehare important for that conclusion. In
scholium 1, he contends, “Since in fact to be éimgtin part a negation and to be infinite
is the unqualified affirmation of the existencesofme nature, it follows from Proposition
7 alone that every substance must be infinite.& Wrust of P 7 is the necessary
existence of Substance, because it cannot — byitiefi — be the product of some prior
set of conditions. So, “its essence necessamglues existence.” What Spinoza seems
to be contending for is that there can be no nongbeonceivable in itself. Hence,
Substance must be infinity per se. This way dirsjahe issue resonates, | suggest,
harmoniously (so far) with Aquinas’s belief thatdsis Pure Act with no potentiality.
Recall the argument of chapter two where it wasvshihat the basis for Aristotle’s
distinction between act and potency is rooted endbincept of negation (not being
something else€)’ Taking this Aristotelian starting point, Aquinasyues that God
cannot be conceived of as having any kind of pabtyt Hence, there is no non-being
in God’® On the basis of the claim that God is the AdBeing itself, Aquinas argues

for the infinity of God"*

%9 Cf. above 55f.

0 Aquinas argues the point as follows: “God is ®rise itself, of itself subsistent (3, 4).
Consequently, He must contain within Himself theolehperfection of being. For it is clear that ifs® hot
thing has not the whole perfection of heat, thisésause heat is not participated in its full petifen; but if
this heat were self-subsisting, nothing of thewarof heat would be wanting to it. Since thereféaa is
subsisting being itself, nothing of the perfectafrbeing can be wanting to Him. Now all created
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If it should be argued that Aquinas’s claim tharhcannot be an infinite
magnitude undercuts the argument being presentbdt-Spinoza and Aquinas have
possible points of continuity on the question @ tmtological primacy of God in all
things -- the reply must be two-fold. First, ish@lready been acknowledged that there
are significant differences that separate SpinoazbAajuinas on the metaphysical issue of
God's identity in relation to the Universe. AqusaChristian views and Spinoza’s
theology are not, ultimately compatible; that ic€amtroversial. It is worth noting,
nonetheless, that the real source of their disageaewould be (on the question of God’s
relationship to the world) the following: (1) dahof God'’s volition by Spinoza, (2) the
positing of necessity in Spinoza’s God, and (3n8pa’s failure to see the distinction
between existence and essence as implying thesigoesGod's transcendence.
Replying to the objection, we must, as a secorngesbth our response, analyze exactly
what Aquinas’s rejection of the idea of an infinibagnitude actually entails. Aquinas’s
argument against this concept is an argument ahewtonceivability of such an entity.
Inla, Q7, a3 ofthBummaAquinas argues that we cannot simultaneously tbfrdn
infinite magnitude and particular physical thing. His argument is that whetheratr n

we “consider” the infinite magnitude as “a natusatly” or as “a mathematical body” we

perfections are included in the perfection of befieg things are perfect, precisely so far as thaye being
after some fashion. It follows therefore that tlegf@ction of no one thing is wanting to God. Tlimelof
argument, too, is implied by Dionysius (Div. Non), when he says that, "God exists not in any single
mode, but embraces all being within Himself, abtjy without limitation, uniformly;" and afterwasche
adds that, "He is the very existence to subsigtimgs" [Summala, Q 4, a 2, reply].

"'Summd a, Q 7, a1, reply. “ ..formis not made petfby matter, but rather is contracted by
matter; and hence thefinite, regarded on the part of the form not determingdhhbtter, has theature of
something perfecNow being is the most formal of all things, apears from what is shown above (4, 1,
Objection 3). Since therefore the divine beingasabeing received in anything, but He is His own
subsistent being as was shown above (3, 4), ie&@ thatGod Himself is infinite and perfect.
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run into the same logical problem. What Aquinaarguing is that the concept of an
infinite magnitude, considered as a particulardghis a self-refuting concept.

(1) To be a body is to be bounded by something.

(2) To be infinite as a body is to be unbounded.

(3) Hence, the idea of an infinite body (magnitudeghsurd.

When comparing this syllogistic form of Aquinasé&asoning with Spinoza’s
assertion that extension must logically be conakaga part of God, other interesting
similarities emerge. Spinoza argues that becaaskisaruly infinite there can be no
state of existence that is not involved in the mss®f God as an Attribute of God.
However, we must consider an important interprepemt in order to understand
adequately the import of this claim. For Spindha,infinity of Godquathe Attribute of
Extension does not allow us to conceive of God parficular thingquaextended, To
posit God as infinite in “magnitude” (to incorpagakquinas’s term) does not allow us to
conceive of God as an extended “thing,” strictlgaing, because the orpgrticular
things that exist are Modes. Such a conclusiomtBpinoza’s view would seem
consistent with his claim [I, P 15, sch] where afites those who deny that Extension
cannot be an Attribute of God on the basis of thesitility of the material:

The student who looks carefully into these argusgagainst Spinoza] will find

that | have already replied to them, since theyafirfounded on the same

supposition that material substance is compos@ai$, and this | have already
shown to be absurd (P 12 and Cor. P 13). . . . JAllgged absurdities . . . from
which they seek to prove that extended substarfoatis do not at all follow
from the supposition that quantity is infinite, iaat infinite quantity is

measurable and is made up of finite parts. . . .

If therefore we consider quantity as it is preséntethe imagination — and that is

what we more frequently and readily do — we fintbibe finite, divisible, and
made up of parts. But if we consider it intelledty and conceive it in so far as it
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is substance — and this is very difficult — thewiit be found to be infinite, one

and indivisible. . . . This will be quite cleartttose who can distinguish between

the imagination and the intellect, especially iEthoint also is stressed, that

matter is everywhere the same, and there are tinaliparts in it except in so

fare as we conceive matter as modified in varioagsw

Spinoza would agree, | suggest, that @adextended Substance is not a “thing”
in itself, because being extended is an attribtiteeinfinite God who iguathe matter
of extended Substance “everywhere the same.” VBipamoza argues that being
extended infinitely is an Attribute of God, he @t mdentifying Godquamaterial as some
“thing,” e.g. the whole of the univerg@.Instead, he is identifying God or Nature as the
source (out of God’s own essential nature asrnimanentause) of there being extended
reality at all. But, God is n@juaextended Substance identifiable as any partichiagt
no matter how grandiose the identification. We add this conclusion to Aquinas’s
willingness to say that Prime Mattguathe material principle of existence participates in
the Being of God. Hence, there is, quite possiy,quite the distance between Aquinas
and Spinoza on this matter as might be suggestadngre passing consideration. We

can compare them in the following way. | enumeeateh of the comparisons to

highlight the ways we can note an affinity betwéssm.

"2 The reading | am suggesting is consistent withs#edescribed “radical” suggestion of Curley
in Behind the Geometrical MethpoPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 19889, note 52. “The
assumption that Spinoza’s God may be identifiedh tie whole of Nature is so common in the Spinoza
literature that few commentators feel any needistify it.” In fact, Curley argues convincinglyat
Spinoza rejects “that kind of pantheism” in Led&: Curley notes that, engaging the arguments of
Velthuysen, Spinoza contends that “his having Hzadl all things emanate necessarily from the nattire
God does not commit him to holding that the unigessGod.” By Curley’s account, “the general
disposition to identify Spinoza’s God with the wlaaf Nature comes mainly from . . . a misreadinthef
Preface td&e IV.” Cf. Bennett, 118, where he opines that “Sgias terminology [regarding extended
reality] is dangerous.” He says, that Spinoza'scdptions offered in Letter 64 in defense of his
metaphysics cannot imply that “the make of the wholiverse” suggests that this locution suggestisith
names “the totality of particular facts about tlkeeaded world.”
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(1) Spinoza — Modes of extension are not distinctctyrspeaking, from
extension.
(12)Aquinas — Material entities (primary substances)ret distinct, strictly
speaking, from prime matter.
(2) Spinoza — Extension, as an Attribute of Substatices not explain itself
apart from Substance.
(2’)Aquinas — Prime Matter as “potential” cannot agddor its own existence.

(3) Spinoza — Extension must be an Attribute of Sulzgtan
(3")Aquinas — Prime Matter must express the Beingad Gn some way).

With the above issues addressed we can look atomdenalogous conception in
their respective metaphysical schemes. We camabsigat Spinoza’s Substance and
Aquinas’s Being both grant existence to the thithgé existin them because those things
guaparticular entities participate in the ontologioedlity of the first cause. Although
any number of Spinoza commentators have asseé®fiinoza’s theory of causation
rules out the idea of a “final cause” because lesdmt grant purposiveness to things, it
is difficult to argue that he would not share sdmreg of Thomas'’s claim that there is a
“first cause” that grants existence to all elsenay of its very being. Spinoza’s
insistence that God is the cauisenanensnd not the caudeansiensdoes not separate
him entirely from Aquinas. Of course, his pantheisgjection of the concept of God as
transcendent would be heretical, for Aquinas. H@weSpinoza'’s description of God as
an immanent cause is not completely alien to Thé&magn notions about the Creation’s
ontological dependence upon God. In chapter thi¢as dissertation, it was argued that
Aquinas believed that

.. . the existence of any particular and obviousigtingent being is dependent

for its existence upon a prior condition. Alsoyaontingent chain of events or

beings can exist only if some prior state provithescapacity of the existence of
that chain of contingent events or beings. Hesame foundationaomething
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must be posited as the prior condition or statghich other things exist via

participation.”

To this we can adduce further support for the presase being made for a
complementary comparison between Spinoza and Thomasf all places, his
commentaryExposition of the Gospel of Saint Jolr find Aquinas commenting on
what it means for God to be his own pure act ohdpand the relation of contingent
beings to this pure act:

Since, then, all the things that are participatexistencedssg, and are beings by

participation, there must needs be, at the sumhaill things, something that is

existence itself by His own esseneaéiquid. . . quod sit ipsum esse per suam
essentiar) so the His essence is His existendeeét quod sua essential sity suum
essg, and this is God, Who is the most sufficient, thest worthy and the most
perfect cause of the whole being, from whom alt thlaich is participates in
being’*

Spinoza’s concept of God as immanent cause isttatiyi different from
Aquinas’s notion of participation in a crucially partant way, metaphysically and
theologically speaking. The immanent causal agefS&pinoza’s God is not in reality
distinct from its effect(s), whereas Aquinas’s iddgarticipation entails the distinct

ontological identity of God apart from the thingsit exist via participation. Spinoza’s

cryptic use of the distinction betwebBlatura naturansandNatura naturatadoes not

3 Cf. above 110, note 66

" Quoted in Etienne Gilsofhe Elements of Christian Philosopliiew York: Doubleday & Co,
1963), 328 n 12. Gilson interprets the signifieant Aquinas’s theory of participation as followsA new
field of metaphysical prospection is here offeritsglf to our inquiry. Before being anything e[eeg.
members of species], the objects of sense expermcso many existents. Their only possible commo
cause, qua existents, is therefore Existence.wBat is Existence? Thomas says it is that whieind
absolutely immovable and most perfect, is also labsly simple; in short, a being that is to itsefown
being.” 112

232



assuage the tension between their metaphysic&msgst Spinoza’s concept of nature as
naturing faturang, does imply enough of a distinction within theura of Substance
itself that we could reconsider the judgment of sneh as Bennett who claims that this
locution is “quite without significance in thgthic’ His is not the final word® One need
not attempt to read into Spinoza’s doctrine angiti@nal understanding of
transcendence and volition in order to asserttti@nhaturing power of Nature is
something other than the natured effects of Natlmdact, it would seem to be precisely
such a distinction that Spinoza is insisting upohis arguments about the dependence of
Modes upon Substance. The ontological dependemseonly one way. It is not the
case, for instance, that Substance is dependenttipdModes. So, while Spinoza would
give to us a thoroughly naturalistic, transcenderad metaphysic, it does not
necessitate that we interpret him as holding thedistinction between Naturans and

Naturata is of no consequenéeThere is a clear distinction logically, for Spago

> Spinoza asserts that there is a difference bethNeéma Naturans and Natura Naturata. While
we cannot undertake a critical examination of ¢héinction, it can be noted that Spinoza the dition is
one betweenNaturang the Attributes of God that “express eternal arfahite essence” and\N@turatg)

“all that follows from the necessity of God’s natur . modes of God'’s attributes in so far as ey
considered as things which are in God and caherelie nor be conceived without God” [I, P 29 sch].
See, Wolfson’s claim that Spinoza inherited thidction from Aquinas, even as he modified it frasm
former use. Wolfson, I, 16. See Bennett for gyuarent that this distinction is “quite without sifitance
in theEthics,119. Also, see Curley’s claim that “given Spinazalentification of God witmatura
naturans,and his identification of God’s power with his esse, we have here a thoroughly naturalistic
explanation of Spinoza’s claim that God’s esseneethe totality of his attributes, is eternal and
immutable. The eternality and immutability of Ged'ssence is the eternality and immutability of the
fundamental laws of natureBehind the Geometrical Methpd3.

®Bennett, 119.

" Also, Spinoza’s later insistence that the objddétllectual investigation is the “love” of God,
would seem to suggest that he wants his readenslte a distinction between the naturing aspects of
nature and the natured aspects. Consider, for@eathat in Spinoza’s view the idea of loving sotimiag
when applied to our experience of the Modes of Bulte is inadequate. The implication of his argusien
in Books Il and IV would seem to be that the wéyeatitude is to know that love is but a feeling w
attach to favorable states of the body. It iséhfasorable states experienced as favorable. dveedf
God which he discussesthithicsV, P 32 — 35 is quite different from the inadequatthis feeling love.
Even if this love is, as would seem to be the éas8pinoza, the result of an epistemological dhife
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between what provides or accounts for the possitmfinaturing and those things (or the
totality of things) that are natured (i.e. givesersce and existence). Hence, we can see
that the concept of contingents having their eristguaexistent contingents by being

in something that is itself the necessary prior coowliof itself and, therefore, of
contingent beings is that dominates the discussic®@ubstance for Spinoza as much as it
dominated the discussion for Aquinas. The diffeesncannot be glossed over, but the
reality that in both views God gives existencelt@tner things out of the divine

existence should not be ignored either. Whatdweoheness of mind and bodyfor

each of them it is in some way an expression obthieg of God.

Hylomorphic existence and conatic essence

The notion of expressing the essence or being df &0 a commentator such as
Wolfson, was enough to account for the one-andstimeeness of mind and body in
Spinoza’s metaphysic&. In Wolfson’s view, the identity of mind and boidya relative
identity that is rooted in the fact that the Attribs of extension and the Attribute thought

are not really distinct in God; hence the onenéssind and body is relative to the

third kind of knowledge) one need not deny thatnethés opens-up for those who embrace this beatitud
newobjectof love. Although it might argued that such alimsion in only an embrace of the way things
really are naturalistically, even this naturalistiterpretation would not mitigate the distinctioetween
naturataandnaturansin toto. An appropriate distinction remains, bessawhat we come to love is the
eternal necessityuaeternal necessity that makes the Universe possihtéthiseternal necessitis quite
distinct in itself from the necessary, infiniteilaf Modes that exist because of the one Substance.
Naturansis the infinite logical source of what existéaturatais what exists as @sultof that infinite
necessity.

8 Wolfson, 33f. “[Spinoza} finds an analogy betwe#r interrelation of extension and thought
in God and the interrelation of body and mind imm&ut there are fundamental differences between
them, and the first fundamental difference whichdlseusses is that between the relation of extereial
thought to God and the relation of body and mindhem. God is a substance in whom extension and
thought are attributes. Logically then, God is tinelerlying subject of these attributes, without $efh
being composed of them. But man is not a substamzElogically he is not the underlying subjecbofly
and mind; rather he is composed of them.”
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reality that there is only one undifferentiated Sabce — God® This, it seems to me,
would suggest that not only is it true for the Aifites of Substance, in a Wolfsonian
reading of Spinoza, that the distinction betweamtthas no reality® Concomitantly,
the Modes of Substance would also be but phenonmearaifestations with no realityua
Modes and hence no real distinction as Modes.tHisitvould also mean that the that
Spinoza grants them would be negated. And sudmeusion would run against
Spinoza’s assertion that “what exists are Substand®lodes.® It would seem that if
the Modes really exigjuadistinct modifications of the one Substance, th@nething
has to account for their distinction, as well asrtidentity. But Wolfson’s relative
interpretation of Spinoza can say little to sole problem of mind-body identity except
to assertthat the mind is the body in someway that refléogsnature of the one
Substance’s unity with itself.

Something more is needed to account for the onefeasd and body precisely

because there is a real distinction of some kind;rmany of Spinoza'’s interpreters have

"9 Wolfson’s reading of Spinoza makes him a modero-REtonist with regard to the non-
differentiability of the One. However, Spinozeclear in his insistence that our knowledge of the
Attributes and their Modes gives us true (adequateyvledge of God. For a strong case against
Wolfson’s understanding of the Attributes in Spia@zphilosophy see Martial GerouBipinozayol. 1,
(Paris:Aubier-Montaigne, 1968), 430: “[The undargting] produces only true ideas that adequately
reflect what is the case. If, therefore, it peresian infinity of attributes in the substancenttieey are
really there.” Also, see Francis S. Haset@pinoza's Definition of Attribute Philosophical Review
Vol. 62, No. 4 (Oct., 1953): 499-513.

8 Wolfson, 154 — 157. Also, see 257f; “The indagence of each attribute which Spinoza insists
upon ismerelyto emphasize his denial of the interdependenceratter and form in mediaeval philosophy;
it is not an independence which implies the redftyhe attributes in their relation to substance oeality
in the difference between themselves, with theltéisat the unity of substance can no longer béchity
maintained. The relation of the attributes to eaitter is of the same order as their relation tisgance.
Just as the difference between attribute and sutxstanly a conception fo the human mind, so the
difference between the attributes themselves ig a@ifibrm of conception in the human mind. . .”

8 My emphasis. Wolfson’s argument, if the unreatifghe Modes is the implication of his view,
that a human being is composed of mind and bodyduoeg the question: What is a human being, tlien,
the human being is composed of Modes that arehentgelves real things. A Wolfsonian Spinozistic
world would be truly occult.
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offered to add the more. What many of the comntergahowever, have missed is the
integrating insights provided for the whole of Spa’'s metaphysics by the concept
conatus. Admittedly, he does not introduce the term speaifycuntil Book IIl, but it is
arguable that this concept is what makes the eshabént of the identity of mind and
body metaphysically possible in Spinoza’s analysslll, 7 Spinoza suggests that this
kind of reading of his metaphysical system is agega This proposition clearly
identifies what Spinoza means by the term: “€beatuswith which each thing
endeavors to persist in its own being is nothingthe actual essence of the thing itself.”
What is instructive here is not simply that he de$ the term as being the property “with
which each thing endeavors to persist in its owingpg That was a common place
notion in Spinoza’s da¥? | suggest that the more intriguing and helpfatesnent in this
proposition is Spinoza’s statement that¢beatuss “nothingbut the actual essence of
the thing itself” [my emphasis]. This is, in orense, at least a startling identification,
since Spinoza identifies the essence of a thirigrms a property or principle upon
which the thing dependence for its existence:. there pertains to the essence of a thing
that which, when granted, the thing is necessankited, and by the annulling of which
the thing is necessarily annulled; or that withwhich the thing can neither be nor be
conceived, and, vice versa, that which cannot b#aronceived without the thing.”
Unless byconatusSpinoza means something more than merely a protgseserving

(or tending to preserve) certain proportions oamgements, this kind of identification of

essence ancbnatuss confounding. | suggest that there is an imparénbiguity in

82 Wolfson, 195 — 199. “At the time of Spinoza thpiple of self-preservation became a
commonplace of popular wisdom. . .”
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Spinoza’s use of this concept which, once it ingmized, helps us to interpret his
doctrine of mind-body identity, even as it allowsto see some very intriguing parallels
with Aquinas’s hylomorphism.

Bennett seems to interpret the doctrine as beinfpocaded. He finds Spinoza’s
arguments for the striving of things to perseveatisgracefully bad.” He sees Spinoza’s
conatusdoctrine merely as a subsequent account of a ggarfeself-preservation in
which all entities are engaged to a greater oeledsgree. And while it is certainly true
that Spinoza only introduces the concept afterdsedifered his metaphysical arguments
for the oneness of Substance and the nature ohithe, the doctrine that things are
ordered in such a way so as to be “actively” endagguaspecifically instantiated
Modes -- in the preservation of their own existeisca doctrine that is fundamental to the
very conception of modal existence for Spinozaala to see this, Bennett tends to
follow Stuart Hampshire’s reading and view this tioe primarily as a psychological
basis for ethics, rather than a metaphysicallydagpothesi§>

One could ask, however, what it would mean foritlea ofconatusto be a
metaphysically basic notion. Thus, we must proaeshtively. First let us consider
some semantic issues regarding Spinoza’s stateraleots the nature @onatus.
Proposition 7 in the Latin text of th&hicsreads Conatus quo unaquaeque res in suo

esse perseverare conatur nihil est praeter ipsaigctualem essentiantere Spinoza is

8 Bennett, 240 — 251. Bennett acknowledges that ¢titeria for individuality, for the large class
of individuals, do involve the concept of self-pFagtion; claims of the form ‘x is an individuakho
sometimes be rejected as failing certain self-puagion tests.” However, he fails to see that etvénway
of interpreting the idea of self-preservation dnesaccount metaphysically for the fact of the &rise of
the self-preservation impulse. Much less is ieablaccount for why the mind’s self-preservatiaruld
be “one and the same thing” as the self-presemwvatiaghe body. Cf. Hampshire, 122 — 143.
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utilizing conatusas though it points to a referent of some kindt tBis does not mean
that he conceives of it as being thing-like. Hoemwne does identifgonatusby the
phrasenihil est praeter ipsius rei actualenghirley translates this phrase “is nothing but
the actual essence of the thing itself” and R. HEIMies renders it “is nothing else but
the actual essence of the thing in question.” &hemnslations express very well the
identity betweertonatusand therei actualem(the actual thing or the thing active). This
conatusjdentified with the actual thing (or perhaps we htige able to say the thing’s
actuality), is also further identified with someesficity in Spinoza’s Latin as the feature
of a thing fwith whicheach thing endeavors to persist. . . ” (Shirley)vaherewith
everything endeavours to persist” (Elwes). Thecstire of the sentence in Latin would
allow thatconatuds being identified as a feature or perhaps a pdladris also identical
with the “actual essence” of a thing. It is delsed asjuo unaquaeque res in suo esse
perseverare conaturThe pronourgquohas as its antecedent the subgtatus and the
composite worldinaquaequeefers to something other théreconatus Hence, the
grammar of the sentence suggest that we desigmatenatusas a something “by

which” (quo) “each single one [endeavoring thinglinequaegueendeavors to persist.
So whatever Spinoza more fully means by the natfaonatushe at least conceives of it
as some feature or aspect or quality of a thingeghablests to endeavor “to persist in its
own being” and not simply a description of the @fcstriving to endeavor. That being
the case, we are able to suggest ¢tbatitus in Spinoza’s usage here, has some
ambiguity; and can be thought of not only as “stigV but as “something” that in some
sense is prior to the concrete striviegrjatus)of the entity and as the essence of the

thing determines it to strive in a particular way.
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Another important semantic consideration in Spir@Eshicsinvolves how he
understands the relationship of essences to ekistiegs. Spinoza provides a definition
that explains what he means when he utilizes time tessence”: “There pertains to the
essence of a thing that which, when granted tingtisi necessarily posited, and by the
annulling of which the thing is necessarily anndiler that without which the thing can
neither be nor be conceived, and, vice versawhath cannot be or be conceived
without the thing” [Il, def 2]. It igprima facieapparent by this definition that the essence
of a thing is in someway to be distinguished frdra thing itself. When essence is
“granted” the thing is necessarily posited, butesibSessence” the thing either is
inconceivable or cannot exist. But Spinoza alsesgmn to say that the essence of the
thing “cannot be nor be conceived without the tHind\n essence, therefore, is not an
existent entity in itself, strictly speaking, (tvabuld make it a Mode), because it can
only exist or be conceived by us as “accompanythg’existence of the thing that gives
actual existence to the essence. The distincebnden essence and existence is further
drawn out by Spinoza in Axiom 1 of this same secbbtheEthics. He predicates of
human beings in this axiom that the “essence of duas not involve necessary
existence [which reserved for God’s essence].”

Spinoza assumes some type of ontological differbeteeen essence and
existence, considered as aspects (not Attribufetlecone Substance, God, throughout
theEthics. All that he says, intimates, or assumes throughsotnsistent with his
statement in the second scholium of proposition lhthis proposition Spinoza is
building his case that substantiality cannot bar @f man’s essence (since he has

already demonstrated that God is the immanentdwetling cause of all things). He
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seeks to establish that God -- if truly understeadill be conceived as the substance of
the existence of human beings, bqtlaspecies and particular. But he wants to protect
against the illicit implication being drawn that &® essencguaGod pertains to the
essence of the individudi$.Having argued in Book | that human existence oabe
conceived of in terms that would allow a human bembe called a substance, he posits
the distinction between essence and existencasthateal distinction in human beings,
as well as in all particular things:

All must surely admit that nothing can be or beagwved without God. For all

are agreed that God is the sole cause of all thimgih of theiressencand their

existencethat is, God is the cause of things not onlyeispect of their coming

into being 6ecumdum fie)i[this would be existence], as they say, but also

respect of their being [their essential naturelit & the same time many assert

that that without which a thing can neither be berconceived pertains to the

essence of the thing, and so they believe thagritte nature of God pertains to

the essence of created things [which need notvipkw that created things can

either be or be conceived without God [which is asgible]; or else, more

probably, they hold no consistent opinion® .

The distinction between the essence and the existaina thing, that Spinoza
accepts as a given suggests, at the very leashdlhought of essences as logically prior
to existent ordinary particulars. The essencehiatwnakes the ordinary particular to be

what it is. However, the essence does not eskathig it is. Something more is needed;

and that something more, for Spinoza, is not dmyriecessary infinite modifiability of

8 Wolfson comments on Spinoza’s brand of panthefsvhile indeed he considers man as well
as all other beings as modes of the attributebafght and extension of God, he does not condigen s
being in the literal sense of the same essenceds G

% Spinoza’s insistence in II, P 10, sch 2, “indivadithings can neither be nor be conceived
without God, and yet God does not pertain to teegence,” implies two things: first, a human bdimy a
Cartesian human mind) is not a substance. Buinsiyadt suggests that there iseal distinctionto be
made between GagliaGod’s essence and identity as Substance and thesvelich exist only because
the one Substance is infinitely modified, accordimghe necessity of its very essence. Perhaps thi
distinction is another way of expressing the défese betweeNatura naturansandNatura naturata

8 My emphasis.
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God/Substance. Some eternal necessity of theenatutod (laturang causes a process
of coming to be -- and coming to be in highly partarized and real ways -- to be at
work in Natura naturata. Spinoza can say that existent things are depéngeem their
essencem order to exisguatheir specific selves and that those vesgencesannot

and do nogexist either conceptually or in actuality, apart frame particular existent
things that are posited by the essence given otepldo it.

With these semantic clarifications in place, we mayve to a consideration of a
systematic concept that we can rightly infer fropin®za’s own analysis. It has already
been noted that Spinoza defines ¢beatusas the actual essence of a particular thing. If
that identification is in place, then a thing@natusmust, as is the case with the thing’'s
essence, be thought of as something more tharigierce ‘actively’ engaged in
pursuing self-preservation. Rathguaessence a thing®natuss what makes the
actual existence of the thing possible existentiafid conceptuall§’ Theconatuss the
feature or principle of a thing’'s existence thakemit what it is. Also, this very same
principle, one could argue, is what grants to aityeits power of self-preservation,
because it has been ordered in such a way thrdwegiprtesence’ of thisonatusas the
particular-existence giving principle.

We will return to this process of unpacking andlgriag conatusas a causative
essence shortly, but at this point let us consaadaarticular interpretive implication that
arises from this reading of the importanceohatus. Proposition 7 in Book 2 has been

treated as a foundational passage for the doatfipsycho-physical parallelism as a way

8" The existence of things as a result of essenegligianted” to them is what makes any
particular essence conceivable. And the existehtieings that are not self-explanatory, but reguir
essences to explain them, is what makes the nofieasences as distinct from existence possible.
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to understand Spinoza’s metaphysics. While negsence naronatuds the subject in
II, P 7, it is not far afield to suggest that ttegallel between existence and conceivability
is what Spinoza is really after in the scholiuntha# proposition. In other words, this
passage is epistemological in focus, not existeatiemetaphysical. When he contends
that “the order and connection of ideas is the sasne order and connection of things,”
he is not asserting some metaphysical principlee-sb-called psycho-physical
parallelism. To interpret him this way, at thisngpis to move to quickly to
psychologize the meaning of Spinoza’s doctrinehismdubject. While he might, indeed,
think of the “mind” as merely a collection of idethst in some way is a parallel to the
world of which they are ideas, his concern hemoisto posit a mental-physical mapping
pattern. Rather, he is insisting in this passhgeih the activity &ct) of existing the
nature act) of being intelligible is also given. While it is ndear exactly how
proposition 7 — which is a proposition about theapalism of ideas and things -- follows
strictly from axiom 4 of Book 2 what is clear in Spinoza’s utilization of this ai in
the proof of the proposition is that he is thinkimgre epistemologically rather than
metaphysically.

Furthermore, the corollary of this proposition clgagupports this non-
metaphysical reading of Spinoza’s meaning: “whatdgllows formally from the
infinite nature of God all this follows from thead of God with the same order and the
same connection, as an object of thought in Gétefe he makes a distinction between

that which follows “formally” from the nature of @aand the notion that there is “an

8|, Axiom 4: “The knowledge of an effect depends and involves, the knowledge of the
cause.”
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object” of thought in God. This further suggesiattSpinoza is speaking about the
certainty of our epistemic engagement widturata This is even more obvious from his
later statement in this same scholium: “a cieotesting in Natureandthe ideaof the
existing circle — which is also in God — are ond #re same thing. . . . we find one and
the same order, or one and the same connecticusés — that is the same things
following one another.” Clearly, Spinoza is thingiof the intelligibility ofNatura
naturatathat exists as all of the particular Modes of Gbd\Vhen he argues that ideas
and actually existing things are the same in orelet,he is describing formal or essential
existence (of every, and each, thing) as premettknowablen the very act of that

thing’s existing. What we are able to know is weey things really are; a thing can be
known for what the thing actuallg and even God or Nature can be truly known.

In order to indicate how this knowability relatesconatuswe shall have to
consider further an important point of Spinoza'stpnology, namely what | shall call
the “being-about” nature of all ideas. It is therywnature of an idea to be about
something; in other words they are intentional.dAlmat suggests, in Spinoza’s view, that
we must posit some reality beyond the idea itdadiud which the idea is an idea. Recall
that Spinoza argues that our mind’s have as theobjectour bodiesasthey are
affected (acted upon) by other things (this fropPIlL3). He thinks that this claim stands

on the merits of the previous proposition (12).eféhSpinoza contends for the ‘being-

8 To this point a reading such as Curley’s is appate regarding the sameness of ideas and
extended things. However, his epistemologicalirepdeed not be strictly applicable across the doar
regarding Spinoza’s doctrine. The doctrineofiatuscan account for what is epistemic and what is
metaphysical in Spinoza’s treatment of ideas anjdatd or minds and bodies, if it is understood thigh
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about’ nature of all ideas. When he expostulateéke proof of P 12 he is arguing the
intentional nature of ideas.
Whatever happens in tlobjectof any idea, knowledge thereof is necessarily in
God [ll, P 9, Cor] in so far as he is considereaffescted by the idea of that
object; that is [Il, P 11] in so far as he consgatuthe mind of something. So
whatever happeria the objectof the ideaconstitutes the human mind,
knowledge thereof is necessarily in God in so &ha constitutes the nature of
the human mind. . %
That he is positing the intentional nature of idsadearly seen by Spinoza’s use of the
term “object” in proofs 9, 12, and 13 as he addymesfs to establish his claim that
“nothing can happen in [a human] body without snlg perceived by the mind [of that
body].” In each of these proofs the focus of hguanent is that there is something
beyond the idea itself, about which the idea isdea®
In Axiom 1 of P 13, Spinoza states an exptionclusion regarding the “being-
about” nature of ideas that helps us tie what lees lexposited above with his doctrine of
conatusas essence, or what we might call conatic esseri@dl the waysn which a
body is affected by another body follow from théuna of the affected body together

with the nature of the body affecting it, so thae@nd the same body may move in

various ways in accordance with the various natafélse bodies causing its motion; and

% My emphasis.

1 Spinoza in Il P 10, sch, Spinoza is, | think,igtitng the empiricism of the early modern variety
which would tend to deny the “being-about” natufédeas. Of course, he puts his argument in tarins
the divine nature, but he thinks he has alreadhbdished that thought and extension are one it
Substance and in each and every aspect of re&ligyice he criticizes those who are confused in“that
things that are called objects of sense they takentas prior to everything. Hence it has comesitthat
in considering natural phenomena, they have coelpleisregarded the divine nature. And when
thereafter they turned to the contemplation ofdivene nature, they could find no place in theinking
for those fiction on which they had built their matl science, since these fictions were of no amail
attaining knowledge of the divine nature. Sodittfonder they have contradicted themselves ondass
Spinoza metaphysic demands that all ideas havetantional quality that points beyond themselvess an
even beyond the objects about which they are id@lasn one considers the objects of our ideas itighe
of the whole of reality in which we experience thand know them as objects of our ideas.
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on the other, different bodies may be caused toenmodifferent ways by one and the
same body.” Part of the implication of this axi@hat extended things affect the
human body out of their own natures and that treegalin relation to the specific nature
of the human body. By the general use of the tetarain this axiom and in other
places, Spinoza is simply referencing the “essenté#ie distinct things. Hence, he
utilizes this axiom in the proof of proposition iMere he argues that our ideas about
extended modes involvegiaideas the nature or essence of the body that terie” to
our own bodies. Of course, he insists that thasdee have will be ideas that are specific
to the ways that a human body can be acted up@amtther extended entity (out of its
essence). But, that claim does not imply thatkmawledge would be lacking about the
way reality is “in itself,” because there is, fquifoza, no reality that does not involved
each and every other aspect of reality. Thuskoawledge of things as acting upon us
is known through our own natures, but that knowéedgeal and true knowledge,
because the things are acting upon our naturefahe natures. What must be secured,
he thought, was that we understand the onenesstst&hce rightly?

We can return to the considerationcohatus then, and conclude that in
Spinoza’s philosophical view, tle®natusof a thing is what makes it knowable to us,
since theconatuds the essence of a thing. So, parallelism iséalg a good
epistemological doctrine, but it fails as a metagtgl account of the relationship
between mind and body. As we look further at hetaphysical analysis, we can begin

to see that the very thing that makes sometkimyvable to us — itsconatusacting upon

92 Also, recall that Spinoza believes something sintib Aquinas’s convictions about the human
body. Spinoza thought of the human body as thd oagmble of acting and being acted upon.
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us — is the principle that also instantiates thé@yefrom the very beginning of its
existence. We see this developed in Spinoza’shikeat of the nature of bodies in Il P
13. As was noted in chapter one of this dissemait is instructive that Spinoza
develops this analysis as a part of his discussidhe nature of the human mind.
Especially in his consideration of the nature afrfposite bodies,” i.e., those that are
made up of many different components, Spinozadaate conceived of some principle
that would so organize them. Even as Modes ofrisxa, they are n@uaExtension
particular Modes. While not being substantialxstence, the individuality of the
Modes can only be individual because each of thasnalm essence of its own. Given that
it has been demonstrated that essenceanatusare synonymous in Spinoza’s thinking,
the latter concept, although not introduced unticimlater, is at work here. Here he
argues that complex entities or bodies remain idaio themselves so long as the
appropriate relation of motion and rest is presga® a feature of the existence of this
complexly organized Mod&.
When a number of bodies of the same of differergmitade form close contact
with one another through the pressure of otherdsodpon them, or if they are
moving at the same or different rates of spg®ds tgpreserve an unvarying
relation of movement among themselves, these bagéesaid to be united with
one another and all together to form one body dividual thing, which is
distinguished from other things through this unadrioodies [II, P 13, lemma 2,
def.].
The idea here is focused preservatiorof an unvarying relation of co-

movement. However, one can ask how this preservati co-movement might be

accounted for in a Spinozistic metaphysics. DRlaca, following Matson and Bennett

9 Agreeing with Shirley’s rendering of this definiti, Della Rocca’s believes that the translation
of utin this passage is most properly rendered “so astggesting a tendency, rather than a state.
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suggests that the technical denomination “propoemiomotion and rest” can be most
adequately understood as “placeholder” for a canttegt Spinoza “had not worked out,
perhaps because it might involve a detailed anatrand physiological theory of
organisms which he knew was not yet availaBfe.”

This seems to me to be essentially correct, sadargoes. But, once we recall
Spinoza’s doctrine that all things have an inhestming -- its conatic essence — that is
part of their existence then a new insight candiaeyl intohow Spinoza might have
envisioned the nature of this (to use Della Rocdascription) “frustratingly sketchy”
characterization of the inherent oneness of a cexipéing’s existence. Spinoza would
have to have known that, by his metaphysics, saimeiple would have to be posited to
account for modal identity of a complex body overe. His particular monism requires
that something other than the infinite, eternadgese of account for this modal identity.
He is clear and consistent throughout his depiabdiomow all things exist in the one
Substance. Substance per se does not causendaadtiual Mode to exist. Rather, each
Mode is the effect of some previous modal stateffairs®™ We should assume that he
might have had such a necessary principle in miedch thing’s conatic essente.

If Spinoza really means his definition of essetacbe taken seriously, then the

claim that “there pertains to the essence of gtthat whichwhen grantedthe thing is

% Della Rocca, 33.

% Jonas’ observations mentioned in chapter one stfips reading: “The continuity of
determinateness (of a things identity) throughaoighsnteractions (a continuity, therefore, not exiahg
change) bespeaks the self-affirming ‘conatus’ bycvla mode tends to persevere in existence, anchwhi
is identical with its essencd hus it is theform of determinateness, and tbenatusevidenced by the
survival of that Form in a causal history, i.e.rétation to co-existing things, that defines an individual.

% For another reading of the import of the doctoheonatusand its connection with Spinoza’s
views of identity and diachronous indentity seel®8&occa, “Spinoza’s Metaphysical Psychologhtie
Cambridge Companion to Spingzad. Don Garrett ([New York: Cambridge Univerdigess, 1995), 192 —
266.
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necessarily posited,” must be read all the way lbatke very beginning of the
instantiation of that thing’'s existence. Therdnspther words, anrderingarrangement
that is granted to the complex body that is sometbiherquaordering arrangement
than the bodies (or one might say matter) thad isrdered. This ordering arrangement is
the way a complex organized body is determineceto n fact, in the seventh definition
of Book I, Spinoza precisely definess singularegindividual/ particular things) as
havingdeterminateexistence. And by determinate he means us to stahet that each
particular entity that exists has a particMaythat it is to be’ "All things,” Spinoza
says in the proof of proposition 29 in the firsbkp“are determined from the necessity of
the divine nature not only to exist but atecexist and to act in a definite wafpinoza
utilizes this argument in I, P 29 as a proof that¢ is no contingency in the universe, but
the further implication of his argument is thattaihgs do have a kind of necessary
teleologicalordering®®

This ordering is the essence of a thing that in&tees its concrete existence. And
that essence is, as we have shown above, the tongsusthat accounts for and is the
activity of its striving to be what it is, maintaitself in its existence, and to flourish as
itself. So, when a thing exists and acts in thefitdte” way that the divine nature has
determined it to exist and to act, one could tratesthis to mean (without doing violence

to Spinoza’s ontology) that the thing is actinghe “defined” way. To be defined is to

% Again, the metaphysical importanceres singularess a critical issue. It seems clear that a
thing (re9 is, in some way, distinct from an ordinary modextension or thought.

% To incorporate the concept of teleology into Spaisanetaphysics is not to attempt an illicit
interpretation which would claim that he really diadve a doctrine of final causation. Rather, the
teleological ordering is much more like Aristotl€sncept oimmanent entelechyy sought after end
(preservation and flourishing) out of the essemtalre of a thing. The end that a thing seekSpimoza’s
system, is simply to be what it is and persevetweing what it is in relation to all other thingsdamodes.
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have a particular form of existence. The ideahofgs having a “definition,” or even a
form, fits nicely with Spinoza’s own epistemolodiggews (mentioned above) regarding
the way that the concept of essence functions thésource of that which makes things
intelligible. However, the idea of having a defion/form need not involve the very un-
Spinozistic concept of God as a conscious actatediner.” Recognizing the crucial role
that conatic essence plays in Spinoza’s metaphysgesan affirm -- against
interpretations such as Bennett’s -- that teleolisggctualitynot foreign to Spinoza’s
metaphysical frame of mird. In Spinoza’s view, a thing’s concrete existercddfined
for it by the conatic essence that grants it palditzed existence; and in this granting of
specific existence an orientation toward certaitsenithinthe world is part of the
thing’s existence. This conatic essence also middeesxistent entity to be a particular
kind of entity in relationship to all others that apon it out of their various essences.
Perhaps the parallels between Aquinas’s hylomonplaisd Spinoza’s ideas of
conatic essence are apparent, but let us sketsé brefly. First, the role afonatusas
the essence of a thing which grants it a partickilaal of existence and an orientation to
strive for preservation functions in the same wat the concept “form” does in
Aquinas’s metaphysics. Secondly, the idea thateéesence must be something other
than the bodies or matter that are given a defaxestence by this essence echoes

Aquinas’s contention that form is itself distinguale from the matter in which it is

% Bennett, 215 f. For a reading of Spinoza thaeegthat teleology need not be seen as absent in
Spinoza see Don Garrett, “Teleology in SpinozaBady Modern Rationalism,” iNew Essays on the
Rationalists, ed. Rocco Gennaro and Charles Huenemann, (Ox@oddrd University Press, 1999), 310 —
336. Garrett argues as his main points the folgwi(1) that Spinoza affirms that many teleolobica
explanations are adequate; (2) that in two impostays, Leibniz's view of teleology is most likdgss in
line with Aristotle than Descartes'; and (3) magh#icant for this dissertation that among Desesyt
Spinoza, and Leibniz, Spinoza holds the view afdkigy most in concert with that of Aristotle.
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expressed. Spinoza’s intention would seem to iséeés that this difference is a real
distinction, even if one were to argue thahatusmust be conceived of as, in some
sense, a part of the infinite mode of motion arsd¥8 The principle of motion and rest
would be, at least arguably, a feature of extentiahis not, itself, material, but would
not be conceivable apart from the Attribute of esten. That would make it an infinite
Mode of extension, without, itself being extend&ut even more to the point, Spinoza
does not say simply that motion and rest accourthi®diachronous and enduring
identity of any particular body. Rather, it is fhi@servation of thproportionof motion
and rest that is necessary for identity to be nagetd. Therefore, the case can be made
for interpretingconatusas the organizing principle that is not materiak, is the source

of the information that establishes fr@portionof motion and rest that keeps an entity
in existence essentially. Continuing this same $aom the relationship abnatusto
material existence, a third comparison is in ordesr both Spinoza and Aquinas, there is
an insistence that the foraohatusof an entity cannot be conceived of as actually
existingapart from the entity to which that forcohatusgrants a particular kind of
existence. In other words, for neither Aquinas 8pmoza can an formal essence be
thought of as being, strictly speaking, a partictitiéng prior to the coming-to-be of the
entity that exists through the influence of thatesse. Finally, it is the formdnatusthat
causes the entity to act in the world toward cerésids and by certain powers. The
exertion of the entity toward its own ends is thsence of the entity at work in the

world. Human experience of a particular entityiregbut of its essence is the foundation

190 ghirley, 286 — 287. In Letter 64, in respons&tdd. Schuller, a physician with philosophical
interests who was the only person present whemo3aidied, Spinoza describes “motion and rest” as
examples of and infinite Mode [of extension]. Sy@a never does develop this concept very clearly.
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of our acquaintance of the things that are actingother words, we know things for
what they are, because their forms or conatic eesgoresent themselves to us as
intelligible in the activity of the entities upomiobodies.

Mind and body unity = identity

The analysis ofonatusthat has been presented to this point brings tiseto
crucial issue of mind and body identity in Spinazaietaphysics. Della Rocca has noted
the import that this concept plays in Spinoza’sarathnding of individuality: According
to this doctrine, each thing — complex physicalvigals, complex mental individuals,
and also non-complex things, if there are any #dyery nature strives or tends to
persist in existence™® He does not, however, see the instantiatingthateconatus
plays in Spinoza’s thought in relationship to théividuality of the particular complex
entity. What | mean is he does not take sufficreste that the specific existence of the
thing as a particular kind of entity is grantedttby the presence of a conatic essence that
makes it to be what it is. Because he does nathse@spect of Spinoza’s doctrine of
conatusDella Rocca, like many others, views Spinoza’s rbody identity doctrine in
terms of parallelism. Noting that Spinoza descritesnind in terms that highlights its
particularconatus —the most important element of our mind is theatois to affirm the
existence of our body*? — Della Rocca suggests that this entails that “theenty of

affirming the existence of the body is a featuréhaf mental collection that the mental

%1 pella Rocca, 35 f.

192bid, 37. He translates Spinoza’s Latin phrasdl{jrP 10, pr),primum & praecipuum nostrae
mentis conatus est. . . Corporis nostril existeantafirmare,‘the first and principle [tendency] of the
striving of our mind is. . . to affirm the existenof our body.”
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collection tends to preserve, just as the propemiomotion and rest is a feature of the
physical collection that the physical collectionds to preservé?

As we demonstrated above “parallelism”, if it fupas at all in Spinoza’s
philosophy works predominantly as an epistemoldgioacept, not a metaphysical
scheme. Della Rocca’s parallelist account of glationship between theonatusof the
body and theonatusof the mind leaves unanswered a very crucial qoestivhy
should there be such a mapping? | do not see hocamibe coherently argued that the
mind and body are one on the basis of paralleliEwen Della Rocca ultimately
concludes, after much analysis of the way Spineegagmts mind-body identity, that the
explanatory barrier erected by Spinoza betweengiioand extension denies the great
Rationalist his claim of mind-body identity. Hepn@ella Rocca places Spinoza in “the
illustrious company of those who have failed toreche mind-body problem®
Perhaps the reason the Della Rocca’s account ab3piproduces failure is that
parallelism itself is a wrong metaphysical starfopognt that must treat not just ideas and
the objects of those ideas as parallel, but mgsttaéat the conatic essence that enables a
particular body to persist as something distinatfrthat which would enable the mind
that is associated with that body to persist. dRBlbcca’s work on Spinoza is creative
and insightful. It is among the best of the reagotks on his thought. However, once
one has embraced the parallelism reading of Spirtbeahopes of arguing for numeric

identity, in Spinoza’s system, seem to me hopeld&sived.

103 | pid.
1041hid, 151.
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Bennett's analysis is, perhaps, closer to theissak in Spinoza’s mind-body
theory, and has captured the important distindbenveen the ordinary modes of thought
and extension versus the fundamental modes thagpable of combining with both
Attributes. However, my reading is distinguisheahi his in the following ways. There
is, indeed, something more fundamental than “orginmodes (bodies and minds) that is
involved in the identity relation in question. Hewver, Bennett's way of formulating the
issue, as | described it above, is in terms aiffarentiathat is added to the Attributes.
This idea of something being added to the attriblgaves us with the difficult question
of what such a property or principle might be. AAlBennett cannot account for how his
notion “differentid could fit into Spinoza’s metaphysics. But, hsskx intuition is
correct, | believe, that the ascription of identityst be regarded as being related to some
more fundamental “thing” other than mind or body.

The reading | am offering allows the advantage tloates from positing mind-
body identity in some more fundamental entity, ibetin account for the existence of
this, more basiaesin Spinoza’s own terms. The “ordinary” Modes, ves Gay, consist
in or express the nature of this more fundamemmalde.” Of course, the idea of
“consisting in” does not really fit Bennett’'s waf/mutting the issue. But, given the role
that the idea of essence and conatus play togetisginoza’s thought, this is a better
Spinozistic way of putting it. Not only do | gdiine advantages of Bennett’'s approach to
identity as being in something more fundamental | laun able to relocate the discussion
to a more “dynamic” level, with respect to which méht regard Bennett's so-called
“fundamental modes” precisely as things that exssa result of the organizing and

animating “form” or essence of an organism. Thelilary” modes of body and mind
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being, on my interpretation, not the result of salfferentiaadded to the Attributes, but
rather the necessary ways that the fundamentay entist express its existence because
thought and extension are both irreducible aspddieality. Hence, mind and body are
one and the same beiggaessentiatesthat is expressed in two modes of the Attributes
(ways of being). The expression of t@natusthat is striving must occur (at least to our
minds) through the Attributes of thought and exii@ms This way of reading Spinoza,
therefore, perceives how the double aspect thetsrpinoza and it points to an
interesting affinity with Aquinas.

If Spinoza was attending to a more fundamentaldymémic metaphysical
guestion--one which harkens back to Aquinas’s hgigrhism--it is worth considering
whether or not Spinoza’s metaphysics even has d-body problem (in the Cartesian
form) that Della Rocca says he cannot solve. &ust# concerning himself with the
mind-body relationship, his analysis seeks to pmrhe simultaneity involved in
mental-physical acts; and the conceptafiatushelps us sebowa living entity can be
minded as a material creature in the first pla8pinoza is interested in the question of
mind and body as a feature of living human beinfseconatusthat makes a human
being alivequahuman being is a singulaonatus not a mapped pair that parallel one
another. But this single conatic essence is princgiof both physical results and mental
activity. Such a co-inhering relationship is fundantal to his view ofiatura naturata
where all things are animate, albeit in differeegees. The little phrase, “albeit in
different degrees,” cannot be over emphasized. t\®peoza’'s metaphysics wants to
recover is the reality of life as a part of the ldaf matter itself; a view which was

obscured by the dominant interest, | contend, ysms and mathematics that emerged
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during the late Renaissance and early modern pe(iDédscartes, because of his
exceptional prowess in many fields, is the quirdasal representative.)

Spinoza, like Aquinas before him (and Aristotléhe ancient world) was
attempting to posit thdife is itself an essential feature of the world shdigdre into our
metaphysical account of things, if an adequate wattocof reality is to be given that does
not embrace a too-quickly appropriated materiaiduictionism. In regard to human
beings, therefore, mindedness or thought (or ratignto utilize the medieval term) is
considered to be the essential existence that hlifedakes. At least one scholar has
seen this central feature of Spinoza’s thoughhaddnas rightly observed that, in contrast
to Spinoza, the dominant philosophical/scientifoanp of view in the early modern
period was to see the material world in mechantstims. He argues that Spinoza’s
doctrine of the “organism” as defined (or givenattetinate existence) by a conatic
essence salvaged what was lost in philosophicaé€lanism, i.e. the reality tife in the
world.

Because he sees Spinoza’s metaphysics as beingstet# in what makes the
living existence of particular entities possiblends says of Spinoza’s argument’s about
the origins of the mind: “From proposition XI [Bbok II] onward, Spinoza deals with
the soul-body problem, and ihat context makes certain statements concerning thee typ
of body that corresponds to a soul or mind, andythe of identity that pertains to it
While Jonas is clear that Spinoza’s treatise igledtEthicsbecause it is concerned to

provide an metaphysical underpinning for moralitgl ahe human quest for meaning, he

1% j0nas, 267.
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is correct in his acknowledgement that Spinoza’g efaanalyzing the existence of
entities “enabled him to account for features gfamic existence far beyond what
Cartesian dualism and mechanism could accommod&téhis is most true about
Spinoza’s approach to the question of the relahignsetween mind and body.

As Aquinas before him, Spinoza envisioned the isgurind and body as a
different issue from the Cartesian problem of homiad could be related to a body from
which it is absolutely different substantially. sHioctrine of the oneness of Substance
and his identification of the Attributes of thougind extension as really different (as
expressions of the one Substance) but not distimciogically are the evidence that he
wanted to affirm that thought and extension, ad asmind and body, are irreplaceable
and irreducible descriptions of our experiencehmworld and of ourselves! In
Spinoza’s system the mind is an irreducible featdir@n entity that also has “being
physical” as another irreducible feature. Paralhelgrants this, of course, but now we
have an explanation of how this “mapping” mightwcclt is an essentially hylomorphic
view of things.

Consider how Spinoza’s doctrine of conatic ess&varis to enable us to take a
different approach to the mind-body “problem.” T@ution to the mind-body
relationship cannot be solved, in Spinoza’s systemreferring to the nature of

Substance, because #gsencef SubstancguaSubstance is (with regard to our present

1% hid, 263.

197 More work could be done to show how Spinoza’s fiwwvas in direct confrontation with the
empiricism of his day. For an excellent analygisegent scholarship on the relationship and cehtra
between Hume and Spinoza see Vance Maxwell, “TladeBlic of Enlightenment: A Critique of Recent
Hume-Spinoza Scholarshignimus: A Philosophical Journal for Our Tipatp://www.swgc.mun.
ca/animus / 2002vol7/maxwell7.htm. Cf. Hegel's lees on Locke for a comparison of Locke and
Spinoza. Thes lectures can be found at http://wiasscuidaho.edu/ mickelsen/texts/Hegel%20-
%20Hist%20Phil/locke.htm.
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guestion) to exist infinitely expressing infinitétAbutes, especially thought and
extension. While the Modes of Substance are reailstent, just as Substance is,
Substance is not individual strictly speaking (gtaa that the Divine Mind knows itself
and that there is the “face of the whole Univerd&)t individual thingsres singularep
are, obviously, individual. But individuals canretist as bare particulars, since the
essence of the Substance upon wigshsingulareslepend for existence and in which
they must exist and by which they are explainetinjaitely)is to exist (in our experience
of Substance) as the Modes thought and extenSonthe individuals in thezgonatus
organized existence only exist as mind and bodtytHay are, ultimately, neither one nor
the other, but irreducibly both.

The hinge of his argument is I, P 13, where hewuises at length the nature of
the body, is to make it more readily apparent tbas the human mind is united to the
body. That union is not the union of different Msdvhose union is necessarily parallel
because of the nature of Substance. Rather, tha isndue to the conatic essence that
makes a bodguacomplex living organism capable of having a mirke lihe human
mind. Not every entity is so organized; and thetlsuof the human body makes it more
apt to be acted upon and to act so as to be mindednique and penultimate manner.
On the basis of this kind of analysis of the canatimplexity of the human being is
Spinoza able to say:

... the mind and the body avee and the same thingonceived now under the

attribute of Thought, now under the attribute ofdfrssion. Hence it comes about

that the order or linking of things is one, whetNeature be conceived under this
or that attribute, and consequertthg order of the active and passive states of our
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bodyligssimultaneous in Nature with the order dhacand passive states of the
mind:

In his comments in the scholium, Spinoza saysttiatthe scholium of Il, P 7 is
the foundation for the claims of this propositiothe mind and body do not have any
causal determination over one another. He thesisdyis additional comments on this
proposition that we can understand this lack okahtelation “more clearly from that
scholium. Here he interprets II, P 7, sch to miban “mind and body are one and the

same thing. . .” Itis interesting that in thahslium his actual argument does not
mention mind or body. Rather, he there speaks\dd@e of extension and the idea of
that Mode as one and the same thing, expressasiways (modus). | have argued
above that this statement is the basis for Spisogaistemological parallelism and not
for his metaphysical view of the relationship bedwenind and body. But it is clear that
in the context of I, P 2, sch that he applies thinguage about “Modes,” which | have
argued is an epistemological construct, to the pistsical issue of the mind and the
body. Spinoza’s willingness to translate his rhietabout modes of extension and the
ideas of those modes into body-mind language doedandamage to my interpretation.
Neither my claim that the focus of II, P 7 is epimablogy nor my emphasis aonatusas
the source of mind-body identity in Spinoza’s métggics is undercut.

Spinoza, on my interpretation, utilizes the statetsien 1l, P 1 and IIl, P 2 in way
that implies a similarity but not synonymity. Hancdo this, because he does not need to

think of “mind” (specifically) as a referring tergtrictly speaking. On my reading of

Spinoza, the mind could be in its essence the kexisdt of all ideas that have come to

1% My emphasis
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existquathe experiences and understanding and insightgaftacular organic
individual. These “ideas” as a bounded set woeldhe result, not of the bogher se,
but would instead be understood as the thoughtgatgm (actively) by the organic
individual’s living existence as a minded body tisaacting and being acted upth.
Neither does his metaphysical description take ¥tdoal be a referring term in the most
precise ontological sense. The body exists, ipiadistic view, as aaspectof the “one
and the same thing” that Spinoza insists is “exg@édsin two ways (the Latin term is
modiswhich is a form of the worchodu3. This expressed “thing” is the organism that
has a body and it not the body is the actual exiskeng. Because the organismathe
organized and define@sis the locus of the relevant essence, the bodikésthe mind,
simply a Mode whereby the existence of the organisthe one Substance is
“expressed**°

This brings us to another important point, regagdheconatusthat is the
organization-granting, existence-enabling powea tfing’s being. Just as thenatus
organizes the body to be “apt” for the mind, themeaonatushas the power to make the
human “mind” that is, the idea of the body “aptt tbat body. But we might ask why
theconatuss not itself conceived of as the thing that isldlgwaspected. If this is the
case, thewonatuss no more analogous to form or rational soul tlhanto the body.
The reply is that the concept@afnatushas some ambiguity in Spinoza’s metaphysics.

Theconatuswhen we are thinkingf the total entitythat is organized and expressed in

199 gpinoza is insistent that the mind is always a&ciivits essence.

110 5ee chapter one for a discussion of the meanitexpfessed” in Spinoza’s thought, 21 f. .
“Expressecan be taken to refer not primarily to the acbof describing or expressing something we
observe (nominalism), but rather it might be seea function of the essence of the thing itselfolhs
given existential “expression” (objectivism) in tiilct modes of existence.”
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the two ordinary modes of body and mind, must besiered relative to the way we are
considering the organism’s life. If we are thinkiof the thing that exists and is striving
to maintain that existen@piasimultaneously minded and extended, then thersenae
in whichconatushames a single and unified yet doubly-aspectedrsiyi Butconatus
has a more metaphysically fundamental meaning,wisialso its most “essential”
meaning. This necessitates that we qualify whamean by it being doubly-aspected.
In this meaning, theonatusof which we have just spoken atitht strives to be itself is
dependent upon a more bastmatus. The striving entity exists only because it has an
informing and organizing essenicewhich sense it exists. This essence (whichveha
argued is identified with theonatusin the metaphysically fundamental sense | am now
suggesting) is not a particular thing, but igrsforming principle. What | mean is that, in
this sensegonatuss considered to be the “formal cause” of the grihiat strives in two
aspects of its existence, but does so as a sirigieet essence. If the conatus is
identifiable with the essence that “can be grantad’annulled” [2def2], then we can say
that Spinoza was, at least, assuming that the rgi@onal essence or formmdgnatus that
enables the complexity of the body to have a greedection and to be apt to have
associated with it an “idea of that body” is theywsame organizing form that grants to
the organism a mind that is appropriate to the drmerfect” body with which it exists as
one thing. In this sense, then, ttmatusconsidered as the “form” of the living
organism is not doubly-aspected, but productivihefduality that is expressed.

On this reading of Spinoza’s metaphysmsnpatuss very much like the rational
soulquaform, as Aquinas uses the concept. In Aquinag®/\the rational soul is not a

form that merely gives a particular organizatiornite body. It also instantiates the
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existence of a particular kind of mind that will &et for the body that is so organized.
The body does not produce the mind, but the miralfmiman is the only intelligence
that is meant for union with a body, unlike the ibaMind or “angelic” minds. The
rational soul in Aquinas’s view is the essence btiman beingluahuman body and
mind, because rationality and biology (animalitsg assential to the definition of a
human being. So, the essence of man is not the dothe soul, but both “aspects” that
are ultimately involved in a person’s existenca #iging entity. Considering Spinoza in
this light, we can say that the Modes — mind andlybamade mutually apt each for the
other. This, at least, suggests a strong congwitty Aquinas’s basic conception of the
component metaphysical principles that are invoivettie existence of a compound
being like a human being. Spinoza’s Modes thenbeaseen as analogous to thetsof
being” employed in Aquinas’s description of histgardar hylomorphic view of mind
and body. As “acts” of being, the body and mingl, &or Aquinas, objectively real and
not merely subjective descriptions. The sameuis for Spinoza. But where Aquinas’s
speaks of “acts” (which would imply too much inteni), Spinoza chooses to talk about
Modes that express the necessary being of thenbinée Substance.

“Body” and “mind” name Spinozistic (and Thomistimoperties of existence
which the human beingiustexistas. These are the modal expressions of the Attributes
of Substance — extension and thought. And onlyMbdes of these Attributes present
Substance to the human understandidgnce, the interpretation of mind-body identity
being offered here does not ignore Spinoza’s iesc that what exists are Substance
and Modes. The Modes of extension and thought@ireeduced to mere nominal

descriptions that get applied to the organism. yTdre, rather, the only ways that the
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organism’s life can be expressed, because beirgéatl and being minded are both
fundamental features of Reality. And the saioeatusthat makes the body capable of
being “minded” in a more perfect way also instaesahe very mind that is “apt” to have
as its “object” the greater perfection that is tlnenan body. Therefore, the emphatic
focus that Aquinas’s hylomorphism places on hunmgings as essentiallignowing

bodies (rational animals)--whose knowing cannotdaiced to any mere material, but
whose biological description and whose physicastexice is necessary essentially--
Spinoza recaptures in his post-Cartesian language.

Mind and body interaction

However, the interpretation being offered must addithe issue of Spinoza’s
rejection of mind and body interaction. Margaretlén-Whur has commented on the
historical context in which Spinoza expressed, vehat calls his “cryptic” view of mind
and body. She informs us further that the doctwheh is utilized by contemporary
Spinoza scholarship, “parallelism,” had evolvedha context of the theological
controversies that surrounded Descartes philosopimgl she rightly notes that the
doctrine of “occasionalism” was closely relatedhe idea of parallelism at that time, at
least by the leading theological defender of DessaGeulincX!! But, Spinoza, as
Gullan-Whur acknowledges, was no occasionalistt rigither was he a materialist,
although his statements in tBaort Treatisewhich Gullan-Whur points us to, had
appeared to make the mind “logically and causadlyashdent on the body'he essence

of the soul consists only in the being of an ideaarising from the essence of an object

M1 Margaret Gullan-WhyrWithin Reason: A Life of Spingz&lew York: St Martin’s Press,
2000), 178.
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which in fact exists in Nature"*?> But he removes the possibility reading him as a
materialist inEthicswhen he posits the explanatory barrier betweeminel and the
body. We are left in Spinoza studies, Gullan-Wtmmcludes, with the realization that an
unresolved tension exists in his “doctrine of mioedween identity and anatomy.”
Here and there iEthicsSpinoza seems to suggest that and body are just two
ways of seeing one thingrhe thinking substance and the extended substaace a
one and the same substance, which is now compretiemdler this attribute,
now under that. So also a mode of extension améita of that mode are one
and the same thing, but expressed in two wBysthis explanation will not do,
since Spinoza would also insisththicsthat extension and thought express two
diverse and incompatible causal powers. The cdosad within modes of
extension was motion and rest, he claimed, whereates of thoughideas
were empowered only by implication and inferen€ee power of the mind is
intelligence itself.Neither power, he stated, could operate on modéseobther
attribute. The body cannot determine the mind to thinking, thednind cannot
determine the body to motiotHow, then, could mind and body be identictl?
Gullan-Whur’s observations identify the core of greblem that any
interpretation must face. To get at addressimgeistart by asking what Spinoza intends
by his description of the body as “the object & ithea constituting the human mind is
the body” [II, P 13]. If Spinoza thinks that thieléa” that is the mind isot caused by the
body’s affections, and if he also thinks that bpdilovements cannot lmaused by the
mind, then what does Spinoza mean, then, whenltsebcaly the object of the mind. If a
materialist explanation of “mind” is ruled out bdyetexplanatory-causal barrier@thics,
then “object” must mean something other than tbenision it is granted in much of
current metaphysical discussion. Even though &testhat “a definite mode of

extension actually existing, and nothing else”dbject” of the mind, the term “object”

cannot simply mean “thing that exists” or “valueadbound variable.” Were that the

121bid, 179
113 | pid
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case, then we would have a mode of thought beiptagred by a mode of extension, for
guaobject (as a bound physical variable) the body dda, in some way, the “content”

that is the mind. Hence, we owe it to ourseleesee if there is not some better way to
interpret Spinoza’s meaning.

Spinoza utilizes “object’dbiectum) ambiguously, just as he doesnatus. He
speaks, for instance, in Definition 4 of the secpad ofEthicsabout an “adequate idea”
in itself without consideration of the idea’s “rita to its object.” Here, “object” seems
to imply a kind of thing-like status, which would well with a representationalist
interpretation of Spinoza’s epistemoloy. In the corollary of proposition 9 Spinoza
also uses “object” in a way that seems to sugdestttis referring to some kind of
“value of a bound variable”: “Whatsoever happenthie individualbjectof any idea,
knowledge of it is in God only in so far as he Hesidea of that object'® Later in his
consideration of “the nature and origin of the niiBginoza usesbiectumin a way that
seems to move away from the concept of a bounadviari In Il, P 12 Spinoza says that
the happeningsifi the object of the idea constituting the human nisnclound to be
perceived by the human mind . . . . That is to gdie objectof the idea constituting the
human mind is a body, nothing can happen in thdy lbathout its being perceived by
the mind.” In this instancebiectumappears to be something other than the bound

variable of which the idea is a representationpmruwhich the idea is dependent for its

141n the explication of this definition Spinoza iz#s the ternideatumas an apparent synonym
for obiectumin the definition. This synonymous linking suggethat Spinoza in the definition is thinking
of object as that upon which an idea depends.ldtofic philosophy in its Latin form¢deatum had the
implication of “eternal prototype.”

15 Even here we see what is arguably an ambiguityd &n have knowledge of that object, but
the individual object is also described as somettivat things happen.
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existence as an idea. Instead, the body consi@desréuobiectumof theideaeis
described as something that events or statesaifsaffan occuin. Such a way of
utilizing the term object is misleading, if Spinagasimply utilizing the concept in a way
that is consistent with contemporary metaphysisage.

It seems obvious to me that Spinoza’s conceptebtidy as the “object” of the
idea that constitutes the essence of the human isimat best conceived of in
representationalist terms. Rather, the descrigifdhe body as the object of the idea of
the mind, when one thinks in terms of conatic ess&s the organization giving
principle of human life, can be understood cleadySpinoza’s way of saying that the
body (its affections or happenings) is theusof the mind’s activity. This does not
mean, however, that the body’s events cause tlas ieexist. The body as the “object”
of the idea that constitutes the mind could be ghdwf as that which engages a
particular power of an organism. That power, hosveis not caused, per se, by that
“object.” Even Spinoza’s argument that “if therer& another object of the mind apart
from the body, since nothing exists from which saffect does not follow, there would
necessarily have to be in our mind the idea of seffeet of it,” can be understood in the
terms | am suggesting. To have the body as itscolg for the mind to be oriented
toward a particular mode of extension as the fatule mind’s activity. This concept
does not imply causation of the modal act of thaulgt is at work in the activity of the
mind, because Spinoza will not allow us to defydhasal barrier between thought and
extension. Just as Aquinas could say that thegpadgectof the human intellect is the

understanding of material nature (and not think thaterial nature caused the
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understanding), so Spinoza seems to conceive difdtig as the prop@bjectof the
mind.

This way of stating Spinoza’s position is quite sistent with his claim that the
idea(s) that constitute the essence of the mintharéaffections of the body.” The body
acts and is acted upon in the context of the wafrkeikxtension and this interaction, as we
saw above, involves the conatic essences of tlaatysg out of their essences upon the
body. The interaction of extended things thatoattof the powers that their essences
grant them means that in the world of extensioseh@ngagement of essences is
involved. The body so affected in its essencehi/ihteraction of essences is thigect
of the mind. As things act out of their essengasnuthe body, they produce affections in
the body. These acts of “essences” produce abfextor modifications of the body that;
and the ideas of these acts are the thought afr@otously experienced nature of the
essences. This constitutes the essence of the Amadas a mode of thought the mind is
just the organism’s being aware becauseatsatusmakes this possible in the organism
by its essence giving presentt.

Such a state of affairs would be the result ofciveatic essence that subtly and
complexly organizes the body (P 13) to be the rapsto act and be acted upon and a
mind to be apt to perceive and understand the &poza can, then, assume in his
argument that the mind exercises it powers onhglation to the body, but the body does

not cause the thoughts of the mind. The actividifehe organism are “one and the same”

116 Byt whereas the Thomistic conception of the refathip between a power and its proper
object was often described in terms of the poweyaassive until its object affected it, Spinoza'swi
would have been that the mind is active in relatthe body’s affections.
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activity because theonatusestablishes the activity in the organism that igregsed in
both ordinary modes of existence. Tife of the organism, therefore, explains how
thought and extension can be “one and the samg.th@®f course, if the organism is the
relevant focus of the identity, then (as Bennegthed to show) we could have identity
without denying the explanatory (or even causalaary that Spinoza erects.

In a similar way, the non-causal role of mind ifaten to the motion of the body
can be secured by this same focus on conatic esséns axiomatic in Spinoza studies
that he wanted to deny the will or desire or comssideliberation as features of human
existence that could account for the actions obibdy. He was, as many have pointed
out, unimpressed with Descartes concept of metgdipal interaction, not just the
“pineal gland” explanation, but the general hypsthe (Leibniz’s doctrine of
harmonization between the mental and physicahieftjust as unenthused.) But by
emphasizing the role @bnatusin Spinoza'’s thought we can account for his doetoh
oneness and his doctrine of non-causal relatiotvgda® mind and body. The bodua
mode of extension produces its own movenggratphysical action through the operation
of the laws of physics, chemistry, and biology.tHa proof of Ill, P 2 he asserts this in
seventeenth century terms: “Now the motion-ant-wta body must arise from another
body, which again has been determined to motiaesirby anoter body, and without
exception whatever arises in a body must haverafisen God in so far as he is
considered as affected by a mode of ExtensionUltilizing the example of
“sleepwalkers” as an illustration of bodily actiahat are not volitional, or truly
conscious in the ordinary sense, to portray the/lsquurely physical powers, Spinoza

argues vigorously in terms of real experience thatmind cannot be thought of as a
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single power that superintends the motion andaktste body. However, the true intent
of Spinoza’s arguments against the mind as the nmveaptain of the body is seen in
the scholium of Ill, P 2 when he concludes:
Now surely all these considerations [regarding tlosvacts we consider to be free
acts of the mind moving the body to action] gohows clearly that mental
decision on the one hand, and the appetite andqathys$ate of the body on the
other hand, are simultaneous in nature; or rathey, are one and the same thing
which, when considered under the attribute of Tinb@ad explicated through
Thought, we call decision, and when considered utigeattribute of Extension
and deduced from the laws of motion-and-rest, vleagahysical state.
Spinoza’s argument is against a kind of Cartesmhlate scholastic view of the
mind'’s relationship to the body in which the misdsbmething that attends the body or

perhaps (to risk anachronism) supervenes updh itlis concerns, however, are fully

7 While not addressing mind body interaction dingclustin Skirry argues convincingly, in his
essay on Descartes’ metaphysical views on theéaektip between mind and body, that Descartes
essentially followed a Scotistic scholastic linglifking. “Although Descartes argues that bodieshe
general sense, are constituted by extension, ber@tains that species of bodies are determigeateo
configuration and motion of their parts. This dowrof “configuration and motion of parts” serves t
same purpose as the doctrine of substantial foritiisregards to entirely physical things. But theiima
difference between the two is that Descartes’ doetloes not employ final causes. Recall that suist
forms organize matter for the purpose of beingexigs of thing. “If Descartes did hold a fundaméyta
scholastic theory of mind-body union, then is itrsm@homistic or Scotistic? Since intellect and \&ile the
only faculties of the mind, it does not have theufty for organizing matter for being a human bo8y, if
Descartes’ theory is scholastic, it must be mos#ingwith some version of the Scotistic theory. .

“The purpose of a human body endowed with onlyfthen of corporeity is union with the soul.
Hence, the organization of matter into a human hiedwy effect that is explained by the final caoise
purpose of being disposed for union. But, on Dassaaccount, the explanatory order would be reagbrs
a human body’s disposition for union is an effesuiting from the configuration and motion of pa8s,
even though Descartes does not have recourse stastial forms, he still has recourse to the camfitjon
of matter and to the dispositions to which it givise, including “all the dispositions requiredp@serve
that union” (AT IV 166: CSMK 243). Hence, on thiscaunt, Descartes gets what he needs, namely,
Descartes gets a body properly configured for g@kunnion with the mind, but without recourse bet
scholastic notion of substantial forms with théiraf causal component.

“Another feature of this basically Scotistic positiis that the soul and the body were considered
incomplete substances themselves, while their urgeults in one, complete substance. Surely Desscart
maintains that mind and body are two substancemhwihat sense, if any, can they be considered
incomplete? Descartes answers this question iRdbeth RepliesHe argues that a substance may be
complete insofar as it is a substance but incorpiesofar as it is referred to some other substtowether
with which it forms yet some third substance. Tdas be applied to mind and body as follows: thedmin
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addressable, and his doctrine made less cryptigfieyence to conatic essence that
grants a particular kind of life to human beings, being minded in the highest and most
apt sense, because they are “bodied” in the mosplex and “apt” sense. So, Spinoza’s
contention that “mental decision” is simultaneau#s existencguamode of thought
with “the appetite’quamode of extension is understandable as on my irg&on as
mental and physical actions of a single organissterthined and formed by its conatic
essence to be capable of physical states thatviesiinultaneously mental awareness
and the capacity for further reflection and underding of those very physical states.
Hence, the minduaa power does not cause the body to move towardtfwatds

desired, nor does thphysicaldesire for food explain the nature of consciousramass

of food or the mind’s “decision**® Rather, Spinoza can say that these acts aredtohe
the same thing” that can be explicated adequataltl@oroughly from the perspective of
either Attribute of Substance. The one-and-theestiimg that can be so explicated can
be explicatedn this way because the ways that the entity being explicaxests is
precisely in the Modes of mind and body. But thelmles are both the thing being

explicated in distincteal categories of thought and existence. Spinoza'speetive,

insofar as it is a thinking thing is a complete stabce, while the body insofar as it is an exteritletd) is a
complete substance, but each taken individualynlg an incomplete human being.” James Fieser,
“Descartes: The Mind Body DistinctionThe Internet Encyclopedia of Philosoplmtp//.www.iep.utm.
edu/d/descmind.htm. Hosted by the University afffessee at Martin,

18 As a critique of Cartesianism, Jonas has obsehatdSpinoza’s doctrine addressed a central
failing of the mechanistic view of the extended Mot . . . the main fault, even the absurdity o
[Cartesian doctrine of mechanism and its attendaatism] lay in denying organic reality its prinalgand
most obvious characteristic, namely, that it exkibi each individual instan@estrivingof its own for
existence and fulfillment, or the fact of life’'slling itself. In other words, the banishment oé thid
concept of appetition from the conceptual schentbehew physics, joined to the rationalistic gpalism
of the new theory of consciousness, deprivedehén of lifeits status in the scheme of things.” Jonas,
259 — 261.
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here, is not far from Aquinas’s argument that ma$ the mind that knows or the body
that lifts, but thepersonwho does both.

Spinoza was intent on avoiding not just a Cartesiataphysical dualism, but
even a methodological dualism that could treatifference between mind and body as
a difference of existence. That kind of methodmabdualism quickly becomes (or at
least can) quasi-metaphysical; and then problemis as interaction and causal relations
begin to plague the philosophical quest. Of coursaerialism or idealism solve the
dilemma by simply discounting some significant pedphical distinctions, thereby
failing to capture human life empirically. By emgiang the conatic oneness of the
organism that exists essentially (and necessa#Wlodes that are really distirgua
“ways” that Reality itself is, Spinoza thinks hest@rrected the problems of early
modern philosophy that had to opt for some choatevben Cartesian-scholastic dualism,
or Hobbesian materialism on the one hand and Le#bidealism on the other.

What Spinoza wanted to do regarding the phenomehaman existence is in
large measure compatible with (and therefore maol® momprehensible by) Aquinas’s
hylomorphism. He refused to think of the mind as1e entity or power that tacks an
additional level or reality onto the biological/@hgal life that humans share with all
other creatures. Rather, he offers, as the Bduoke tand four oEthicsclearly reflect, a
view of human existence as a unity, one whichwsags just as ideational as it is
material. His concept of conatic essence was élyetkat allowed him to state in post-
Cartesian terms the insights about the irredudblgbly-aspected unity of human living
that Aquinas’s theory offered in a much earlierdinThe idea of conatus, as | have

interpreted it, while not developed explicitly ipiBoza’s doctrine, is certainly present in
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his system; and it gives us a reason to thinkttleto-called dual-aspect theory is not

only a good description of Spinoza’s own views, &ngjuably true, as well.
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Chapter 6
Hylomorphism and Immortality

The preceding presentation has suggested waySpinaza can be interpreted as
holding a doctrine regarding mind and body thatdigsificant parallels to Aquinas’s
hylomorphism. They both posited Thought as anlogtoally basic attribute of Reality,
even if in different schematic constructs. Howeweeir conviction that Thought should
be so understood is important for understandingftwiher propositions in their thought:
(1) the idea that a human being has a “composkstence and (2) the immortality of
the mind/soul. Looking at these two questiondia thapter, we will be able to provide
an explanation of how their respective doctrinesrohortality relate to their more basic
metaphysical scheme. This is important, sincetmeept of the soul’'s/mind’s
immortality in both philosophers’ doctrines has mesticized by commentator's.

In this concluding chapter, therefore, | want tggest how we should frame the
logic that undergirds the claim that they makethar activity of thought as not dependent
upon anything that is material or extended. Expfptheir logic in this regard, | will
show why it is arguably true that Spinoza’s conacdmonatusmplies a view of human

nature that is comparable to Aquinas’s idea thatdms are, as are all things,

! In Spinoza’s case see H. H JoachirStudy of the Ethics of Spinai@xford: Oxford
University Press, 1901), 290 ff. Cf. Feuer, 224 Bennett, 357f. Both Joachim and Feuer clairh tha
Spinoza’s affirmation of personal immortality cabbe reconciled with the focus of Spinoza’s
metaphysics. Bennett attempts to provide a reaafi8pinoza that allows Spinoza’s own system to
embrace this claim, but in Bennett’s view Spinozigstrine is not just false but a “seemingly unwatid
disaster” (357). Regarding Aquinas’s view Anthd¢snny’s treatment of his doctrine seems to capituee
essence of many of the main arguments against @iomsidering Aquinas's conception of the
immateriality of the intellectual soul, Kenny womddiow Aquinas could possibly have thought that the
soul, being a form, could exist without matter. nikg thinks that this would only be possible for hiam-
philosophical, religious beliefs. Hence, in hiswj Aquinas shows "a disconcerting disdain for
distinctions between abstract and concrétds).
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“composite” beings. | offer this for two reasofk) because | have not quite yet argued
for this designation explicitly; and (2) some migihink Spinoza’s monism could not
allow this. Following that demonstration, | theillwdicate how their particular
doctrines of immortality, while quite different froone another, actually do emerge from
their various philosophical systems, and are ndianassing additions or dangling
propositions that do not fit with their basic métgpical schemes. We can show how
the doctrine otonatusshapes Spinoza’s doctrine of the immortality @ thind; and we
can do the same, as well, for Aquinas regardingwinethat his doctrine dbrmworks

in his doctrine of incorruptibility.

Once this last piece of the interpretive puzzl@ iglace, the final section of this
concluding chapter will point in a sketchy and préhary way to some important
insights that can be gleaned from the kind of hydgvhic understanding of human
existence that is offered here with regard to Sparend Aquinas. | will suggest some
ways that their insights can be helpful in shaghefocus of contemporary debates
about mind and body relations. While this lastisecwill be, as | have already
indicated, only suggestive, | offer it in the hdpat the interpretive work of this
dissertation might assist us in discovering afiulitonceptual starting point for the
continuing quest to explore the metaphysical nadfitbke mind-body relationship.

The “composite” individual and conatus/form

Aquinas’s definition of human beings as “rationainaals” captures theylomorphism

that defines how hand Spinoza (at least in an analogous way) conceivedynamic
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basic “principles” that make a human being unigu&hile all things, in Spinoza’s view,
express in some way the Attribute of Thought, eéSpimoza allows that there is a distinct
“way” or expression of that Attribute in human bgsn Hence, we can say that for him
even as with Aquinas, when we consider ourselvésrins of our capacity for

rationality, human persons participate (in Aquisastminology) or express (in
Spinoza’s) the fundamental Attribute of ThoughtieTargument of this dissertation has
not been that Spinoza and Aquinas are compatibivery level of their metaphysical
doctrine, but that they can be read in a compleargmhanner, in that Spinoza’s view's
(when applied specifically to the human being —alihwas ultimately what he was after
in Ethicy can be seen to have an affinity with Aquinas’®horphism.

As an individual, each human person has what Aguiadls the “form” of
rationality or the “rational soul.” This soul makthe human body to be apt for a “mind,”
even as it makes that mind apt for having a pdetidoody as the locus of its activitylt
must be understood here that “the form of ratiapalfor Aquinas, is not the same thing
as theactof rationality that a human being exercises wherstaving thoughts or
experiencing something. The “form” that Aquinasnas “rational soul” is, rather, best
understood as analogous to the sehfarmationthat a specific person’s particular (and
unique) genes provide. The rational soul, so $ah@uinas is concerned, grants a species

appropriate shape and function to each human peisdoes this in relation to the

2 The term “principle” is a basic Thomist concefpinoza speaks of Attributes of Substance,
rather than principles because he wanted to poesaibstance-monism. However, when one reflects on
the way that the Attributes work in individual medend in complex organisms (see chapter five) the
analogy between Thomas’ “principles” and SpinoZatributes” emerges. In both cases, the respectiv
concepts serve to point to what is responsiblédauses in the Aristotelian sense) the existencedifary
particulars.

3 Aquinas’s contention was that human minds ardaivest form of intellectual substances, which
means that he thought intellect was a part oftseqliite apart from the existence of human minds.
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material body that iformedby the “form,” thereby producing a unique individud@he
rational soul does not, therefore, ipso facto giyeerson a “mind,” but at most gives
“aptness” for a mind. The distinction between‘ttmend” and “body” entails nothing
more than that “mind” is an aspect of the existewfcan entity that exists as unified on a
more fundamental level. This is the meaning ofdiséinction discussed in chapter fdur.
Spinoza, as | have interpreted him, vieesatusin an analogous way. Understood as
the essence of an individual organism that organisespecific and unified “striving,”
the conatusof a complexlyorganizechuman body is the self-same “form” that
establishes a mind as the mental aspect of theisrga “striving.”

To say that in Spinoza’s view a conatus “organizbe”individual’s striving
might seem to suggest that the striving, apart fleenconatus, is something like
“matter.” That reading of my interpretation, howevmisses the essential point that |
argued in the previous chaptéZonatusn Spinoza’'s metaphysics is a term that he uses
explicitly to refer to theact of “striving” to remain in active existence. Hoveyit is my
contention that one needs to seaatusas having an ambiguous meaning in Spinoza.
On the one hand it is, as was observed in the quewchapter, the act of “striving” when
one thinks in terms of the ordinary modes of thdusgid extension exerting the drive to
maintain their individual existences. However, thhdinary modes, which are in fact
distinct aspects of a more fundamental unity, dstgive” to maintain their existences
because there is a more fundamental finite andcpéat entity that exists as the

“ground” of which body and mind are but aspectstekrms of this more fundamental

4 See 152 — 165 above.
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entity, which in reference to human beings we came “person,” there is an essence
that is so intimately related tmnatusin the first sense that we are justified in refegrio
it as conatus as well. It is in this second seti) thattonatuscan be conceived of as
an organizing form.

While it could be argued that, if the matter-forppeoach applies to Spinoza at
all, we should say that tlemnatusis simply theindividual’'s multiplicity of striving that
is precisely in some way alseeglestriving, this would not do justice to the questio
regarding how this individual can in the first pdoe established in existence so as to be
capable of striving as an individual. Spinoza oy needs something like Aquinas’s
notion of form, but actually relies upon it. Tlsigiving individual in Spinoza'’s thought
is granted extended existence and mental existantiee self-same essence. And since,
as was demonstrated in chapter fi@pinoza describes tltenatusas “the actual
essence of [any] thing” it is clear thainatus does indeed have an ambiguous meaning
in Spinoza’s metaphysics, signifying both the attief “striving” on the part of
individuals possessed of both a mental and a palyside and an essence thatounts
for the acts of striving [mental-striving and ploaistriving] that present themselves as
dual aspects of any such “thing&§) in the first place. For this reason, neither biody
nor the mind can be reduced to the other or exgthby the other, in Spinoza’s view;
and a very similar explanation follows for why tlegluctionist approach does not work

for Aquinas. Both mind and body are irreducible @nmary aspects of human

5 Above 239f.
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existence, because a single forntonatus as a kind of metaphysical “entity” is, in some
sense, prior to the being that expresses both @&sipean equal and integrated way.
When we see the important role that the ideeoofatusas form plays in
Spinoza’s thought, we not only can appreciate thg tat his and Aquinas’s view are
compatible, but we can begin to understand why pbtlosophers view the body as the
“object” of particular cognitive acts that are tinénd’s activity. As was demonstrated in
chapter fouf, for Aquinas just as for Spinoza, the mind’s knaige of the world cannot
be separated from the body’s interaction with tleeldvof things that that act upon the
human persoguabodily. And so, in this action the “body” is afted by the things that
impact it out of their own essences, and hencéntined” can know those essences as
objects of understanding. In other words, the ‘thitoes not have its own particular
realm (Descartes) or level of reality (in the sweaient sense) that is radically distinct
from the bodily life. For neither Spinoza nor Aga# however, does this physical
interaction produce or cause the knowledge in quesbecause the activity of mind is
not caused by anything bodily. One might say thileast in the case of cognitive acts
that are not purely intellectual, Aquinas’s conesivf the body as also the “medium” of
those acts in a way that might not so clearly fiin®za’s view. However, if one looks
closely at their descriptions this objection falsde. For instance, Spinoza is clear that
the aptness for thought and “perception of manyghisimultaneously” by a mind is in
direct proportion to the “aptness of the body [tsaheobjectof that mind] to act and be

acted upon simultaneously in many ways” [ll, P 43)].

5 Above 163f.
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The key questions in regard to this statementvaoe First, why would Spinoza
argue that the aptness for thought is directly teethe aptness of the body, unless he
accepts something like Aquinas’s view that the bigdpvolved in the process of a
person knowing, even though it does not explaintwhaact of knowing (perceiving and
conceiving) is itself nor cause the act of inteil@e to take place? Second, what does
Spinoza mean when he describes the body as thectalfj the idea constituting the
human mind”? As was argued in chapter fitree term ‘object’ in Spinoza’s usage
ascribes an intentionality to thought, and for lintall the body the “object” of the idea
that constitutes the human mind suggests thatileestthe term “object” in this context
in a way that is compatible with Aquinas’s usagdéis way of using the term implies
that the body is that to which the mind is properignted as the medium through which
engagement with the world occurs and the worldithahgaged is the physical world in
which things act upon one another (as was statededlout of their particular essences.
Such a way of viewing the matter does not, howeegyire us to think of the body’s
interaction as causing the thougjua Thought. Rather, we are merely observing that in
Spinoza’s view there is a single entity that ishboddily (and engaged in interaction with
the world of extended things and mental (and erdjagéconceiving” ideas about that
world, as well as ideas about the ideas).

On this view of the human person as a fundamemigny thing, - in some way
more fundamental than what we think of as an orgihaman being, possessed of both a

mental and a physical “side” — one might say wébard to the relationship between the

" Above 265f.
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mind and the body, precisely as such “sides” ofimin being, that the body is where the
mind is “located” innatura naturata (By contrast, we might then think cbnatusas
“organizing form” as in some way at least more famentally a “part” ohatura
naturans) The activity of thinking, however, is not explabile by reference to the
material stuff of the body or the physical laws goung the material world itself.
Conversely, the same holds regarding the “explanatf the body. In the case of both
philosophers, to conceive of the body as the “locétof the mind’s acts does not allow
us to consider the mind to be the “cause” of anthefbody’s movements, when
speaking in the strictest sense. Such movenmgraphysical activity require a physical
or material explanation in the strict sense of adas. This way of posing the issue is
explicit in Spinoza and implicit in Aquinas’s actapce of the idea that “locomotion”
and “growth,” and even the capacity to “sense,’m@ers granted to physical organisms
by the non-rational parts of the soul. Becaushisfway of conceiving the powers of the
soul, and of seeing the rational soul as subsumirtgelf all the non-rational powers,
without negating their essence as non-rational ppweguinas was able to contend that
it is the person who is formed by the rational spudform that is the source of his own
action and movement. The body moves itself insthietest sense, but the person can act
with intent and desire or choice. Hence, for A@sinwvhen one reaches out to pick
something that he wants or needs, it is not themak part of the soul acting upon the
body to move it. Rather, it is the perspmarational animal that is moving with a
rational purpose.

As was demonstrated in chapter four, Aquinas doeshimk of the mind or the

“rational part of the soul” as acting at all, iretbtrictest sense, because the rational soul
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is the form of a human being’s existence. It &sliiman being that is physically rational
in his existence and rationally physical in hissadHence, on one level, the problem of
mind-body interaction (at least the Cartesian wersnever enters the picture. Similarly,
for Spinoza the same follows, because the mindtstnictly speaking a thingds) that
could act upon the body, nor vice versa. Theybata modal aspects of the more
fundamental “one and the same thing” that existabse of the conatus-form which
defines it and organizes its lifgiaorganism to be both extended in a certain complex
way and apt for thought in a way that is compleragnto and in direct proportion to the
complexity of the organized body.

Hence, the mind is not the “cause” of physicasastrictly speaking. It could

not, in neither Spinoza’s nor Aquinas’s estimatioaa cause, since “mind” does not
name a substantive entity, but only an aspecteofdhional-physical being that is a
human person. Hence, in the strictest sensendgtisorrect, by Spinoza’s and Aquinas’s
lights, to think of “interaction” going on betweemnd and body. This way of thinking
does not fit them, because in their hylomorphiewieis more appropriate to think of the
self-same organism as what is both actjngbody and knowingiluamind. This is the
import, | think, of Spinoza’s description of minddabody as “one and the satheng.”
In the same way, Aquinas posits the human persamsagular entity that is defined as a
“rational animal.” So, no reaxplanationof the specific and distinct acts in which each
of these aspects (body and mind) of human life gegas is required in order to account
for “interaction” between discrete entities or dalnses or sets of properties, if by such

properties one envisions some kind of dualism @dterce.
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This does not mean that "the mind” is the causeotfingfor Aquinas or for
Spinoza, but only that the mind is not a substangitity that itself engages in causation.
In the most precise sense, therefore, we woul@éwen want to speak about human
beings as having a rational “side” or “part” andan-mental physical “side” or “part” to
their existence. Rather, we must say, to utiliggliAas’s terminology, it is the person
who wills or desires or chooses and the same pavBormoves to achieve the intent or
goals that he or she has. This is not the samg #8 saying that a mental desire or
thought or volition “causes” the movement of thendhat reaches for the light switch in
order to enable the person to see. We may ndhibyvay of construing the question,
have an explanation for how our rationality or thought can be causally efficacious
with respect to the physical side. But at leashaee disposed of the problematic
Cartesian way of construing the question. Insteaadan say that the form of rationality
-- the humaranimafor Aquinas or the “conatic form” for Spinoza (toie a phrase that
is at most implicitly Spinozistic) -- establish@siis organizational and orienting
influence (or at most “causes” in the Aristotelsanse of the formal cause) the existence
of an organism (rational animal) that can be ratiom its physical existence and physical
in its rational acts.

As | have shown in chapter five, Spinoza, as mgcAguinas, must have in view
something that is the “source” of the organizationformation that enables the
particularized existence of a single human indigido be what and who he (or she) is in
actual existence. Their contention was that then fGAquinas) oiconatus(Spinoza)
should be thought of as being this “something” tkatltimately a more fundamental

principle of any single entity that is both physicanature (for Spinoza, “extended”) and
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a thinking being. Body and mind both express tierming principle that is this
conatugform. In both their points of view, each indiua entity that moves and acts in
the physical worldjuaa physical organism (animal) is identical with itsehen we
consider it under the aspect of Thought, becaustepthysical entity being described
engages in thought, not as a mind, but as a “ratiamimal” or minded physical
organism. Thus both Aquinas and Spinoza were oged that the mind and the body
must be understood as dual-aspects of a singly rfiose existence must be accounted
for in hylomorphic terms, that is, in terms of axceete individual life that is “organized”
by something more fundamental than whatever “sideslistinctions are discriminable
within its existenceguaindividual.

My contention that Spinoza did indeed have a viéWwuman existence that is
congruent with Thomas'’s idea of “composite” beindhis sense is probably not, even
yet, as clear as it should be. Of course, Agusdsttrine of compositeness is quite
obvious, for he describes form and matter joinfytree “principles” involved in the
existence of a human being (and all other thing®r. Aquinas, “form” was different
from matter in that matter was pure potentialityilerform is actuality. His is a clear-
cut, but nuanced AristotelianismBut Spinoza’s understanding was not, | contead, f
from this. “Compositeness,” in just the same sgwses arguably his general
understanding of the nature of things as well. Aate again, and most crucially, | am
not merely referring to Spinoza’s insistence thithéngs have both mind and body as an

essential part or side of their existence. Tharfposite” nature must be pushed back

8 See Chapter Three for a discussion of Aquinasigldpment of Aristotle’s thought
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farther than the Modes that merely “express” suttsta That is precisely why, as | have
been contending, Spinoza made a distinction betwesgssencef a thing that grants it
existence and the actuatistenceof the thing as an individual Mode (no matter how
many “sides” there might be to it). As was seenhapter five, theonatuss this

essence. But even at that, how close is thisyrémbhe sort of doctrine of compositeness
that is Aquinas’s? The answer is to be foundinkhby more closely considering his
doctrine ofconatusin the light of the relationship that he says exisetween Thought

and Extension as Attributes.

To provide this demonstration, we must first lookSpinoza’s account of how
individual physicalidentity is instantiated. In Il, P 13, he providesextensive
philosophical explanation by way of lemmas, proafspms, and definitions.
Throughout, Spinoza returns to a concept that lie ‘the relation of motion and rest”
as inherently involved in the enduring physicahiiky (EPI) of complex things, i.e.
those physical individuals that are made up of m@nyjeast relatively) simple bodies.
Every EPI is a Mode of extension and no Mode oéesion can “explain” itself by itself,
only the extended Substance can explain the exsteiithe Mode. While the
“extended” Substance is the ontological groundatbphysical existence, however, when
the property of being extended is considered Strigtrelation to the Attribute of
Extension, we cannot account for terticularity of the extended Modes. This is
because “being extendedtiaAttribute is not any particular thing. The Altute of

Extension is a necessary presupposition, of cotmsa;count for extended thingaa

® My emphasis
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extended in exactly the same way that Thoughtagseary to account for “ideas,” and
thus anything “mental.” But we need to remembean&ma’s claim that Substance and its
Modes are all that exist (I, P 28, pr.). Extens®anly realin the extended Modes of
Substance that express this Attribute of Substanaeconcrete way. In Spinoza’s
system, therefore, something must explain the aaitithe Modes as they exist as
particular instantiations of extension, besides the nfieceof their extendedness.

The *relation” of motion and rest necessary for the EPI of aglemindividual is
not itself an extended thing, even though it ineslextended things, for such a relation is
something that both requires extended things lsat sipercedes being extended insofar
as it is something that the complex individhabkor “stands in.” This means that
somethingthat Spinoza did not define for us, but | havguad is closely associated with
theconatu$ that could be involved with the Attribute of emggon, and therefore in its
Modes, but which would not precisely be a parthef physical worldjuaextended (not

even in the sense of being a physical law, orateity of physical laws)* would need

19 presumably the explanation of these things woalihlihe so-called “infinite modes” of
Substance. Curley is correct, however, when hs, skytheEthicsproper, Spinoza tells us precious little
about these modes, and he does not have much onsag tn other works. But we do learn in the
correspondence . . . that motion and rest is aneidiaite infinite mode in the attribute of extensiand that
the body of the whole universe is a mediate modesymably in the attribute of extension” [Curle§).3

1 Bennett offers a different interpretation. Heuwsgthat Spinoza had to conceive of the
Attributes and their Modes as being the “reposi®of all causal laws.” This means, in Bennetigsw
that Spinoza’s concept of “motion and rest is nst p system of description and classification but
somehow embodies the whole of physics. The lawhgsics are supposed to be part of the ‘extension’
package — and the extended world must obey thérfBennett, 111]. Bennett’s reading suggests of
course only that “motion and rest” is an undevetbpencept that is supposed to capture the whole of
physics and all its laws of motion and order. Ewéth that, however, one can still argue that, vtftbse
laws in place (and assuming that motion-and-ressderve as the kind of placeholder that Benniettsh
it does), aelation of motion and rest, while involving the laws of jgigs, would not be precisely one of
the “laws” that are involved in motion and restjass one is willing to make such a contingent ttaeg
“relation’ a physical law. Cf. Bertrand Russelisgyjument that “relations” are something that “ssitjsi
over and above physical reality and are, therefeaquasubsistents (“The Problem of Universals,”
Problems of PhilosophfOxford: Oxford University Press, 1959), 101f.)
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to be the source of threlation of motion and rest that must be maintained if ERbibe
maintained by a complex individual. Spinoza spexkbe maintenance of thiglation
in Lemmas 4 — 7, but for our purposes we may censidly Lemmas 4, 5, and 6:
(Lemma 4) If from a body, or an individual thingneposed of a number of
bodies, certain bodies are separated, and at the tae a like number of other
bodies of the same nature take their place, theidwl thing will retain its
nature as before, without any change in its fofirhis Lemma is dealing with the
replacement of component parts of an entity, suctha replacement of cells and
tissues that a growing and aging body experiefices.
(Lemma 5) If the parts of an individual thing bea@greater or smaller, but so
proportionately that they all preserve the sameuadutlation of motion-and-rest
as before, the individual thing will likewise retdts own nature as before without
any change in its formThis Lemma is defining how an individual thinghs t
same from its earliest and most immature phasésk(8mall sprout) all the way
through its life as fully mature thing (think greazdk)]
(Lemma 6) If certain bodies composing an individinathg are made to change
the existing direction of their motion, but in suzhkvay that they can continue
their motion and keep the same mutual relationedsre, the individual thing will
likewise preserve its own nature without any chaofgerm. [Here the focus
seems to be on movement and change of place whéhioneness of Substarjce.
In each of these subsidiary propositions, Spingzaras that the “form” of the
thing is not changed. The use of this term “fodhoés not necessarily mean that Spinoza
was thinking in any kind of hylomorphic sense oimpmsiteness. We do not want to
proceed in a rapid and anachronistic fashion; bihar should we rule it out, given that
his idea of a “relation” of motion and rest woulit&l something other than the
properties involved in being extended. Spinozamasimply making a bald assertion
about the nature of things when he described theeg of “motion and rest” and the
idea that aelation of motion and rest had to be maintained for ERiditinue.

Everything in his system has a cause or explanatiaen if we only know it
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inadequately? A thing that strives to maintain the relatiomodtion and rest, and
whose identity is maintained even as the constitalmments (physically, at least) of its
existence change, has this very striving as thengiss feature of its bodily existence. In
other words, the striving is not something thatibggfter it is formed, for Spinoza. In
Lemma 4 — 6 of proposition 13 of Book II, Spinoegs to use the concept of a thing’s
nature (which is retained across time) as synongmothe idea of ittorm. The form

of a thing in these Lemmas cannot simply name lilapes that is maintained, for in
Lemma 5 Spinoza insists that even a change of st@genot change the form of the
entity that results from theelation of motion and rest being established. The stgivmn
retain its form is, | suggest, tikenatusthat makes itself manifest in (and is in some way
therefore more fundamental than the physical angtahstrivings of the individual as an
individual Mode™ The change of bodies (Lemma 4), the changzéna$ the
constituent bodies (Lemma 5), and the change icepda direction (Lemma 6) all involve
something other than the bodies that are involaetie process of so changing, growing,
or moving. In other words, something other thamghysical organism itself must
account for EPI. What Spinoza says in the prodfeshma 6 applies to the nature of EPI
with regard to all changes of bodies that congtitutomplex individual: “by hypothesis,

the individual thing retains all that we, in defigiit, asserted as constitutingfigsm.”**

12 cf. Chapter five for citation of Della Rocca’s ictathat “motion and rest” is a placeholder for a
perspective that Spinoza had not fully worked out.

131n Spinoza’s case, however, we must be sure ®that theconatusqua form would function
only to bring about the relationship of the balaocg@roportion of motion and rest at any pointiing the
result of the proportion or balance at the preaggioint in time, plus the facts about the surrongdi
bodies, plus the physical laws. This would notyaeer, deny that an individual entity does not hise
own particularconatugform, but only that in a Spinozistic system theywlaat this functions would have to
be in the nature of a Mode of Substance.

14 My emphasis
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It is reasonable to conclude, therefore, that ¢inenfof a thing and the thing that is
so formed were distincdonceptdor Spinoza, even if they are not distinct exisidly.
(This is also the Thomistic way of discussing tekationship of dormand the entity that
is formed.) As | demonstrated in chapter figenatuss the “essence” of a thing for
Spinoza. He calls theonatusin the proof of proposition 7 of Book Il “nothirtgut the
given, or actual, essence of the thingConatus --as it was shown in the preceding
chapter — ought to be understood to be the im@anitrce or perhaps cause of the relevant
relation of motion-and-rest, in a Spinozistic metaphysiexduse theonatuss in the
act of striving the “essence” of the thing’s beffiglf we add to this conclusion the
arguments of chapter 5, namely that a single caeretaounts for the identity of the
organism and hence involves both the body thatestrand the mind that both
accompanies that body and strives in itself, weelgnod reason to read Spinoza as at
least implicitly assuming in his metaphysics sormmeglanalogous to the Thomistic

concept of form.

15 Alan Donagan, “Spinoza’s Proof of Immortalityspinoza: A Collection of Critical Essayss].
Majorie Grene (Garden City, New York: Doubledayy3p 254 — 255. Donagan argues, contra the kind of
interpretation | am offering, that Spinoza rejedtee distinction of form and matter in its Thomistorm.
However, Donagan does not explain why this iside.asserts it. But his point seems to be (1) that
Spinoza held that all essences are individual ahthét the scholastic notion thought that eachviddal
shared a common essence (humanity) with all otnedls(3) that as an actual “essenceanatu$ each
individual man is identical with his actual essenB®mnagan thinks that this rules out the poss$jbdf
affinity between Spinoza and Aquinas’s distinctidiscussed in chapter three of this dissertatietywben
essentia ut toturandessentia ut parsHowever, as was shown earlier for Aquinas Socratessencqua
Socrates is indeed identical to him. That doesmesn, however, that he did not share a commonidgfi
property with, say, Plato. Neither, it seems tq meuld Spinoza have denied this, although he doés
argue for it and in at least on part of thiicsdenies the concept of universals. But that deméd an
objection not, | think, to a Thomistic notion ofivarsals as real but only objectively real as krexigle. In
fact, Spinoza speaks in the introduction of BookoWhuman nature” in such a way that he has some
affinity to Aquinas’s conception of universals aslrin the intellect: “For since we desire to faim idea
of a man which we may look to as a model of humetnne, we shall find it helpful to keep these terms
[good and bad] in the sense | have indicated.nSehiat follows | shall mean by ‘good’ that which we
certainly know to be the means of our approachemyer to the model of human nature that we setéefo
ourselves. ... Again, we shall say that memawee perfect or less perfect in so far as theynaeger to or
further from this model.” Donagan’s comments asg then, a defeat of my interpretation.
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All that is left, then, is to show how “compositeséis involvedSpinozistically
in the existence of each thing. It seems reasertatdssume, given that the Attribute of
Extension does not explain the particularity offeatits Modes as instances of
extendedness, that some kind of “organizationarmétion” is required to instantiate the
relevantrelation of motion-and-rest that maintains the EPI (as waelthe enduring
mental identity) of an entity. Each living enteyists and continues to exist, according to
Spinoza, only on the basis of the relevadtion. Perhaps, then, we could say that the
organizing and form-giving nature obnatusin the case of human life and identity and
a corresponding single body-mind entity, is someglakin to the information that is
involved in the DNA “code” of each perséh.But how does this analysis get us any
closer to seeing Spinoza as being amenable tocaipkssn of human existence as in the
relevant sense composite? Seaagatusn terms of information analogous to the DNA
code suggests, | contend, that we must conceittee@bnatus as the essence, of an
organism as something that bridges the Spinoasticbetween Thought and Extension
Conatuss for Spinoza something analogousgdan in Aquinas’s metaphysics The
conatusas the organizing principle is also the orientingealthat preserves the physical
identity of the organism, as gquallypreserves the “corresponding” mental identity, and
vice versa. Thus, the sense in whicimatusestablishes the orientation and concrete
manner of an organism’s existenserecisely like théormthat Aquinas discusses,
namely it brings, as | have already said, a pderderm (shape, function, orientation,

powers) of life to the organism. Just as the raticoul is “form-giving” to the body (and

16 See above 71-75 for the discussion of DNA as fimfation” that is analogous to “form.”
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therefore thdorm of the body) in Aquinas’s metaphysics, so SpineZednatus is
form-giving. And as the rational soul is the formal causkath the human body and
mind, so Spinoza’sonatuscan equally be deemed “mental” and “physical’dbleast
equally “participating” in Thought and Extensiorfjurther, theconatustself involves a
unified striving that unifies all of the multipligi of an individual thing’s strivings, which
is also the way that the rational soul functionéquinas’s understanding of the
relationship between form and matter in a humandigiessence. Just like form, then,
conatuss comparable to the “information” that the DNA eolrings to the arrangement
and function of a living being’s life.

To continue the comparison with Aquinas’s doctheompositeness, we can
observe that, for Spinoza, the conatic informatioderlying an organism does not exist
in the strictest sense of the word (just as thednal soul” does not exist in Aquinas’s
metaphysics, even though it subsists and is resdnme sense.) The organizing
information that is theonatusis not any sort of “thing” within the thing infored by it,
but simply the very act of informing itself, whegethhere comes to be a particular
organism. This informing act results in a bodyaafertain type that is apt for a mind
(understood as the mental awareness of the orgahens bodilyandmental) of a
certain type. Correspondingly, it establishespbssibility of a certain type of mind, apt
for a body of a certain type. The point here & theinforming action does not simply
produce an organism whose body is simply the “bsidg” of a more fundamental
something thaalready doediave a “mind-side.” “Mind” is for Spinoza, asdve
attempted to demonstrate in the earlier chaptess,llke a Cartesian mind than this way

of looking at it would suggest. Rather, “mind” mbe for him a term that refers to the
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capacity (as it does for Aquinas) for purely irgetual cognizance and judgment. Of
course, the term ‘mind’ can also refer, in Spindaahe whole of the “ideas” that
constitute the “idea”-side of the being in questid@ut even here, this does not suggest
that the mind should be thought of in thing-likents, even if it is qualified as being only
a modal “thing.” The mind entails all kinds ofetiectual awareness, for Spinoza, which
is why he is insistent that there are three kifdehowledge, but only two of those are
“adequate” as ways of true knowing (or knowing tifugh of things.)

Spinoza would not be reserved about Aquinas’s teisce that it is not the mind
that knows, but the person; and this person whavkrs “one and the same thing”
whether considered via the Mode mind or the Mod#ybadrl' his one and the same thing
exists as mind and body in unity of identity, besman organizing principle has given
rise both materially and mentally to a being whplsgsical existence is the home of
rationality and whose mental existence is the fofnts physical life. So theonatus in
the same way as Thomistic “form,” only truly exigisunion with the matter that it
makes into a particular Mode of extension in unigth the particular mind that is
instantiated as a different and mental aspectebtiyanism thereby living as a result of
that fact.

Since the idea of form is closely associated @dieval philosophy with the
concept of “idea,” some might cry foul at this pipiobjecting to the fact that this way of
conceiving of the relationship betweemnatusand extension violates the explanatory or
the causal barrier that Spinoza interposes betweeAttributes of Thought and
Extension. However, | think this is not the cdss;ause on my reading what is being

explainedis not the extended nature of the organism’s emcquaextended but the
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organism’s existence as a “thing” that has extendssl as one of its aspects. Similarly,
theconatusdoes not determine the physical laws that opecateganize (relatively)
simple extended Mode(s) into a complex extendeitieriRather, it acts only through
those physical laws to establish and maintain taceparticular relation of motion and
rest, sufficient for the existence of such an gntithis way of viewing the matter is, if
not essentially then very much analogously, simidéarhomas’s hylomorphic doctrine
that form and matter both explain (or cause) thstemce of the thing, even though each
of them is a “cause” that tuacause independent of the othérThe formal cause does
not explain the material caugaa“cause”, nor vice versa. Btagetherthey explain
(and cause) the existence of the primary being wleastence is being analyzed. And
yet too, on the other hand, there remains an irmpbrespect in which, , in the strictest
sense, it is the formal causes that “gives exégteto things™® This is the essence of the
doctrine of “compositeness,” in which both prinepl(physical laws and non-physical
“information”) are involved in the existence ofieihg human being.

In their focus on form and/@onatus Aquinas and Spinoza are interested, in their
distinct ways, in the phenomenon of “life” in themd. They both are interested in

describing and analyzing the naturdieihg human beings in the fullness of their

" The Aristotelian distinction between the formalisa and the material cause implies a strong
distinction, not a weak one. The distinction istjas strong as the distinction between the foendlthe
efficient cause. Hence, Spinoza’s distinction letwcauses in which there is Thought and Exterssidn
also the efficient causation of God at work in ithfenity of Modes fits into an Aristotelian modehinus
final causality in the universal sense. But evpim&za'’s definition of God’s acts as necessarypizse a
certain kind of final causation, just not volitidnahich | take it is what Spinoza really wanteddieny
about God anyway.

'8 This concept that form grants particular existeAqainas employed to show thga
individuals all men could not be, contra Averrgesssessed of one intellect as the form of all. rEtienal
soul makes existent a knowing person as an indavigtimary rational being who can participate ia ttt
of knowing that participates in God’s own Being.
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existence and experience in the world. Neithesttiwlastic Catholic nor the
excommunicated Jewish rationalist thought thatddald be treated as a supervenient
property that is present in a world that is itsiglfthe most ultimate sense -- lifeless. For
Spinoza the fact that Thought, as much as Extengias a fundamental Attribute of
Reality, meant that Life was everywhere. Although in the same degree, he could
conceive of all things as being “animated” (or @)iil, P 13, sch}® In a parallel way by
Aquinas’s lights -- while the concept of all thingginganimateor of pan-psychism was
alien to him -- life is a fundamental feature lo¢ wniverse, because all things participate
in God’s Being and “life is properly attributed @od” in the highest sené.The

physical (extended)rganism therefore — and not simply an abstractly consider
physical “side” of that organism.- is conceivedlof,both philosophers, as beialive
essentially and not simply in some superveningesémat can be reduced down to
nothing other than the electro-chemical propenigsarticles of matter. As living

beings, human persons are single entities of a ositgpnature; hence “one and the same

thing” whether described in terms of body or “mind”

91t seems quite clear to me that for Spinoza th@ndhat all things are animated would have to
entail for him more than the mere claim that alhgjs are “minded.” The reasons are two-fold: tfiis his
insistence that the Attributes of Substance arerision and Thought and all the Modes that exphesset
Attributes are Modes of one or the other. For torhave a third category, “Life” would suggest thatng
alive would be another Mode of existence. Hene@danimate entails being minded and extended,
because all things are minded and extended anel afiurther, Spinoza was moving away, it seemsep m
from the mechanistic view of “life” as merely astseof extension because life is a biological, and
therefore, extended thing (in some sense). Hegalith Aquinas saw life as a feature of realityttbauld
not be reduced to either the physical functionkioliogical entities (simply) or made into a levélreality
that is “tacked-on” to the otherwise bare and diésl universe. Life for both is something of arotmgical
ground of being, not an emergent property.

% Aquinas discusses this Bummd a, Q 18 a 3, reply. His basic argument is tHati$ about
self-movement or determination and that God isg$sence, the only truly self determining or moving
being. Furthermore, in article 4 of the same daasAquinas argues: “In God intellect, the thing
understood, and the act of understanding, are nté¢he same. Henaghatever is in God as understood is
the very living or life of GodNow, wherefore, since all things that have beedertay God are in Him as
things understood, it follows that all things imniHare the divine life itsélf{My emphasis).
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Their unwavering focus upon the co-inhering unitynind and body in living
human beings, however, did allow for a kind of dyadf activity without positing a
dualism of existence. Aquinas and Spinoza botbeddhat the act dnowingthat there
is a physical world with strict laws and propertz®l knowing that one is a part of that
world is an activity that is completetiistinctfrom the physical world that is known.
Hence, neither in Spinozism nor Thomism can one @veaway with descriptions of
either mentality or physicality. But that dualisyonly a semantic duality in one sense,
necessary to account for the phenomenological ptiepave encounter in our own lives.
For both of them there is only one Reality thattaors the physical world and the act(s)
of understanding that world. In this one and thme world, however, being-extended
and being-thought are fundamental properties fackvan account must be given. On
the level of the individual person, this means #eth person is doubly-aspected. But
the life that is lived is a single existence in ghthe person who livgshysicallyin
extended Reality is also the person who simultasigdanowsthe physical (and mental)
Reality in which he is alive and acting. But agdirere is no ontological dualism — as
there was for Descartes -- in the final analysis afthough mind is not the body that is
known and body is not mind that knows, the indialds irreducibly both. Perhaps then,
Aquinas and Spinoza could help us begin to sedhieat may not really be a mind-body
“problem” so much as there is a wrong focus onvthele issue of the mind-body
relationship.

The lingering question of immortality

There remains for both Spinoza and Aquinas a linggsroblem in their

metaphysical analyses of the relationship betweiaa mnd body. The problem is this:
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how to account for their similar insistence on ¢hpacity of the mind or soul to maintain
existence even after the death of the body. Togloblem we will now turn, not to
defend their substantive claims philosophicallyhe point, but to see how such claims
might be made to fit into the context of the restheir metaphysical schemes. We will
begin with Spinoza.

Spinoza’s view of eternality and immortality

Curley sets the stage well for our considerati@gsrding Spinoza’s doctrine of
the immortality of the mind when he admits, “in spite of many years of study, | still
do not feel that | understand this part of Eibicsat all adequately. | feel the freedom to
confess that, of course, because | also belietenthane else understands it adequately
either.®* The problems that Spinoza’s statements raisekensists that the mind has
an eternal part and is, thereby, immortal in soamse have been discussed by many
commentators. Many, if not most, of them have disttithat his case for this proposition
is hopelessly flawetf The purported embarrassing issue is, namelynsistence that
“the human mind cannot be absolutely destroyedgataith the body, but something of it
remains, which is eternal ” (V, P 23). Perhapsgaeicular problems that face a
Spinozisticclaim that the “mind” survives the body’s deathk abvious, but a very brief
mention of them will nonetheless help us see whatquired if one is going to make his
doctrine internally consistent, if indeed that asgible.

1. The mind and the body are one and the same thing.

2 Curley, 84.

22 |n this Bennett is the most forceful recent comtatn. Bennett, 537 f. Calling it an
“unmotivated disaster,” Bennett says that he oelglsl with the doctrine at all, because “a littla ba
learned from firmly grasping what is wrong with tbere of it.”
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2. The essence of the mind is to be the idea of &/rexisting body.

3. The striving of the mind to maintain itself in ebeisce is the same as the
body’s striving, because the mind and body are ‘@méthe same thing.”

4. Spinoza’s metaphysics entails that in both infiael eternal Attributes —
thought and extension — the Modes of Substance iexs®me kind of
simultaneity, so how could he allow for the etgrmit the mind but not the
body?

Given these four points of Spinozism, is there way to account for what
motivated Spinoza’s claim for immortality? Alan iagan’s work represents one
attempt to allow Spinoza’s doctrine to make semshi® own terms. He argues that the
key to understanding why Spinoza thought he cotdggse this eternality is rooted in
two aspects of his thought: (1) the parallel idgmaf the “order of ideas and the order of
things,” and (2) that there can be “actual ideathefformal essences wbn-existent
things' #* in Spinoza’s doctrine of mind. He argues thanSpa held in th&thics(on the
basis of the proof of I, P 11) that not only actesdences are contained in the infinite and
eternal Mode of the Attribute of Thought, also @s&s that are merely “possible.”
These later essences, because they are not adiuabnly possible -- are within the
parameters of Thought, even though they are nasd9dodes, or at least as finite Modes:

Spinoza saw, if [the above description about pdssbsences] is true then the

very theorem that the order and connection of ide&ise same as the order and

connection of things, entails that what, in thelatte of thought, corresponds to a

mere possibility in the attribute of extension, inbsmore than a mere possibility

[in the attribute of thought] . . . Such actualadef the formal essences of

nonexistent individuals, since they cannot bedimitodes of thought, must form

part of an infinite mode of it, a mode which Spiageferred to asDei infinita

idea” This infinite mode of thought must containter alia, an actual idea of the
formal essence of every individual body, existamanexistent. . .

% My emphasis.

295



Once it has been grasped that the identity of tberaf ideas and the order of
things not only does not forbid that there showddabtual ideas of the formal
essences of nonexistent things, but on the conti@mands it, Spinoza’s proof of
immortality is simple. When a living human bodydisstroyed, the corresponding
mind, as nonderivative idea of that body actuakigting, perishes with it; for
they are the same finite mode in two distinct btties. However, that mind, as
actual essence, had as a part the idea of the fessance of that body. And the
idea of that formal essence belongs to Gl specie aeternitatis . . Therefore,
the part of a man’s mind which consists in the idete formal essence of his
body must be eternal: it must have pre-existedbbds, and cannot be destroyed

with it. Q.E.D?*

Donagan’s interpretation represents what Bennét @aa “asymmetrical”
explanation for Spinoza'’s doctrine, which is thedthat Bennett provides and believes
is all that is Spinozistically warrantéd.Bennett argues that Spinoza’s suppositions in
Book V rule out any possibility of interpreting ldsctrine of immortality as an
outgrowth of his otherwise symmetrical accounthaf tparallelism” between the mind
and body?® | take it that Bennett sees this as a fatal mjseh Spinoza’s part. It is not
my purpose to analyze Donagan'’s interpretatioro dake up Bennett's characterization
of it as the product of an “asymmetrical’ procediRather, | present Donagan’s
description at this point because it provides agmapathetic reading of Spinoza’s

doctrine that is helpful as a background for therahtive reading | want to provide. In

% Donagan, 254 — 255.

% Bennett, 361. He contends that Spinoza’s docisit@sed on the following line of reasoning.
“Take a necessary truth about the body, not (agtiheesponding truth about the mind, and then &des
it as (b) a thought in the mind. The upshot ig tlwas have got a single item which is at once {ajral
and (b) contained in the mind. Q.e.d.”

% |bid, 158 — 159. “What Spinoza says is asymrakrithe human mind cannot be absolutely
destroyed with the human body, but something adritains which is eternal.” It has been contendad t
he has merely underexpressed his position, anddweilhave minded adding that if the mind is eterna
then so is the body; but that is too weak to reskeesymmetrical account. If the appearance ahasgtry
is to be explained as a mere result of understaternieen Spinoza must be willing to say: ‘The human
body is not absolutely destroyed with the humandmirut something of it remains which is eternafigda
indeed, ‘The human body is not absolutely destrayitd the humarbody; but. . . etc.”. No one has been
willing to cram those sentences into his mouth.”
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the interpretation | offer, | do not think that theestion whether or not Spinozeedsa
symmetrical or an asymmetrical account to justi§/groposition of immortality comes
into play in quite the same way that it does in Bgan’s (or Bennett’'s). However, it
does seem to me that, in the sense of my intetpmetdhere is a way to argue for a more
symmetrical account of Spinoza’s metaphysics of artality, even though Spinoza’s
own formulation of it in the final part of the Etsi seemgrima facieto imply an
asymmetrical relationship between body and mind.

Donagan’s commentary is built on the presuppositian the idea of the formal
essences of things provides the true basis of 3pisadoctrine. Thus Donagan argues
that a mind that is the “idea” of a particular bdths? the idea of the formal essence of
that body as part of itself that had existed even prior to the actiastence of either
that body or that mind. This is becaugeathe idea of the formal essence of the body in
guestion, and not simply of the body as an actwedlgting individual, this “idea”
belongs to Godub specie aeternitatidn other words, as Donagan argues, the idea of
the formal essence of the body is eternal. Theseft least the corresponding part of
any actually existing person’s mind is eternal.

While | think that Donagan is on the right traak his attempts to show that
Spinoza’s doctrine of the immortality or eternititibe mind is not incoherent within his
system of thought, | would like to explore a diéfiat way of approaching the problem. In
fact, the doctrine ofonatusand the singularity of identity that | have contedds the
basis of mind-body identity is a better startingnp®o help us read him as maintaining

evenmoreconsistency in his ontological commitments.
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In Spinoza’s thought the essence of the body ighaitof an independent entity
that exists in isolation from all other things. iFkdenial of independent existence is the
import of his insistence that a Mode of extensea modification of Substance. He
insists that the extended Substance is not dieigdd was shown in the previous
chapter). Hence, any individual extended thingastruly separate from the rest of
extended Reality. This proposition is the founalatipon which he builds his argument
in Book 1V, where he critiques the strength of haneaotions wrongly conceived and
the bondage that inadequate ideas can entailgersor?’ In IV, P 2, for instance, he
asserts that each individual person is “passiwdifar as we are a part of Natwkich
cannot be conceived independently of other gaf&som this premise, Spinoza proposes
in IV, P 4, that “it is impossible for a man notlie a part of Nature [God or Substance]
and not to undergo changes other than those whicloe understood solely through his
own nature and of which he is the adequate caudewever, since every entity actively
strives (by itsconatu$ out of its own particular essenafatu3, we often, insofar as
we are such striving entities, fail to understamelinherent necessity of our own acts in
relationship to all other things.

According to Spinoza’s thinking, because of o@dequate ideas about our lives
in Nature, we wrongly understand our own partiatyarAs we live out of our
particularity and our ownonatus(drive to maintain our existence), the ways that we
experience things that negatively impact us bo@itymentally) are inadequately

understood, because we do not see our lives asfie infinite and necessary essence

2 Note also: it is part of his argument in BookHat we can only have inadequate ideas of
particulars.
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of God or Nature. This inadequate understandmgym, provides a false foundation for
our emotional life. As a result, we create categgoof good and evil about the nature of
things in the world, all the while not realizingatithis way of thinking is confused and
inadequate. Nothing is good or evil, he saystsealfi but is only relatively good or evil as
it acts favorably on or in opposition to the insgseof other Modes. The entire system of
Modes, however, has no room for good and eviltsmescription Failing to see the
necessity of all things, and not seeing how ouwviddal striving is part of the whole of

all things, we live, Spinoza argues, in a kindef-anposed limit upon our own virtue,
beatitude — our very existence.

This line of thought is the focus of propositior&tArough 35 in Book IV. | offer
Spinoza’s reasoning here in a paraphrased formpdgitions 1 — 5 that I list below are
all based on three previously established docttires Books | - IlI: (a) the oneness of
Substance and its Attributes and Modes, (b) thetigeof mind and body, and (c) the
nature of our striving as individual essences/Modeésst, then, knowing God as
absolutely infinite being is the highest good ad ttuman mind (P 28). Then Spinoza
proceeds:

(1) Good and evil are evaluations given to things base@hether or not the
thing has (a) some common element with us thaeas®as our activity out of
our nature or (b) some contradictory element tiatrdshes or checks our
power to act out of our nature. (P 29 — P 31)

(2) Our capacity to be acted upon and the passive ensothat can attend this
capacity is what accounts for our “difference” eture and causes us to
believe we are, in our strivings, contrary to onether. (P 32 — P 34)

(3) However, reason that sees beyond the passiverfaddquate) emotions can

enable us to see that our acts and all others’aaetmerely the acts of our
natures. Hence we will see that only we seek whatlzer things seek; and
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reason will compel us to embrace this fact of thiyof striving that marks

the universe in some fundamental sense, and cars$giembrace that all

thingstogetherare seeking the good. (P 35)

(4) Because we are all part of the eternal and infiestgence of God as

individual Modes of God, the highest virtue of thagho act according to

their ownconatusis “common to all men and can be possessed eduakiyl

men in so far as they are of the same nature.6jP 3

Spinoza wants his readers to understand their sw@a &nd the nature of all

things as all being Modes of the same Realityonl takes his line of reasoning about the
“commonness” of human endeavor in seeking happiaegdulfilment out of one’s own
nature, and then brings into the discussion Spieataims about the third kind of
knowledge (which he had introduced in II, P 40),caa, | think, begin to see how he
understood the mind’s immortality, or at leasttssession of an eternal part. In Book Il
(P 40, sch 2) the third kind of knowledge — intit- “proceedérom an adequate idea of
the formal essence of certain attributes of @oan adequate knowledge of the essence
of things”?® Now it is obvious that an adequate knowledge of‘#ssence of things”
would involve understanding them as all being Moales single Substance, since
“intuition” proceedsrom the adequate understanding of the Attribtitesn adequate
knowledge of “the essence of things.” Therefoudlyfadequate knowledge perceives all
things as related to one another via the Substiwatés the ground or the source of all
things. Furthermore, by proposition 44 of the s@woek, “it is not in the nature of reason
to regard things as contingent, but as necessdaiyi§ understanding of the necessity of

all things, then, must be a part of the “third kofcknowledge” and by it each thing that

exists is known to be a necessary Mode of God bstance.

% My emphasis
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The “basic principles of reason” allow us, Spinargues, to explain and
understand things in the light of that which isrffaoon to all things” (which Spinoza
thought he had demonstrated in Book | and the4iBgpropositions of Book Il), i.e. that
all things are simply affections of the one Subsgafruereason will not, therefore,
provide any analysis or explication of things thiatvs theparticular essences of those
things in isolation from Nature itself, becauseythee known to be simply modifications
of God’s own being. Anything that teuly known, he tells us in the second corollary of
proposition 4 in Book I, therefore, cannot be camed only in temporal terms, but “in
the light of eternity. This kind of knowledge Istgreatest power of the mind, in
Spinoza’s judgment, arguathe most adequate and truest knowledge, it isrtiee t
fulfillment of the mind’s own particulaczonatus.

The third kind of knowledge proceeds from the ad¢gidea of certain of God’s

attributes to adequate knowledge of the essentterafs [see its definition in

Sch. 2 Pr. 40 II], and the more we understand thindghis way, the more we

understand God. Therefore, the highest virtudeiind, that is [by definition 8

of Book V] its power or nature, or its highesinatusjs to understand things by

this third kind of knowledge. (V, P 25, g1).

By this “intuition” a person understands that hlhgs are essentiallynein God
and necessary and inherently linked to one anotAsithe mind understands the essence
of all individual things in this way, there is aicral state of affairs being represented in
this act of intuition: “Whatever the mind underglaunder a form of eterniti does not

understand from the fact that it conceives thegareactual existence tiebody [which

is the object of the mind], but from the fact thatonceives thessencef the body

2 My emphasis
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under a form of eternity” [V, P 2f. In other words, the body which is known is in its
very essence a Mode of extension. Thereforertigegssence the body is to be
necessarily one part of the infinity of extendeddds that haguaparticular essence a
particular function in the whole chain of extenadaaises and effects. This is at least part
of what it would mean for the body to be “understbonder a form of eternityBy
“Intuition” then, mind can so conceive of the badythis adequate and true way. In fact,
according to Spinoza, this way of understandingotbdyquathe “object” of the mind is
the very nature afeason: “it is the nature of reason to conceive thingsler the form of
eternity”*! Hence, when it is realized through the “emendatibthe intellect” that our
truest knowledge of our lives and all of Realitaahieved only when we conceive things
under the form of eternity (and one could add itf)n and thereby the unity of all can be
perceived, then the mind has achieved not onlgtbatest state of awareness that is
made possible by its very own nature, but it isiakty being (in the most ultimate sense)
what it truly is. Such knowledge is the highegpression of its particular conatus.

By positing this kind of knowledge as the “highefstfm of understanding,
Spinoza is pointing toward an epistemology thaisdo& negate the body as the “object”
of the mind, but only transcends both the mind thiedbody when the latter is conceived

in terms of its status as object of the formeasensory or imaginative rather than

%9 |bid.

31 This epistemological claim seems to me to beedl& Spinoza’s insistence that there is only
one Substance and that Substance is infinite acessary. Having so defined Substance, then theenat
of reason, since he thinks we can have adequads @feSubstance, would be to understand Substande (
its Modes, etc) as infinite and necessary. Of s®uan infinity of time would be eternity, if Spiais
thinking in Aristotelian terms, rather than PlatmniAnd “necessity” is also a term that has contiarta
that could be related to eternity. So, to say ithiatthe nature of reason to understand thingleuthe
form of eternity is just to say that the human miad recognize the truth about God and all thirgse,
Donagan for an interpretation of Spinoza’s viewstefnity as Aristotelian, 242. Cf. H. H. Joachion &
view that Spinoza’s notions are Platorkthics of Spinoza298.
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“Intuitive” awareness. He says of intuition, “Ttherd kind of knowledge depends on the
mind as its formal cause in so far as the mindashal” (V, P 31). Intriguingly, Spinoza
insists in the proof of this proposition that “thiend conceives nothing under a form of
eternity except in so far as it conceiveséleence of its bodyder a form of eternity,
that is, except so far as the mind is eterfiall’take this to mean that Spinoza believes
that the truest form of self-knowledge of whichiadividual is capable is to understand
the essential nature of the body (and, correlatj\adithe mind) as | described it in the
previous paragraph, i.e. to understand it as gadheogreat whole of Nature. Here we get
to the heart of the matter regarding how Spinoeavsiof the immortality of the mind.

His reasoning is “symmetrical.” Spinoza would sagt the truest intuition that one can
have of oneself is the awareness that one is eplartindividual as an existetiting

(re9), but as such not independent from the one Subxstanhis immediate grasp is not
just something that the mind is potentially capadflattaining. Rather, it is, in some
way, “knowledge” that the mind must alreduyveas part of its essence. This follows
from Spinoza’s doctrine that there is no such tlaagpotential” intellect, but only

“active intellect.” We see this when we considéraivis going on in the scholium of
proposition 31 of Book I. There he “speaks ofitttellect in act” not because he grants
“there can be any intellect in potentiality.” fhct he is careful to deny this very thing so
that he not be interpreted as embracing sometikeghe medieval notion of potential
intellect. Instead he is confining himself, inglmstance, to this way of expressing the

issue, merely because he wants to “avoid any canfue what we perceive with utmost

32 My emphasis
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clarity, to wit, the very act of understanding.pioza, in fact, denies the medieval
theory that the mind can be activated to knowledgather, for Spinoza ideas are
necessarily present in us, either adequately alelgaately. However, the third kind of
knowledge of which one attains “understanding’H{aslescribes it) is a kind of
ontological essence that makes the mind what iArsd yet until our intellect is
improved by the measures he points us towakthics an individual will be in some
sense non-cognizant of this essential nature. ©neéas attained the knowledge of the
third kind, then the organism, or shall we say per&nows herself under the aspect of
eternity, in the sense | have been explicating, ttezefore, knows herself rightly. She
can see herself as a part of the whole of things yat with her own interests and ends
and purposes, which can be harmonized with allrdtiiegs in the ontological unity of
all things as expressions of the one Substance.

The more that one understands his ultimate relateito all things in the one
Substance, the more he is made capable of trulyikigohis own particular existence .
In knowing his own existence truly he is, Spinoratends, becoming conscious of his
life for what it really is. This enables the parseho knows through “intuition” to take
pleasure in all things that are understood thrdhghway of truest knowledge. Spinoza
is thinking here, | believe, that as the person&oto realize that his own existence is not
substantially distinct from all other things, hex@anbrace a new (and for Spinoza) more
“blessed” sense of his own significance. Here we the reason that Spinoza never

speaks, to use Bennett's characterization, “ofrigaaigoodeternal part of the mind, but
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rather of having #arge one.” Because he comes to see that he is but a Mode of
Substance, the person, in Spinoza’s mind, begikadw himself in far “larger” terms
than could ever have been possible so long as bdogased on the mere sensory
awareness and passive emotions that accompani@ldadeliefs about his place in the
world 3*

This “enlarging” of the mind with respect a mindderstood as the mere idea of
the body qua actually existing, can be considevduktthe person’s realization of the
meaning or significance of her own body “underftiren of eternity.” This means, then,
that a “large” mind is actually developed as thesmous part of the mind’'s essempea
“idea” of the body comes to realize that the veogyof which it is an idea is itself
intricately united to all things in God or Naturlence, the mind’s essence as the “idea
of the body” is not merely the “idea of an actuakisting thing, and nothing else,” as
Spinoza puts it in Book 11, in the sense that thedis object of reference is only the
individual extended Modguaindividual. And in proposition 11 of Book Il, Spora in
fact actually says only that the body is finst thing (primum) that constitutes the actual
being of the human This means that the actuailstieg body is, at least in some sense,
the most basic object of the idea that constittitesnind’s essence. In his translation of
this passage, Shirley sticks in “basically” to te fob ofprimum However, this may

obscure the deep intention behind Spinoza’s quatibhn, namely, that true knowledge of

% Bennett, 359.

% |t is clear that Spinoza thinks that one mustesithis kind of knowledge by realizing its truth.
He insists in Book Il that the mind exercises ral jedgment over ideas, it can only be presentel tnie
ideas and when it sees them rightly will then kribem as true and these ideas, then, will becombébis
of what we call, although Spinoza does not usentel, “beliefs.”
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the individuality of the body as the object of thend knows this same body in a quite
different way: not as an “actual being” but rathar its very essence, a part of the
eternal and necessarily infinite nature of God.d Amso knowing, the mind in question
is then a part of the eternal mind of God. Thum&ma’s doctrine of the eternity of the
mind is rooted in his doctrine of the Oneness distance and its Modes. This is what
the entirety of thé&thicslabors to demonstrate.

By intuition, then, one becomes aware of this, tuglawareness means that the
mind’s domain is expanded. The mind discoverstgsnal nature insofar as it properly
conceives the object toward which it is “basicallyfented. No longer understanding
this body as an individual entity who is acted upgrand acts upon an alien “other,” the
body is now understood to baewith all other extended things. Hence, the mind,
because it is “one and the same thing” as the haapely the living organism that is
simultaneously minded and embodied bydbeatusthat grants specificity to the
organism, comes to understand the existence ofrwhis a part as one aspect of the
whole of Natura naturata And, of course, Spinoza’s concept thatura naturatas a
manifestation oNatura naturansneans that the understanding that is thus in tinel i
the organism is able to see that the eternal nafu@od is involved in its own being. So,
the eternal part of the mind is that which is, fribra very beginning of the duration of
the organism, oriented toward the essence of tbg boder the aspect of eternity. This
part, by the conscious use of reason by the teflgetive and understanding person,
comes to be perceived to be the real nature gf¢hgon. Seeing that the life he has been

living is quamind essentially united to all other things, in §emse of the body’s eternal
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essence being one with all other extended Mod&ibstance, the person discovers his
truest identity. Hence, beatitude follows.

It is not so much the case, then, that the mindises the death of the particular
body, in Spinoza’s way of seeing this issue. Rative mind that is immortal is the mind
that “in the light of eternity” has realized therpen’s awareness of his union with all
things. Because that union is his essence, hig s not cease to exist, becagsea
extended Mode his existence was always only ae¢ttin” of extended Substance.
This realization means the mind is made “large”ugioto embrace this identity. This
explains the sense in which the mind can be etéon&pinoza.

But what of personal identity in this doctrine nfmortality? Is this a
philosophical doctrine that has no real existemtrgdort for the interests of individuals?
The answer to that, for Spinoza, must lie in how onderstands the idea of one’s own
“history” quathe “one and the same thing that is expressedontays.” Spinoza would
argue, | think, that even the contingent historgofindividual is part of the eternality of
Substance. Here, Donagan argues in a way thaspands to my own thinking about
this matter:

We must remember that Spinoza did not think thatsease of self-identity, even

in this life, depends on memory. A man knows s adentity to the extent that

the primary constituent of his mind, his idea af bwn body, is adequate. And,
however inadequate it is, that idea is individual.

We can go further. A man’s idea of the essendesobody changes during his

life, and in that change there is loss as wellaas.gHowever, God'’s idea of that

essence, inasmuch as God constitutes the essetia nfan’s mind, is eternal
and cannot change; hence it cannot be the idedwiat man has of it at any
given moment during his life. Can it be anything the ordered totality of those
ideas? If it cannot, it is reasonable to infet Bpinoza conceived the eternal

self-knowledge of each man as being complete imyaiwwhich his durational
self-knowledge cannot be; for it is an idea ofltosly’s essence through his
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whole life. Yet that idea not only need not beemmory-image, it cannot be,
because it cannot correspond to physical tractseibrain.

Eternal self-knowledge, while more complete thay durational self-knowledge,

can contain no element that is not present in cirak self-knowledge. . . That is

why Spinoza thought it all-important to attain wasd in this life. No wisdom

and no virtue that a man attains in this life Wil taken away from him; but

neither will anything that he does not attain beeatito hint>

The difference between my interpretation and Donaga just this. | believe
that | can account for the process Spinoza allowaslinvolved in the immortality of the
mind. Donagan’s emphasis misses this. What I idfa view ofconatusas the
organism’s form that establishes the individualtgnt and the various Modes in which
its existence is expressed -- as ultimately pattbhefwhole of Nature and of God. And
my interpretation accounts for how Spinoza’s doetof eternity of the mind, at least in
his own terms, does not necessarily transgressdaisine that thought and extension
always go together, and that a mind must alwaysdiapany” a body in unity. On my
interpretation, Spinoza simply believed that if amelerstands the nature of things, then
the mind that understands the true nature of ity liothe mental aspect of a human
being who has intuited in a true and adequate wawyriity with all things. This self-
awareness, then, is part of the Mind of God, onddceay. And as an individual
realization of the nature of things it must alwaysst. The cessation of the body’s
duration is, therefore, a changeaMode of extension into a different modificationtb&

extended Substance. The mind that was associdtiedhe body while is strove to

maintain itself in existence is the mind that navoWws that (and in a sense “all along”

% Donagan, 257.
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had this knowledge within itself) the body’s existe and its striving were ultimately one
with Nature and all other things.

Aquinas’s views on incorruptibility and resurrection

Aquinas’s views on the question of post-mortem sahvhave some significant
and intractable differences from Spinoza’s. Fetance, Aquinas speaks of the survival
of the soul and not the mind. And Spinoza doesautitize the language of “subsistence”
to describe the reality of the rational principleBut the most significant point of
divergence is that Aquinas’s doctrine of the natfréhe soul’s survival is not one about
eternality or immortality. He focuses, insteadpmiphe issue of the soul’s
“incorruptibility” and upon the Christian doctrirgé the “resurrection of the body,” as the
way to understand the nature of the soul’s inheability to survive the cessation of life
in the body.

When Aquinas argues for the proposition that thiemal soul survives the death
of the body because its essence is incorruptilgléuids his demonstration on the
foundational premise that “understanding” is anthat is so unique in the universe that
it cannot be accounted for unless the rational soicorruptible. As the highest act that
the soul brings to the life of the person, undeditag must be conceived of as incapable
of demise for three interrelated reasdfAsFirst and most foundational of all, is the

premise that the act of understanding is, by ity mature, absolutely different and,

% However, by Donagan'’s interpretation, one couldiarthat the presence of the formal essence of the
body as the eternal part of the mind that is pre§ehthe mind from the very beginning could beype of
“subsistence.”

3" The following analysis is a summary of Aquinasieught based on his argumentSimma
Contra Gentilegnainly, supplemented by his argument§Simmma Theologidea, Q 75 & Q 89. The form
of reference will, therefore, be to refer to thenfier asCG and the later merely by the standard reference
that has been utilized in this dissertation, |gta@ction, question, article, etc.

309



therefore, qualitatively distinct from any physigabperty (I a, Q 75, a 2 reply). As
such, it cannot be accounted for by reference yopamysical state of affairs. He says,
“the principle of understanding . . . has its own activity in ethbody takes no intrinsic
part.” Furthermore, since Aquinas believes thgtspecific act must be explained by
reference to something that can be the agent batliahe says in reference to the
“principle of understanding: “Nothing can act cfetf unless it subsists in its own right.
For only [that which] actually exists acts, andntanner of acting follows its manner of
being.” So, Aquinas argues that understandingisdentifiable with any physical
property strictly speaking.

Second in the triad of reasons he gives for hiwsiabout the incorruptibility of
the rational soul, Aquinas posits a premise thaery much like Spinoza’s view of
conatusof the mind that seeks permanence. Aquinas atgatSman naturally craves
after permanent continuance&€G Il, Q 79). Such a statement is more than a mere
psychological assessment on his part. Rathegrthement he offers is founded on his
belief that no “natural” condition can go unfulétl unless something contrary to the
natural orientation is introduced as a barrietgoelos. Aquinas thinks that being
rational or having understanding is a principlexistence that is part of the ontological
ground of existence. That is, for Aquinas, thedoh God, because it is one with the
Divine essence in which all things participate ,ngsao the world not only intelligibility
but the act of knowing it as intelligible. His gtathat human beings are but the lowest
type of rational beings in Reality points us tovisw that humans actually participate in

God's rationality, although not in a univocal sersgt merely equivocally. Thus, any act
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of understanding is, in some sense, to be idedtvigh the foundational principle of
God’s own essenaguaDivine Mind that has permanence.

“Understanding” is, in Aquinas’s view, a grasp leétruth about Reality. All
things have an inner orientation to continue irsence and to flourish in their natures,
but the nature of the human intellect is a spexaak, he contends. “While existence is
desired by all, man by his understanding appreheridg$éence, not in the present moment
only, as dumb animals do, but [understands thefaetistence of things] absolutely.”
Because the act of understanding participates ois<Gmwn Being in an equivocal yet real
way, a way that includes the absolute naturexigtencatself, then a true intellectual
grasp of Reality cannot be conceived of as simpipdpthe product of our own ideas or
mental constructs. When Aquinas speaks of our keuhye of things, he is very
emphatic that the human mind not only knows inressgy way, but knows “existence”
absolutely. One the one hand, what Aquinas megtisi®is that when we know some
thing to bewhatit is, we know first of althatit is, in some sense. This is more than a
kind of theory of intentionality regarding ideal$.suggests that the first thing that we
encounter in our knowing is the concreteness bfrgtthat exists. Only by way of
reflection and abstraction do we come to know, adiog to Aquinas, what a thing is.

On the other hand, by this argument Aquinas mearts think of essences as being
radically dependent upon existeriteHowever, the fact of the existence of contingent

beings requires, Aquinas argues, some prior pri@t¢gpexplain the fact of their finite,

¥ The discussion of this distinction is found in ptea three of this dissertation.
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specific existence. Every existent thing’'s existertherefore, is explained, in Aquinas’s
view, by the doctrine of participation (which wasalssed in chapter three).

When one applies this notion of existence as ppdiion in God’s own being to
the act of knowing itself, then we are able tolse® Aquinas conceives of knowledge as
itself a participation in that which has permanenééhen we know botthata thing
exists as well as knowinghatit is that exists, the very existence of skcowledgas
only comprehensible as an act that participatéisardivine knowledge that God has of
things. Hence, the act of knowing is, itself, a @ God’s own essence, even if a
particular finite act is only equivocally an acatiparticipates in God'’s action. The
existent realities that are known only exist vigtiogation in God’s act of Being, and the
act of knowing those existent realities also “exXisinly as participative acts. On the
basis of this idea of our dependence upon andcgaation in God’s act of Being
Aquinas asserts that “[Since man can know the @btiut things], man attains to
permanence on the part of his soul, whereby hesiepds existence absolute and for all
time.”® The capacity teinderstandexistence itself entails, in Aquinas’s analysistth
the rational soul must share in something of tremllteness of existence; and that
absoluteness of existence is rooted in the vemsnessof God, in which (as we saw
earlier) the soul participates. If the rationalllss in its essence something that partakes

of existence in some absolute way, then it canhgtinas reasons, be corruptible and its

% This way of casting his argument assumes whatangised above, i.e. that Thought is a
fundamental aspect of Reality or Nature. Of couaseempiricist like Hume could argue that
consciousness is indeed a fundamental aspect difyRbéat deny that this entails themowing the truth
about the way things really are is an attendarddomental aspect of reality, as well. However, hezeare
onto a question of such import that we cannothengresent context, defend Thomas’s (or Spinoza’s)
epistemological doctrine. However, it could beaabthat an empiricist doctrine misses the deep
intentionality involved in ideas and that ideas @igaysideas abousomething. This, at least, allows for
the possibility that our ideas are “in touch” oagé us “in touch” with the world in itself.
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natural striving (craving) is not to be thwartea. this extent, then, “permanence” is an
intrinsic property of th@nima intellectivan a human being’s particular acts of
understanding.

Related to this perspective is the third in Aquis&sad of reasons for the
incorruptibility of the soul. It asserts that then-existence or cessation in existence of
anything, be it a primary substance or a subsistantiyme, can only result from a
contrary state of affairs that would exclude thistxce of that thing. His position about
the cessation of existence being caused by songethiiernal is consonant with
Spinoza’s Proposition Four in the third Book of Etaics*® But Aquinas applies this
principle to the soul explicitly. In thBummaAquinas expresses this proposition as
follows: “There can be no contrarigatythe intellectual soul, for it receives in the
manner of its own being, and there one thing do¢push out another. There even our
ideas of contraries are not themselves contrangesbne habit of knowledge holds them
together in relationshify. Since there is noontrarystate (nor could there be) that the
soul could undergquaprinciple of understanding, there is no externaltary that
could explain how the act of understanding thatr#tienal soul brings to the human
being’s existence might cease to exist. Hencesdl lacking any contrary state of

affairs that could negate its existence, will coné in existence.

“0“No thing can be destroyed except by an exteraase. Proof: This proposition is self-evident,
for the definition of anything affirms, and doed negate, the thing’s essence: that is, it poaiid,does
not annul, the thing’'s essence. So as long agevateending only to the thing itself, and not xbeenal
causes, we can find nothing in it which can desitrdy

*1 Habitus which means for Aquinas something like a conditid activity that is either given or
acquired through practice. This condition of agti; an exercise of agency that enables a faculyient
itself to its proper objedh a better manner.(more appropriate way, or amase adequate to what it truly
is).
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Unlike other forms, whose essenceidy to inform matter, and therefore cannot
be thought of as having its ovessdn any sense, the rational soul is possessed of a
power or property (understanding and reason) ghdistinct from its relationship to the
matter that it informs. Unlike other forms thatise to exist when the material object
that is formed disintegrates, the highest and magier power of the rational soul is not
in any way dependent upon the material objectrmi® Hencequaform, the rational
soul must be understood as subsisting apart frermttter it informs, because its
specific and proper essence is to be the causeovflkdge in the rational animal — a
human person.

That act of being, in which it [the soul] itselflmists, the soul communicates to

the physical matter; this matter and the intellacgoulform a unitysuch that the

act of being of the compound whole is the soultscdeing. This does not

happen in other forms which are non-subsistentd fanthe reason the human

soul continues in its act of being when the bodyastroyed, whereas other souls

donot[la, Q76,a1l, ad5.
The human soul informs a material organism thasgentially rational. Hence, Aquinas,
as has been stated several times in this disseriaes reason or understanding as the
form of the rationahnimal Having the capacity for mind is the definitiohhmman life.
This human soul is what Aquinas calls an “actudlitpwever. It grants this capacity
because of the informing organization it grantth®body, but nothing besides the soul’s
own act of being (apart from the participationhie Being of God) accounts for the
existence of the soul-forquainforming principle:

“. . . whatever belongs to a thipgr secannot be separated from it. And to form

as actuality being belonger se. Matter acquires actual existence precisely as
acquiring a form, and its ceasing to be comes fitertosing a form. But for a

42 My emphasis
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form to be separated from itself is impossible, 80, for a subsisting form to
cease to be.” (I a, Q 75, a 6, reply).

But the act of having true knowledge cannot, in ikga’s view (or Spinoza’s for
that matter), be an act that is, in the final asialysomething that depends upon a
physical process. He sees a logic to the worttiénvery fact that it is intelligible. He
thinks of ideas as having an intentionality to thibat implies a reference beyond their
own existencguaideas. This intelligibility and intentionality the result, he argues, of
the world being a reality that participates ontatadly in God’s own act of Being; and
since God’s act of Being is one with God’s mindrefore, true knowledge allows the
knower to be in touch with, at least epistemololfyc#hat which is eternal and
incorruptible. The capacity to do this could net Im Aquinas’s mind, a merely physical
act, or even an epiphenomenal act that is depenghenta set of material conditions. In
contemporary terms, we can express what there avaki¢) about materialistic
explanations of the intellect that Aquinas foundigematic. He argues that in the act of
understanding something we come to understandiaréeaf the thing known by forming
what we might call a “concept.” Such concepts BmeAquinas, the human intellect’s
engagement with universals. There is a processakes place, Aquinas argues,
whereby through process of reasoning (the active intellect), agreedbstracts from the
particulars of experience. However, the knowlethge the active intellect attains is
always “knower-specific,” that is, the active inéet of each person knows by a unique

act of understanding. Aquinas would not allowreigders to think of the active intellect
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in each individual person as the same intelleatak, even if each person’s intellect
does participates in the divine miftd.

Since each individual person is essentially artyetiiat is rational and biological,
the knowledge that each person achieves is thaipted the engagement of the whole
person. However, any ideas that we have aboutyeahd especially true knowledge,
cannot be accounted for or described in physictdists. There is something about the
act of knowing that is inherently non-physical. dénstanding is, he argues, must be
conceived of as resulting from and “act of beirfggttis non-material from the start, in
which nothing physical. He describes this in $utanma

“The principle of the act of understanding, which is called the! &6 man, must

of necessity be some kind of incorporeal and stdrsiprinciple. Foritis

obvious that man’s understanding enables him tovkihe natures of all bodily
things. But, what can in this way take in thingsstihhave nothing of their nature
in its own, for the form that was in it by naturewid obstruct the knowledge of
anything else . . . . if the intellectyaiinciple had in it the physical nature of any
bodily thing, it would be unable to know all bodies. Theprinciple of
understanding, therefore, which is called mindnéellect, has its own activity in
which body takes no intrinsic part.

Read in contemporary terms, we can, | think, extiae an interpretation of how
Aquinas’s argument could engage current discussbout the nature of acts of
cognition. He is saying that it is impossible tmceive of how understanding could be

attained if we try to attribute it to be the “byspiuct” of any kind of physical process.

Physical processes qualify as “the physical natfisny bodily thing.” As such they

3 This finely sliced reasoning is what separatesifagifrom Avicenna on the question of
whether or not there is one mind that is at wor&lirpeople. Aquinas believes that human knowing
participates in God’s power of knowing, but eachspa has his own power of knowing, but it is a
participated power. Here again, | see a paraligd @pinoza’s insistence in Book Il that all Mod#s
Thought are Modes of Gaglia Thinking Substance, but the things that are “inrttied of God” in these
Modes of Thought are not there under consideratfddodquaSubstance, but are, rather, in God insofar
as these finite Modes of Thought are particular landed by that particularity.
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have a deterministic nature; what he calls “thesptat nature of [a] bodily thing.” But
he wants to argue that knowledge is really ratiomsight as he understands it. Hence, if
it is thought of as depending upon any physicatess, it must be conceived of as an an
act that operates according to physical laws opgmtes. Since the dominant view of the
workings of the physical universe in modern sciem@deterministic, then, Thomas
would argue, we have lost any reason for thinkihgus understanding as being an
activity that is engaged in logical analysis andih@ a claim to truthfulness. Rather,
since such acts would loeterministicallyproduced by physical laws, they would be
nothing more than physical events. They can betgdano status as rational insight or
“knowledge,” at least insofar as we traditionallgnt to refer to knowledge as realizing
something that irue** On the physicalist view, according to Aquinas, ‘faelgments”
or “thoughts” cannot be regardedather true orfalse. If all that is involved in what we
call knowledge is a physical process (brain fungtaonsidered as purely physical
interactions) that operates on the basis of sirietven non-strict causal laws, then we
must redefine radically what we mean by knowled@éought” is not, on this
materialistic view, a process that we could judgdedine according to any principles of
logic. Therefore, it can be judged neither tandalse.

If understanding is supposed to be exclusivelyraddctively a function of the
brain’s electro-chemical activity, then it is beisigpposed that, at least in principle, some
of the brain’s electro-chemical activity might teue.” However, it would not be

guestion-begging to suggest that if such a baldrass is the case, then some view must

4 See above in chapter four, 179, n 73.
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be offered as to whatis for an electro-chemical process to be true. Viaat itself

must be able to stand up in the face of whabwdnarily mean by gudgmentoeing true.
Without this we find ourselves in an incoherentipos. In any case, for Aquinas at
least, but as it also seems to me more generdliyadiscourse from science to ordinary
language operates on the assumption that “beie treven where the supposed truths
in question are supposed to be trughsutphysical processes taking place in brains - is
not definable in terms of physical processes takiage in brains. The rational
processes of the mind can arguably be regardeabéesdrin something other than
physical laws and in fact as rooted in part of {tfa¢ very form) which structures the
brain so as to be amenable to rational procesdée ifirst placé” This is, at least, the
way | believe that Aquinas would pose the mattezantemporary terms.

This ambiguity of the term ‘soul’ is what informgjinas’s contention that while
the rational soul does subsist apart from the lmpdhinforming principle, it nonetheless
cannot be said, as the form of the human bodgxistin the most precise sense.
Primary beings or substances are what readigtmost fundamentally. However, as the

informationthat gives form to an individual human being/sabsg, the soul must have

> If one were to suggest that a computer functionstrct laws of physics in a deterministic
fashion to arrive at truthfulness, therefore thqure being suggested fails, one could observeaha
computer does nothing apart from a “software” pangithat establishes the principles upon which the
computer will function. Hence, we can ask, perhapsv the programming interfaces with the hardware,
but we cannot deny that the program establishepdhsibilities of operation for the computer. Ahé t
program plus the software is only an extensiorhefrationality of its designers and those who hsent
As Hasker says, “it is no more an independent soafcational thought than a television sent is an
independent source of news and entertainment” (tad®). This would strongly suggest that the
materialistic model, which is implicitly rejected Aquinas’s doctrine of the intellectual soul as
“something” that performs non-physical operaticsis] does not account for insigguainsight.
Something else must account for how we can speakrathoughts as rational, unless we want to give u
altogether the idea that we actually do thinkis this something that Aquinas is describing induostrine
of theanima intellective.
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some kind of reality. If the “soul” of an individlis analogous to information upon
which the concrete, and not just possible, exigt@ithe individual is dependent (as
would seem to be the case, as well, with the mdtetween the encoded information of
DNA and individual existence) then that informatienat least, something. It is not an
entity in the strictest sense of the word. Bulaés have a reality that is not dependent
upon the embodied being that is given form andtiondy this information. So, at the
very least, the information that grants form (tbalyis logically prior. By the doctrine
of participation Aquinas believed that this inforgisoul is real even prior to the
existence of the rational animal, because to beskence of somethimggiaform is to be
closely associated (as it was in Aristotle andd®latith the concept of an eternally
subsisting idea. (Of course, to be eternally simg) does not entail the Spinozistic
notion of necessary existence, for Aquinas.) Hawemquinas, because of his doctrine
of God as the Pure Act of Being in which all otti@ngs exist by participation, can posit
that the rational sowjuaform has existence not just in the mind of Godrastarnally
subsistent “idea,” but as an expression of an essehich God knows not only as a
possible existent, but as an actuality. This iswkquinas means when he says that the
rational soul “subsists.”Quainformation that gives specific organization totaer
“designated matter’® the form is real and does not depend for its tyeafpon the
particular entity that is so informed and organized

In this sense, then, Aquinas will say that theoradl soul is a subsistent reality,

i.e., while it does not exist as a particular “thinit is nonetheless real in and of itsgifa

“ Cf. chapter 3
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organizing or informing principle. Indeed, theadef the human soul-forigua
information implies, by Aquinas’s logic, that thigem itself participatesin the inherent
intelligibility of the universe. Thomistically spking, the intelligibility of thematerial
universe (i.e. Thought) requires that another cempintary principle exist as well --
what we could call the principle of knowing-theatigible (i.e. Thinking). Both of these
are part of the same Reality that exists apart @ooh potentiallyn the rational soul

when it acts through the body that it informs. Hweer, the rational soul alone brings to
the entity that is formed by it a capacity for #et of knowing-the-intelligible. And as
we have said, he contends that this act is natynaay a physical act, even if it involves
an essentially physical being and that being’s [@aysnake up.

. . . we must observe that the nobler a form s ,ntlore it rises above corporeal

matter, the less it is merged in matter, and theert@xcels matter by its power

and its operation; hence we find that the form ofised body has another
operation not caused by its elemental qualitiesl #e higher we advance in the
nobility of forms, the more we find that the poveéithe form excels the
elementary matter; as the vegetative soul excelsattm of the metal, and the
sensitive soul excels the vegetative soul. Nowhtlnaan soul is the highest and
noblest of forms. Wherefore it excels corporealtarah its power by the fact that
it has an operation and a power in which corpamestter has no share whatever.

This power is called the intellect. (I a, Q 76,,aebply)

Aquinas’s way of expressing the nature of the sothe above passage brings us
to the second sense in which the concept of thenadtsoul as the form of the human
being operates in Aquinas’s metaphysics. Strigpyaking, the power called “intellect”
that he mentions aboveiisthe soul, but is not a power that the soul exesgsaform.
Rather, intellect, in this sense, is only a prifeifhat the soujuaform produces in the

entity it informs. In other words, it is not an aftunderstanding or even a power that the

soul could perform “before” its inherence in mattéris analogous to the part of the
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genetic information of DNA that organizes a humadypso as to be apt for rational
thought. In th&summgl a, Q 79, a 1, ad 1) Aquinas is clear that ietdllor the act of
understanding is a power of the soul and not gemse. By “power” we must
understand Aquinas to mean -- if we are going tkers®nse of his other statements
about soul-body union -- it is a power that theoradl soul brings to the person’s
existence as a bodily organism. Because it isldap producing this kind of effect in a
human being, the soul is sometimes referred thamtellect by Aquinas. But this is
merely a kind of short-hand designation, utilizedduse the intellect marks the “highest
power” that the rational soul can produce in a humperson.

Because the rational soul is the source that esainiderstanding/rationality -- the
capacity for discursive thought -- in a human be#guinas argues that the nature of this
kind of soul is “incorruptible.” As the sourcetbie act of understanding, this soul will in
some sense continue to exist, even when the babesdo live, because it in some sense
subsisted prior to the existence of the body thiarmed into a particular human person
on this occasion. Just as the material stuff efttbdy existed prior to being that body,
the organizational information that shaped the hedy some way also antecedent.

For Aquinas, these principles not only reflect weey that God has created the
world, but they also reflect that the nature of @reation in question muptrticipatein

his own Being as Creatdf. The soul thus makes intellect possible as ancasp¢he

*" Recall that Aquinas is insistent that in God thiereo distinction between essence and existence
and that God is utterly simple. So, God’s actmfwing, act of creating, act of willing, act of hgi
knowable are, in some way, all one and the san®oih while being rightly differentiated by our
intellects. There is not a conflation going orAiquinas’s mind here, rather a belief tijaia unbounded
and eternal God is beyond any full comprehensiothbyhuman mind, while being, nonetheless, knowable
and predicable. This is because of the doctrite@fnalogy of Being that Aquinas insists upon.
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human person in Aquinas’s metaphysical schemefansa it is itself a participation in
the active intellect that is a feature of the urseés own existenc€. Such rationality is
the highest power thaguaorganizing information, the rational soul bringshtaman
beings. Inla, Q 79, reply, Aquinas offers thkolwing:

For what is such by participation, and what is neland what is imperfect
always requires the pre-existence of somethinghéisdlg such, immovable and
perfect. Now the human soul is called intellectwaleason of a participation in
intellectual power; a sign of which is that it istiwholly intellectual but only in
part. Moreover it reaches to the understandinguthtby arguing, with a certain
amount of reasoning and movement. Again it hasmgreifect understanding;
both because it does not understand everythingbacause, in those things
which it does understand, it passes from potetytitdiact. Therefore there must
needs be some higher intellect by which the solklped to understand.

Wherefore we must say thatthe soul is some power derived from a higher
intellect,whereby it is able to light up the phantasms. saecknow this by
experience, since we perceive that we abstracewsalforms from their
particular conditions, which is to make them adguitelligible. Now no action
belongs to anything except through some principten&lly inherent therein; as
we have said above of the passive intellect. Theeghe power which is the
principle of this action must be something in tbalsFor this reason Aristotle
(De Anima iii, 5) compared the active intellectight, which is something
received into the air: while Plato compared theasafe intellect impressing the
soul to the sun, as Themistius says in his commgotaDe Anima iii. But the
separate intellect, according to the teaching offaith, is God HimselfWho is
the soul's Creator, and only beatitude; as wiklhewn later on (90, 3; I-11, 3, 7).
Wherefore the human soul derives its intellectiggdtifrom Him, according to Ps.
4:7, "The light of Thy countenance, O Lord, is €idrupon us.

“8 In the following quote Aquinas’s argument is natyoto prove that the intellect participates in
God'’'s own beingjuaintellect, but to insist, against the Averrorigtst each human soul has in it its own
particular and specific act of participation in @etive intellect, not a kind of general kind offa&ing of
it. Hence, he says: “no action belongs to anytleixcept through some princigi@mally inherent therein
as we have said above of the passive intellectl() & herefore the power which is the principldato$
action must beomething irthe soul.” One will have to recall, however, Aggs’s insistence that God is
his own essence and his own existence in ordemderstand how Aquinas argues that nothing elséean
a part of God’s essence. God is Being and thefdmting is God’s essence philosophically stated, b
only one act of Being can be the source of allghiwho do not have existence as a part of the idefirof
their essence. This is the basis of Aquinas’s siatout transcendence.
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While it is the case, for Aquinas, that the soylassessed of a “power” which is
the power to enable rationality and understandinipose beings informed by this form,
and furthermore the case that the intellective attghich the beings are capable are not
“caused” by or emergent from bodily states, we nma$é that neither is the power of the
soul self-explanatory or self-instantiating. Th#&anal soul’s existence in the first place
is only possible because, as an individuated ashdérstanding, it participates in God’s
own Being. The life of a human being, therefayea“rational animal,” participates in
God’s Being, and in the act of understanding & tgpe of analogue of God’s own
knowing. (Of course, for Aquinas, “participatiois’a concept that can be applied either
univocally or analogously.) In tfeummd a, Q 18, a 4, ad 1, where he is answering the
guestion of whether all things are “in” Gdtk says:

In another sense things are said to be in Godh Hem who knows them, in

which sense they are in God through their propeasdwhich in God are not

distinct from the divine essence. Hence thing$ay &re in God are the divine

essence. And since the divine essence is life ahthavement, it follows that
things existing in God in this manner are not mogetmnbut life.

Each individual act of being that we call “knowled@r “understanding” exists
as an analogue to God'’s act of Being. This imghes, for Aquinas, the activity of
knowing is to be understood (as it was later byn8pa) as a principle (or an Attribute,
Spinozistically speaking) that is part of Reapgr se Hence, the form of knowing, if it
informs something so as to make it a true knowestraubsist in itself apart from doing

so. This is because moments of individual knowdeelgjst as such only because they

participatein the intellectual activity of God’s power of kning; this is the way that a

323



human beingjuaknower (but not as a physical entity) participate&od’s act of
Being

The incorruptibility of the rational soul is, as #igas sees it, ultimately not,
strictly speaking, incorruptibility of the rationsbulquaform, although the
“information” that is thdorma intellectivabrought by that form iguainformation not
corruptible, because it is utterly non-materidt.ig no more corruptible than the
information 2 + 2 = 4.) Rather, the rational so@ivity in the life of a person who
exercises the non-corporeal act of understandikmaowing is what Aquinas wants to
demonstrate is capable of “permanence” apart flmrbody. But what Aquindke
philosopherhad to account for, within the confines of his awataphysics, was how the
person who is, by definition, a “rational animatiudd exercise the power of
understanding, if indeed it is conceivable, apannf being embodied. Without such an
explanation, then his theological belief that thsrgersonal” survival past bodily life is
philosophically untenable. He puts the argumagtsnst the possibility of such survival
in strong terms in objections 1 —3inla, Q 8%; a

The first point [against the idea that the ratics@ll could continue to exercise
knowledge after death]:

1. It would seem that the separated soul cannot utathetsinything at all. For
Aristotle says that thmtellectual apprehension is destroyed through the
decay of some inward parBut all the inward parts of man are destroyed in
death. Therefore understanding itself is alsordged.

91t would be an interesting area of inquiry fohaistic philosopher to consider how the concept
of God’s omniscience relates to the question ofviddal knowledge If God exists and is in fact
omniscient, then God would have to know not onhatMhknow, but would have to know it, in some sense
as | know it and would have to know it as adeqoat@adequate and know every person’s perspectigde a
every possible person’s perspective, as well ambaub specie aeternitates knowledge of the whole and
more than the whole.
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2. In death the senses and the imagination are tatayroyed . . . . Therefore
the soul, after death, understands nothing

3. Again, if the separated soul understands anythimgust do so by means of
species. But it does not understand by meanshaté@species [in the mind],
since it is, from the beginning, likewriting tablet on which as yet nothing is
written [Aristotle, De animalll, 4. 429b29. Nor yet by species it abstracts
from things because it has no organs of sensenaagimation by means of
which species are abstracted from things. Norpadgg species previously
abstracted and retained in the soul, for in thiedhe soul of a child would
understand nothing after death. Nor, finally, pgaes which come from
God, for this would not be the natural knowledgeanetalking about, but a
gift of grace. Therefore the soul, when separ&tau the body understands
nothing.

Understanding Aquinas’s response to such objecteqsires us to consider a
few issues that relate to his view of the humas@eind the capacity for thought and
self-consciousness that is essential to a humanglseactivityquarational animal. First
is his insistence that the state of separationhisatnetaphysics allows for jgaeter
naturam i.e. it is outside the nature of the human seohe might even call it unnatural.
He describes the state of human existence he ensisi‘To understand by turning to
sense images is aatural to the soul as being joined to the body, wheredmetseparated
from the body i®ff-beatfor its nature jpraeter naturarfy and so likewise is
understanding without turning to sense images. sbuis joined to the body in order to
be and act in accordance with its nature” (I a,9Q&1, reply). This entails that, for
Aquinas, the rational soul, when considered asraggghfrom the body, cannot be

thought of in the most precise or fullest sensa Bsman person. Since the essence of a

human being involves, as we established in chdpter both matter and soul, the
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survival that Aquinas describes is trylgaeter naturan?® As if this were not a large
enough hurdle, however, Aquinas must also, by Ws definition, explain how, since it
is the person who knows and not the soul, the camulurvives the demise of the bodily
aspect of the person precisely as any sokhofver

In order to demonstrate that these difficultiescheet be insuperable, Aquinas
offers an analogy:

The nature of a light body does not change, whethin in its proper place

(which is natural to it) or whether it is outside proper place (which is besides

its nature). Thus to the soul according to its enofibeing when united with the

body belongs a mode of understanding which turribdsense images found in
corporeal organs, whereas when separated fronotheits mode of
understanding, as in other immaterial substansés, turn to things that are
purely intelligible.

Such an analogy, based as it is on the medievalighgf his time, is perhaps not
very helpful for us at face value, even if Aquirzesl some of his readers at the time
found it persuasive. But perhaps we can decipisambaning. He is trying to describe
the true nature of the soul as a cause of thechctisderstanding and reasoning that takes
place in the human knower. The nature of the matisoulquainforming principle is to
produce in a human being just this kind of activi§o the soul’s nature, when we think
of its subsistence as an informing intellectuah@ple, is to “communicate” to the
human person the power to know. | take it thatieans by this that the information the
soul “communicates” to the matter of the body ressim a physical being capable of acts

of rationality that are distinct from the physipabperties that make him a biological

creature. This activity of “informing” is the sdsikrue nature. Because the squh

0 See above, 166f, especially note 57.
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informing principle establishes in the biologicaig the power teknow the being,
insofar as we are speaking of the power to knomoeg a participation in the
fundamental intelligibility of the universe thatpsoduced by God’s own act of knowing.
Even though the human intellect is the “lowestlbiraellectual substances,” as Aquinas
puts it, its “power of intelligence comes from th@uence of divine light.” The person
who knows, through the power that the rational soakes possible out of its essence,
therefore, participates (analogously, not univggait God’s knowing’*

The nature of our way of knowing as human beindbas of discursive
knowledge that develops from sensory engagemehttigt world and abstraction from
particulars in coming to understand the natureedli®y. The soul, subsequent to the
formation of the human persguaknowing agent when the soul informs matter,
becomes something that is an entity in itself, wherthe soul “prior” to giving actual
form to a living entity must be, Aquinas arguegpimation. A person now in the
“union” of soul and informed body is considerechtve become something over and
above the souquaform that has enabled the existence of a beinghtaed acts of
rational insight. In the human person, the raficoal takes on a new meaning logically
and a new existence ontologically. The exercis@fpotential for consciousness and
rationality was, prior to the union of the soul @hd body, only an inherent in the
informing nature of the soul, as was therefore @npossibility for an entity informed by

theanima intellectiva.Now in the union, however, this potential becomesad property

*1 Again this distinction that Aquinas makes betwparticipation analogously and univocally has a
possible parallel in Spinoza. He insists tiiaa Modes of Thought, the ideas that a Mode has isdd, G
not insofar as God is thought of in his essenceopbly insofar as that Mode isfiaite Mode of Thought,
hence partaking of Substance for its existencedistinct from Substance as an individual and digind
limited instance of Thought.
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of the human person. The rational squaform has communicated its “highest power”
(the potential for rationality) to the human pers@ecause this highest power defines
the particular kind of soul that informs a humampethen the term “soul” can begin to
function in ordinary language as a quasi synonynthfe person who understands and
learns. But a person is more than the soul, rsst I8 he equivocality of this usage of the
term “soul” is rooted in the fact that it is actiyahe person, produced when the soul
“‘communicates” its essence to the matter of theypatio is most precisely said to know
(as well as to act.) But the soul is the sourcthisfpossibility. Hence, in Aquinas’s
view, the knowing person is what the soul beconiersonal experiences and insights
into the nature of the world and into the existeoic&od become part of the soul’'s
nature, because the soul’'s informing potentiabw active.

He argues, as was discussed above, that the attefech the soul makes
possible in the human person is, following the cetecexistence of a human being that
results from the soul-body union, absolutely immaten its essence. If that is the case,
then (as he putsitinla Q 89, a 5, reply):

But just as acts of the intellect grencipally and formallyseated in the intellect

itself, but materially and in the manner of a dispion in the lower faculties

[capacity for sensory awareness], so also musidhee be said of habitual

dispositions [our acquired understanding and ratiprocesses]. Therefore as to

man’s present knowledge, the part that is in thestdaculties will not remain in
the separated soul, but what is in the intelletitivéicessarily remain. For as

Aristotle says, a form [the rational soul] can lestidoyed in two ways, first, in

itself, when it is destroyed by its contrary, elgpat by cold; second incidentally,

that is, by the destruction of its subject. Novgibbvious that demonstrative
knowledge in the human intellect cannot be destidyyethe destruction of its

subject, because, as shown before [l a, Q 75,thA&]ntellect is immortal. . . .

Aquinas here expresses what was described in slceastiion preceding the above

guote. The rational soul gives rise to an entibypwbeing capable of knowledge,
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acquires understanding and insight that once aedjliecome part of the essence of the
person’s intellect. Because this soul must be tgtded to have a subsistence of its own
that is logically prior to the person’s actual ¢égrse, Aquinas contends that the
subsequent thoughts, experiences, and insightbdicaime a part of the soul-enabled
person continue to exist. This is because, alienteal acts, they have become part of
the essence of an immaterial, and therefore inpthie, principle that itself participates
in the very intelligibility of the universe thatieoted in God’s own act of knowing.
Thus the patrticularity of each human being doesaase to exist, he thinks, even though
the “separated soul” is not strictly speaking thiéferson. Cessation of existence is,
Aquinas thinks, impossible because even the péatity of perspective that each person
guaintellect attains and entertains is part of thevidedge that is maintained in the
eternal intellect of God. And since the squhform participated in God’s own Being
guaunderstanding, and since God’s power of Thoughhigiherent aspect of the
universe, then personal knowledge, and even pdrgtardity, become part of the
universe of knowledge. So, the perspectival kndgée the character that is shaped in
the acquisition of that knowledge and holds it, afdgch has become a part of the soul in
concrete existence, cannot be lost, because tepgaival knowledge though acquired
in relation to the body never depended upon theg bod

As | indicated at the beginning of this sectionufitas did not so much attempt to
argue philosophically for the doctrine of the imtadity of the soul. Rather, his focus
was upon the closely related, but distinct, notbits incorruptibility. His focus was
upon incorruptibility, rather than immortality, diethe role he played as a Christian

theologian. As a philosopher he did not arguarfonortality, becase as a theologian he
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embraced and argumentatively supported the doafitiee resurrection of the body.

He thought of this doctrine as not, unlike his angut for the incorruptibility of the soul,
open to philosophical demonstratiper se (Or as he would put it, it was not open to
“natural philosophy.”) Itis, rather, an articlefaith. So I will not go to great lengths
discussing it for our purposes. However, it shdagchoted that he thought this doctrine
was completely consistent with his demonstratiothefsoul’s incorruptibility and his
demonstration that the rational soul is the fornthefbody.

We can also note that in the supplement tcSilneama’s tertia pardie contends
that the issue of how personal identity is mairgdinf there is a resurrection, implies
that a “new” body is going to be part of continuipgrsonal identity. Seizing the
authority of Aristotle in 11l supp. Q 80 a 1, repljhomas argues that the soul in relation
to the body is not only the formal cause of theyb®eéxistence but is, as well, the
efficient cause of its existenc&He argues, in good Aristotelian fashion, from the
example of a craftsman or artist, and describesadhkas analogous to the “art” by
which an artifact or masterpiece is made. Juswasything that appears in the work of
art is contained implicitly (but without explicikpression) in the “art” that guides the
artist, so it is the case with the soul in relationhe body. Whatever was in the body
prior to its death was (and is) contained, in a valicitly in the soul. What follows

then is that, at the resurrection, the body will m&e again except according to the

*2 This doctrine is most clearly spelled out in thibl&in | Corinthians chapter fifteen. The
doctrine of an intermediate state of the soul “awg? resurrection is one that Aquinas inheriteonfr
Christian teaching and it is found throughout tresM\lTestament. For a good treatment of these ideas,
John Cooper3ody, Soul and Life Everlasting: Biblical Anthropgy and the Monism-Dualism Debate
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1989).

%3 Aquinas references Aristotle in De Anima i, 4.
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relation it bears to the rational soul, whose exisé has been maintained in the Being of
Godquaan immaterial intellective principle that participa in God’s Beingjua

intellect. Since the rational soul, in this stateinion with God, has been “perfected,” it
follows that any person who by faith has been ilminvith God, must rise again
perfected. This is because, as Aquinas puts i therebyrepaired in order that he may
obtain his ultimate perfectiot.

It is not my intention to defend this position, angre than | have wanted to
“defend” Spinoza’s or Aquinas’s positions on imnadity or incorruptibility. Rather, my
intention has been to show, in relation to hisdfeh the resurrection, what | wanted to
show in my presentation of both Spinoza’s and Agsiis views of the mind and soul,
namely, that this doctrine is, at least, recontéaith the larger scheme of his
metaphysics. And in the final analysis, perhapstserence theory of truthfulness is the
best we can ask of any system, given the way tirapeting presuppositions establish
for each of us distinct starting points that leadsometimes radically) divergent

philosophical commitments.

**In theSummadll Supp, Q 79, a 2, Aquinas deals with the questibwhether or not the self-
same man will rise again. His argument there ngeénsiists that it must be the self-same man tisatsti
but does not provide an argument for how this cdaldhe case. It could well be that my readinbiof as
holding that all that is true of the person in liflecomes part of the rational soul that is incarblg could
have provided him with the “explanation” that heuldbneed. If the experiences and the history ef th
person are part of the “knowledge” that is mairgdiin the sum of all knowable things in God'’s ileed,
and the soul continues to be a kind of informat®ren in the post-mortem condition of separatiomfr
the body, then once united with matter again, mb¢ does the “same” body appear, but the same perso
because the informing soul is not distinct from lifkstory of the person that it originally informadd will
(according to Aquinas) inform again. | do not ththat this way of stating the matter will convirtbese
who are not predisposed to believe in the resuomctindeed, it probably could not, nor shouldfdith is
the issue). But, it might, at least, tie up forleomist a dangling existential issue regarding quesis
identity missing in Aquinas’s treatment in tBamma.

331



Implications for contemporary philosophy of Mind

The premise of this dissertation has been that®@piand Aquinas held theories
about the relationship between mind and body treatjaite similar in very important
ways. That is what | have been endeavoring to ckpathe preceding chapters, even as
| have argued less directly that their perspectivafe coherent and should be taken
seriously, not just for comparative studies intistory of philosophy, but as potential
dialogue partners in contemporary discussionsisfgrennially difficult issue. Spinoza
and Aquinas should not be considered members,rtowdella Rocca’s description of
Spinoza, of “the illustrious company of those wlavé failed to solve the mind-body
problem.®® | think, instead, that Spinoza, as well as Agsiretually avoid the mind-
body problem in its typical form, because they ptghissue back to an even more
fundamental point of philosophical exploration € trery nature of the soul as a form or
conatus So, in the closing few pages of this dissertatiwant to suggest some helpful
ways in which we might perhaps draw upon their plggaical conclusions to develop a
different angle of vision for analyzing the verytur@ of the “problem.”

Hillary Putnam’s claim that contemporary philosomiymind is
“methodologically Cartesian” strikes me as esséntim target. | say this because
present-day approaches to the knowledge of oursalséuman beings (or so it seems to
me) tend to divide the discussants into two distapistemological camps. One the one
hand, the natural sciences attempt to describe h@xiatence empirically and, therefore,

purely in terms of physical laws. On the otherdhgrhilosophy of mind analyzes the

%5 See above 245.
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“mind” nonempirically and philosophically. In suem epistemological perspective we
are left with a kind of antinomy that, all attempisdissuade aside, still views the
relationship between the human being as descripedibnce and the “mind” as
analyzed philosophically as a problem to be solvedrther exacerbating the
contemporary dialogue, | think, is the quite evidemdency to assume that the
epistemological approach of science is what istaldish the notion of what is
ontologically “natural” in the first place. Thisf course, then suggests that any attempt
to posit some principle that is not an empiricalhalyzable property is illicitly importing
something “non-natural,” or even worse “super-natlir

What we are left with, I think, is a methodologidalalism that does not envelop
the whole of human life empirically, for either Wwave to see our existence as utterly
mysterious or we have to deny what is most immedtjiaibvious to us in our own lived
experience, i.e. that we actually do live “mindsdigle lives that are just as truly
“mental,” in some non-material sense, as they hysipal. Perhaps we might need to
deny, someday, that our day-to-day experienceawahpinsight beingmotivated or
making adecision or even experiencingve are nothing in themselves. But until we
do, we should not! Unless we are willing to exéuldese experiences, which seem to be
intrinsic properties of some aspect of our activelslquahuman, from the category of
real things, then we must learn how to analyze tbarafully ageal. But, in taking
seriously their existence as aspects of realitg,rat simply something that is
epiphenomenal, we need to avoid, as well, any thihatt fails to account for the

phenomenon that is becoming more and more obviobsain research, namely, that our
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mental states are attendant, in some paralleldashpon changes in electro-chemical
structure and synaptic function.

What must be avoided is the temptation to think waare only left with one of
two disparate conclusions. We need not, in ths iirstance, think of “mind” as some
property that tacks an additional level of reatityo the organic existence we share with
animals. The problem that this “tacking-on” waycohceiving the nature mind in
relation to body is that having a “mind” or beiragional is not something that is over-
and-above the biological life that we live. Hunmié@ is an organic life. Hence, it
includes in its very form the activity of thoughtdareasoning and understanding. This
should also suggest that the proposal is not teagxtend some sort of Cartesian dualism
to our view of animal life. It may in fact be ckrsto the truth to recognize some of the
truth motivating the various types of reductivggibalism/materialism that have been
proposed in recent years. Unlike Cartesian dualisey, insist upon the unity of human
life, i.e. that whatever we are in our life as ngrathd bodies, we must be “one and the
same thing.”

However, it is equally crucial, in recognizing somadidity in reductionist
tendencies, to resist a second temptation, nanteyg too far in precisely that direction.
Theories of reductionism, while rightly insisting the unity of human life, have too
uncritically assumed that the methods of empirinatural” science and the theories that
grow out of them must be the only licit methodoldgyour endeavors to understand the
nature of human lifguamental. Thereby, reductionism has put itself in an
epistemological posture from which it must igndre bverwhelming empirical evidence

that each of us has in our own personal experieraregly, that our cognitive activity in
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an integral part of our life as consciously awagafs. That is, reductivist tendencies
seem to me to divorce cognitive processes fronptbeesses by which we are actually
immediatelyaware ofthe act of reasoning or understanding in whicrewgage. And

for those who accept reductionism who are williogbandon altogether the explicit
sense in which our cognitive activity involves ammediate awareness of that activity, it
seems to me that, as was argued above, their alegcideterminism in any case of
itself rules out the possibility that cognitive iaittes embodytruth, including, therefore,
the cognitive activities expressed in their owntdoes.

These approaches lack any principle, so far as kea, which would provide a
unified way of analyzing human experience or thiagkabout the way that our actual
existence is lived. Such unity is the very thimgyided by the hylomorphic perspective
that | have outlined in Aquinas’s and Spinoza’sapéysics. If contemporary
philosophy would recover the “natural” principlefofm as the organizing code that co-
inheres in the material “stuff’ of the universesafiar as human life is instantiated in the
universe, a new and fruitful way of envisioning nhnody relations could be developed.
In the area of biological studies, much is madthefDNA codethat establishes all basic
body functions in organic life, from building prate out of amino acids to regulating the
timing and expression of various processes invowit development and growth. This
code determines, at least at the level of bioldgigastence, it seems, every specific of
our individual livesguahuman, e.g. that we have opposable thumbs, thaaaur
muscles are lax, that our cranium capacity is lalg@ccommodate a large brain, the
way that this brain works, and everything elseerg\physical structure of our life is in

any case in some way dependent upon it. Yet twd€” is basically information; and
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guainformation it is not something physical. It issdmgous to a message or instructions
“‘communicated” (as Aquinas might say) to the phgisstuff that thereby becomes our
body in its organized life as a particular membfea particular species. Logically,
however, the “information” of the code could be ¢coomicated in any number of ways,
as can all information. And yet, this informatimieres in every part of our physical
existence, without losing its nature of being infiation, to make us conscious-reasoning
beings.

Two things are striking here. First, it is intrigg that this basic premise of
modern biology has possible antecedents in the ditylomorphism that | have been
describing in relation to Aquinas and Spinoza. ,Batond, it is equally intriguing that
contemporary philosophers of mind and cognitivesitsts have not explored deeply
enough what seems to me to be a very forceful jpimat work and an important
consideration. What | have in mind is the implicas that might accompany the
(arguably evident) nature of DNA as “informationPerhaps what | take to be the
significance of DNA may go beyond what contemporagterialists see as its
significance. As was argued in chapter two, howethe kind of hylomorphism that this
dissertation attempts to explicate as part of Agsimand Spinoza’s metaphysical
projects, can allow us to embrace a better undedstg of the nature of DNA
information. In at least a weak sense, one caraadly appreciate the significance of
DNA without becoming a dualist. But the dualismulbnot be of the Cartesian or
Platonic variety (or Augustinian in its Christidreblogical form). It would be the kind
of “dualism” that one finds in Aquinas and Spinog&gere there is only one concrete

reality that we engage in knowing and being a pb(Epinoza’s Natura naturata and
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Aquinas’sbeing as participation in Beir)g By this kind of dualism, one would expect
that physicalists would be able to regard DNA ast@iming and communicating
“information,” but also regard it in a way thatagplicable in physicalist terms. The
information is not, strictly speaking, somethingeoand above the material entities,
because it exists in them. However, the infornmaisonot, itself, physical. Butifitis
not, strictly speaking, physical then how are weegard it? It is obvious to my mind, at
least, that because it is precisely informatiomething that is Thought-like must be
regarded as a basic principle at work in the usieand not merely a supervenient
property. Aquinas and Spinoza, in their insistemgen the role thabrm or conatus
plays in establishing the bodily and mental lifeadiving human person, are old
witnesses to the momentousness that this disctweryor the way we think about the
mind-body relationship.

In realizing this significance, Aquinas and Spinéalacompelled to describe
Thought as a fundamental feature of Reality, rathan a supervenient property. In this,
as well as their notions of form/conatus, we aferefl another conceptual lens through
which we might view the foundation of mind and bdttientity.” DNA is arguably a
type of information that is analogous in modermigto the older concept foraohatus.
Spinoza and Aquinas would argue that the arguabioos nature of DNA as a
conveyor of information requires us to embraceundescriptions of the universe, the
idea that ThoughguaAttribute (to put it in Spinoza’s terms) or Ratitihaqua
participation in God’s act of Bein@ (a Aquinas) is a fundamental aspect of such
encoded information. This “code” communicatesringions to amino acids and to all

other physical parts of the organism that will egist without that information. Hence,

337



the existent organism in its concrete reality guably unintelligible apart from that
information. And again, if the information can @@nceived of as in some sense
preceding the organism, , then it seems to meabahight have before us at least an
interesting philosophical question that could bplesed in another dissertation. Perhaps
some might be wary of positing Thought as a fundaaléittribute upon which the
encodedr informing nature of DNA is logically dependent for intellgity, because

they fear the posing of such an Attribute would lyrg“Thinker” as the source of such
Thought; and it could be that this has too muclepil theistic baggage. | am not
making the case here that Thought, much less anKenj” must be posited. Rather, | am
suggesting that by looking at DNA in the light gildmorphism we might discover a
philosophically interesting, and possibly true, vedyanalyzing the universe and the
living organisms that populate it. To what extd@ notion of Thought needs to be
brought in for that purpose may remain to be diseds But one should not rule out the
idea from start simply because he wants to avaithhrg God into the discussiom.

What is most instructive in this basic Thomistiar#gzistic insight for present-
day philosophy of mind is their premise that Thaiglong with and perhaps co-inherent
with the laws of physics, can be (and perhaps mejstinderstood as ontologically
ultimate. Recovering this concept, we might adyuahd a better starting point for our
contemporary mind-body discussions. And those fivitbit incoherent would have to

show why it is; but | think that they would be beggthe question by simply assuming

% However, philosophy ought to be interested intiveeor not some concept of “God” is valid.
And if other of our logical concepts required thancept, then such is the conclusion that an honest
philosophy would have to embrace. It is, howefarbeyond the purview of this dissertation to exsm
that.
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what Kim has described as “ontological physicalfsifhis “new” way forward,
however, shows how to avoid thinking about the reatif mind in the universe and in
human experience as tacking another level of yeafibn an otherwise lifeless and
thoughtless world. Instead, it allows us to see thur ownexperiencef ourselves as
“one and the same thing,” regardless of which efdhal aspects of our lives by which
we might regard ourselves in any given analysissdwt pose the Mind-body problem.
Rather, it manifests for us the irreducible compleaf our existence as beings that
participate in a universe that is equally dependeoh Thought and Extension as
ontological fundament¥.

Colin McGinn, quoted in the introductory chaptettlut dissertation, has argued
that in philosophy of mind “the question must aaseo whether human minds are
closedwith respect to certain true explanatory theoja®ut the connection between
mind and body].*® McGinn’s argument is persuasive in its focus,ibabuld be asked, |
think, whether or not the problem is not what we @wnsidering in the analysis of mind-
body relations, but the presuppositions that wedito the issue. Kim claims that the
presupposition of our current approach to the guesistablishes an undesirable choice.
It is assumed, he argues, that if the ontologidakipy of the physical is not presumed,

then one must allow “that there are things in thece-time world other than physical

" While | cannot discuss this here, such a philb&mp perspective as that represented in my
interpretation of Aquinas could, | think, be emleddy theistic philosophers, especially if they are
Christians. To argue that the soulaform is “natural” to the world and that all of thatural world
“participates” in the Being of God, need not entladlt one give up religious beliefs that are tiaddlly
established in doctrines such as “transcendenat*iammortality.” Rather, it simply would entail #i
they embrace a richer notion of what the “physwatid” and the “natural world” are. God could alyga
be “beyond” our world’s ontology and the “soul” ddibe nonetheless seen as immortal in the metagghysi
offered here. But, the kind of Augustinian/Cardesdualism that has marked much of Christian réflac
might have to go.

*¥ McGinn, 544.
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things,like Cartesian soulsor at least that some things in the world haveage
properties that are independent of their physieslire.®™ However, could it not simply
be that the “physical” world itself has infusedarit certain non-physical features that
entail non-physical properties, e.g. thiormationconveyed by the double helix
molecule that makes up the physical structure oARNThis information is not, as | have
already argued, a physical property, but it is & pthe world of nature. The mystery of
the “Cartesian soul” need not be invoked, but tlesg@nce of a Thomistic “form” or a
Spinozisticconatusmight very well need to be recognized.

As it seems to me, at least, acceptance of the pbinew common to such
otherwise diverse thinkers as Spinoza and Aquinfées;s the prospect of new insights
into the way that mind and body “interact.” Anceevf McGinn is actually correct that
our minds have a conceptual barrier — one analogotie perceptual barrier that makes
us unable to see certain aspects of the electrastiagpectrum — standing in the way of
our attempts to comprehend the relationship betweeselvesjuabiological and
ourselvegjuaconscious-thinking beings, we might, at least, galbetter grasp of why
that is the case. It could very well be, as inseé0 me, that the limits that we in fact
face are not the result of our lacking the cogeitpparatus requisite for conceiving of
the relationship. They may, at least to a largergxbe the result of our embrace of a
false perspective on the question. It could welthe case that, as the hylomorphism of
Aquinas and Spinoza suggest, we need to push hadaategories of the relationship

between mind and body to the earlier question aituttreally takes for an organism

*Kim, 12. Also, Cf. above, 34. My emphasis.
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such as a human being to be endowed with ratigndlits not question-begging to
suggest that the kind of moderate dualism thatfioiks in Aquinas and Spinoza in this
respect can serve us well. But for that to happenwould have to abandon the fears
that any kind of dualism at all leads us to whanhKiescribes as conceiving “that there
are things in the space-time world other than paythingsJike Cartesian soulsor at
least that some things in the world have certanperties that are independent of their
physical nature.”

Admittedly, what | have put forth in this regardust an intimation of the way in
which the “hylomorphism” that we have been considgby way of Spinoza and
Aquinas might in fact become a dialogue partne¢his discussion of present-day
concern. But by recovering the idea that therdccodeed be &iormthat gives
organization to a body, so as to make it apt forirad, and thereby equally makes
possible a mind that is apt for the body, we mjggrhaps begin to look with newly
opened eyes to the mystery of human origins artdeoDNA code itself. And in
regarding the latter as a bearerrdgbrmation in particular, we might find that we are
after all closer to that hylomorphism than mightestvise have been supposed. Perhaps
then we could begin to begin to see that recovehedsoul” is not an impulse of
obsolete or antiquated quaintness. Rather, it ninglp us to understand more deeply
Wittgenstein’s observations about a human persbty. attitude towards him is an
attitude towards a soul. | am not of h@nionthat he has a soul.” For as Wittgenstein

understood, “the human body is the best pictutb@human soul® And quaconatic

% Ludwig WittgensteinPhilosophical Investigationsrans., G. E. M. Anscombe, (New York: The
MacMillan Company, 1957), Il.iv.178.
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form the soul is, as well, the best account ofrtined’s presence in the “one and the same

thing.”
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