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Kai un poPeiode amd TOV ATOKTEVVOVTOV TO GO,
TNV 0€ YuynVv un SLVOUEVOV ATOKTEIVOL *

doPeiobe 0 paAlov TOv duvdpevov

Kol WYoymnyv Kol odpo AmoAésot

&V yeévvn.

-KATA MA®G®AION 10:28

(And fear not them which kill the body,
but are not able to kill the soul:
but rather fear Him which is able
to destroy both soul and body
in hell.)

-Matthew 10:28 (KJV)



Abstract

In contemporary metaphysics, there are two pompéons for personal numerical
identity (NID) over time: substance dualism andenatism. According to recent arguments by
some Christian philosophers, both options conflith the Christian doctrine of the bodily
resurrection. Substance dualism trivializes thgsmtal body for NID (when it has some kind of
role in the bodily resurrection), and also is seeoonflict with modern neuroscience. But NID
and mind cannot be continued solely by the matbodly, as versions of the Replacement
Argument (from Richard Swinburne and Alvin Planajghow. There are good aspects to both
options, especially with regard to the bodily resation. Is there a way to reconcile them?

In this thesis | have two motivating big questiohsCan the conflict between Christian
substance dualists and materialists be resolveldebliylomorphic Aristotelian model of human
personhood proposed by Eleonore Stump, based antegretation of Thomas Aquinas (the
Stump/Aquinas model)? 2) Does the Stump/Aquinadehovercome metaphysical challenges
against numerical identity and the bodily resuret? | argue that the Stump/Aquinas model
accommodates the conflict between Christian digadiatl materialists by identifying human
persons with both the physical body and the immeterind as a single-substance composite. If
we think of the disembodied state as a ‘data bdckugh couple the medieval solutions with
contemporary terminology, then the Stump/Aquinasiehovercomes most of the metaphysical
challenges it faces. But, the model ultimatelyursgs a modification to answer the second big
guestion. DNA (as genome or immaterial informalisrthe configured configurer and part of
Aquinas’s original concept of the soul as the Atistian form of the body. In light of its
explanatory power and compatibility with Aquinasotght, | argue the Stump/Aquinas model,

modified with DNA, is a strong contender for a rebphilosophical-theological anthropology.
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Chapter One

Introduction: Two Big Questions

Imagine a person, P —we will call him Paul. Accaglio the debate in contemporary
metaphysics, it seems we have two majority and laomyptions to account for his personal
numerical identity. If substance dualism is trimert Paul is two separate substances (a soul/mind
and a body), and he is numerically identified onlth the immaterial aspect of himself (the
soul/mind). If materialism is true, then Paul i@ubstance (a physical body made of atoms),
numerically identified with only his body, and ttiengs historically attributed to the immaterial
soul (intellect, volition, sensation, memory, perdlty, consciousness, etc.) are products of his
neurological and biochemical processes.

According to recent arguments made by some Chmigtislosophers, both of the above
options have problems in the face of the Christiactrine of the bodily resurrectidrinder
substance dualism, the materialists argue, Palysipal body is trivial to his resurrection. They
say dualism is in conflict, since the bodily regation assigns at least some sort of role to Paul’s
body for personal identity. Materialists also samlism conflicts with everyday experience,
especially given the scientific advances made mvwkadge of the human body and brain. But
under materialism, the substance dualists argud’s”eody cannot be the sole bearer of his

personal identity, because of the problems relateghip of Theseus type puzzles for material

! In this thesis, let the bodily resurrection betstimt Paul will be —-must be— numerically identiaith his pre-
death self; his individual essence (whether inbibdy or in the soul/mind) must survive his deattl anust continue
his personal numerical identity between death asdrrection. Te very nature of the issue in questicentered on
the problem of personal numerical identity andkbdily resurrection, as a question of philosophibablogy.



objects. Beyond that, the dualists argue it igrfam intuitive to say mental content is identical t
states in the material brain —and mental contemilslnot be what personal identity reduces to,
in the first placé. It appears both dualisésd materialists have the upper hand in regard to
explaining the bodily resurrection of the dead eodtinuity over time of numerical personal
identity! Is this conflict irresolvable or can weediate between the good points that both dualists
and materialists make with respect to the resuomend identity of persons? We are left with a
guandary, and a stalemate regarding poor Pauligitgeand our own. Who and what is he?
What are we?

But what if, instead of being numerically idergi with only his material body, or only
his immaterial soul/mind, Paul is identified witbth, as a substantial composite? Instead of the
two parts being separate substances, what if tioe n composite of Paul is a single substance?
And what if, instead of the form of Paul havingmag to do with his body, Paul's essence or
soul in-formed (and en-formed) the material comigosso that what is necessary for Paul’s
identity could be ‘backed up’ like computer data®duld mean his identity remains constant,
and his body is not the seat of his identity, Bytrioperly part of his identity. Could it work?

In this thesis | have two motivating ‘big questigrise second following from the
consequences of the first. 1) Can the apparenticobétween Christian substance dualists and
materialists be resolved by the hylomorphic Arisliein understanding of human personhood
proposed by Eleonore Stump, based on her intetfimmetaf Thomas Aquinas (hereafter termed

the ‘Stump/Aquinas model'§2) Does the Stump/Aquinas model overcome the many

% These two items, for example, comprise Alvin Ffegd’s two main arguments in “Against Materialisrdith
and Philosophy3, no. 1 (Jan 2006): 3-32 and “Materialism andisZian Belief,” inPersons: Human and Divine
Edited by Peter van Inwagen and Dean Zimmermandi@xfOxford University Press, 2007): 99-141.

% See Eleonore Stump, "Non-Cartesian Substance $buaihd Materialism without ReductionisriFaith and
Philosophy12, no. 4 (October 1995): 505-31; ahguinas(New York: Routledge, 2003). As to the name | am
assigning: Stump, iAquinas 212, admits that Aquinas is some kind of dudtigice he thinks that there is an



metaphysical challenges surrounding numerical itleand the bodily resurrection (which is at
the heart of the aforementioned conflict)? | withae that the Stump/Aquinas model
accommodates almost all of the conflicts betweensGan dualists and materialists, but it
requires a modification as an answer to the setimgdjuestion’: DNA as Stump’s ‘configured
configurer’ rightly viewed as part of Aquinas’s ginal concept of an in-formirffgsseor soul. In
light of its explanatory power and compatibilitytiviAquinas’s thought, | will argue that the
Stump/Aquinas model, so modified with DNA, is aosiy contender for a robust philosophical-
theological anthropology.

I will introduce the first question by briefly frang in this introduction what dualism
requires of the Stump/Aquinas model, via Plantisgaid Swinburne’s versions of the
Replacement Argument. This will lead to the todiclmapter two: the Stump/Aquinas model,
sectioned into succinct statements that are reéalilyd among the defenders of the model.
Among them: Aristotle’s four causes at the forefrnonorder to think within Aquinas’s
metaphysical context about the soul (the most itapdiof the four causes being formal cause);

Boethius’s definition of a person, “an individualbstance with a rational nature,” to show that

immaterial and subsistent constituent of the sulgécognitive function.” In “Non-Cartesian,” 528fump coins
“subsistence dualism,” which is certainly an optfitirough it fails to capture the hard distincti@iieen Aquinas's
view and Descartes'. Regarding the careful way Btand Aquinas deal with the intellective aspea pkrson,
‘emergence’ fits to an extent (and Stump has & Hiseussion of ‘substance’ as an emergent thirdguinas
Chapters 1 and 6). However, the different shadeexning for ‘emergent’ in William Hasker’s conteutes it out.
‘Hylomorphism’ is an option, but because Aquinasds considered a thoroughgoing hylomorphist, amdnlodifies
Aristotle’s metaphysics heavily, it does not seerwork, either. ‘Composite dualism’ or ‘compouncdalism’ may
fit, and both have been used recently in the liteea—and rightly so: the view can be properly siféesd as dualism
to the extent that Aquinas holds to a disembodiat glistinct from Plato’s or Descartes’. Howeverbe safe, | am
calling it the ‘Stump/Aquinas model’, to go moremd) the lines of Hud Hudson'’s coining, “whatevesithat
Aquinas is.” Hud Hudson, “I Am Not An Animal!” iRersons: Human and Divin&dited by Peter van Inwagen
and Dean Zimmerman (Oxford: Oxford University Pres¥)7): 220-21.

* Throughout the thesis, | will be borrowing thisameed understanding of “inform” or “information” @n
emphasizing the double-meaning by hyphenatingeira tvhere necessary. Although | can attest thatriecupon
this novel way of using words entirely independegntny reading, for what seems to be the originalgasof that
turn of phrase, see Marjorie Grene, “Aristotle &allern Biology,”Journal of the History of Ideagol. 33, no. 3,
Festrschrift for Philip P. Wiemer (Jul-Sep 1972)24where she says, “Thus in the code case onyisiglbgical
explanation, the problem-location, the descripiodthe explanation all refer to form:formation.”



immaterial minds expressed in a material compasitects the metaphysically amphibious
nature of human beings; the soul as configuredigordr, unique as the only kind of form that
survives and subsists from the matter it in-foremgj the criteria for what a ‘substance’ is for
Stump/Aquinas, to show the separate soul is nabatance by itself, and thus distinguishing the
model from substance dualism. This will all go togvanswering the first ‘big question.’

Then, in chapter three, | will argue the Stump/Awgsi model answers Plantinga in the
affirmative, “Does Paul exist when his body doet?hby way of (C# ID): For Paul’s
numerical identity, disembodied and resurrectedysfitution is not Identity. | will introduce the
‘data backup’ analogy (via John Polkinghorne’s infation-bearing pattern) to give more clarity
to the Stump/Aquinas disembodied state. Ambiguitn@sy identify concerning Stump/Aquinas
and the intellect or mind can be resolved withAID): Relating between the brain and mental
states, Dependence is Not Identity. With brain liazaion as a potential weak spot, | will show
that Stump/Aquinas can —with-BID and a conception of the mind ‘backed up’ aleth the
configured configurer— include the findings of modeeuroscience (and therefore the
materialists’ big reason for holding their view)owever, even with the two above axioms, there
are resulting metaphysical challenges concerniagthbiguity of ‘form’ and the resulting
problem of numerical identity (NID) for the boditgsurrection. It will seem, as a result, that the
Stump/Aquinas soul must be understood aspgn part and aovg part in one unqualified soul.
This will result in a conflict that makes it necagsto modify Stump/Aquinas.

So, in chapter four | will introduce a modificatibmthe model: the immaterial
information, or genome, of Paul’'s DNA is the ‘canfred configurer’. | will argue why DNA
needs to be included within the model, how it accmdates many other problems, and how

objections to it may be overcome. | show Paul’s eadoal identity cannot be merely his DNA,



because of the problems arising with his identiw@&h Raul. This means splitting the rational
soul between DNA as ‘configured configurer’, and thaditional understanding of the
psychological self that survives death (what | wdll, strictly for the purposes of this thesis th
Seelevoug), both ‘backed up’ as immaterial information. Swill show Paul’s teleological in-
form-ation, as both DNA and Seaelevg, is sufficient for a solution to the problem ofgenal
numerical identity for the resurrection. Finally,ghapter five, | will address any remaining
objections or logical loose ends and then show-Byestep what Paul’s resurrection entails
under the Stump/Aquinas model. Throughout, | hapgefend the concept of ‘soul’ while also
upholding the importance of the physical body, lidep to navigate the treacherous waters of

identity of persons, toward a more coherent Clamsinetaphysic of the bodily resurrection.

The Requirement from Dualism: the Replacement Argurent

Before | can present the case for the Stump/Aquimadel, | must call brief attention to
the arguments presented in favor of dualism/immaiem by Swinburne and Plantinga, in order
to determine what seems irrefutable and necesSabstance dualism has been an accepted view
of metaphysical personhood within classical Chaisty, and is perhaps the current majority
view. It is also a notable philosophical view, wiRlato and Descartes commonly seen as its most
famous defenders. Alvin Plantinga and Richard Swiiné share one argument (among others)
for substance dualism upon similar merits as teohtal iteration: an argument based upon a
thought experiment dealing with the replacemerRlahtinga’s body parts, or brain, while he
retains his identity, the Replacement ArgumentsErgument serves as a potential stumbling
block for anyone arguing for personal identity Baksolely to the material body. It therefore sets

up some requirements that the Stump/Aquinas modst fulfill.



Swinburne’s statement and defense of it is a remetitknown version, and he notably
defends dualism within contemporary analytic plolgdsy. Because he denies any triviality of
the physical body, Swinburne considers his positiobe more like “soft dualisnt.’He still
centers the compelling call for dualism on theiimdu that there is “more to me than the matter
of which my body and brain are made, a further@ssenon-physical part whose continuing
existence makes the brain (and so body) to whishdbnnected my brain (and body) and to this
something | give the traditional name of ‘soll’'Soul, for Swinburne, is “pure mental
substance,’and the understanding of the existence of thistamce comes as a result of
considering Swinburne’s version of the Replacempeoiblem, the Brain State Transfer thought
experiement (BST). It starts with the brain, sificeeems right that Paul’s identity would
continue if he lost his arm or foot, but the brisim special consideratiérSo, the thought
experiment of Paul having both hemispheres of ragremoved and implanted into two
separate bodies poses a problem: which one is MéwtPeas in Bernard Williams’s famous
“mad surgeon dilemma,” Paul would be forced to d®oahich of his ‘selves’ survives or dies,
Swinburne points out some intangible qualitieserspnal identity —namely, free will and self
realization—that seem absurd to think of continumpart. If Paul can continue with some other
matter (a different body, perhaps), then Paul's@nas not essential to his personal identity at
all, and sao matter is essential to Pauiurthermore, it seems if Paul were to consciously

experience and remember within one body/brain @m elays, and then swap his memory,

® Richard SwinburneThe Evolution of The So(®xford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 10.
® Richard SwinburneExistence of Go@Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 198.

" Ibid, 199.

® Swinburne;The Evolution of the Squl47ff.

® |bid, 153;Existence of God,97-98.



consciousness and character (without a physical iensplant) to another body on odd days,
the material body would have little to do at altwPaul’s personal identity. This is why, when
it comes to identity of human persons, Swinburmveifa a shift from a strict Aristotelian account
of material identity toward a modified account —ndherhat constitutes personal identity is
indivisible and simple, and not based upon its nete"* He thinks classical substance dualism
more simply expresses this view, rather than Agigaodifying Aristotle’s soft materialism.
Alvin Plantinga has recently argued strongly foalikm, with the explicit claim,
“Materialism goes contrary to the Christian traatiti even worse (so I'll argue), it is false. As |
see it, therefore, Christian philosophers ouglite@ualists ...Finally, certain crucial Christian
doctrines (for example, Incarnation and the restioe of the dead) fit better —-much better, I'd
say—with dualism than with materialisi?’Plantinga’s conviction rests upon his versionthef
Replacement argument, all iterations of which regjthe statement, "It is possible that: the cells
in B are replaced by other cells and the originasantly annihilated while | continue to exist;
and the replacement time for B and those cellldstsr than the assimilation tim&The
strategy parallels Swinburne’s: show how persathehiity is not at all contingent upon the
physical body. Plantinga has two versions of tlgeiarent: the macroscopic and microscopic.
The macroscopic argument shows the logical pogyilar all parts of Paul’s body (B) to be
replaced, and the original parts annihilated, @a/#me as short as a microsecond. Thus, B would

no longer exist, but Paul would. This is even wééhe brain, which Plantinga says could have

10 swinburneThe Evolution of the Squl66.

1 Sydney Shoemaker and Richard SwinbuRersonal IdentitfOxford: Basil Blackwell, 1984), 29-33; affdhe
Evolution of the Soull54, called the “quasi-Aristotelian assumption.”

12 plantinga, “Materialism and Christian Belief,” 990.

13 plantinga, “Against Materialism,” 6. Also on p.“4t,seems possible that | continue to exist whem# body,
does not. | therefore have the propgrdgsibly exists when B does rBf however, clearly lacks that property.”



its contents transferred from one hemisphere ttha&npand the brain could be replaced by all-
new material, one hemisphere at a tithin the microscopic argument, Plantinga arguestfer
logical possibility of Paul’s body being replacedtee level of atoms, molecules, or cells. This
would again be in a very brief amount of time vetile Paul remains consciolsThe
microscopic version is, save for the brief amodritroe posited for the replacement to take
place, actually more true to life: all of the mattemposing Paul’s body is cyclically replaced
every few years (and the matter composing the lisaastually replaced every two montf).

So, from pure logical possibility, it seems rightsiay Paul continues to exist over the brief time
it takes to replace the parts of B —even his binaimispheres— either by chunks or by tiny bits. If
this holds, it would mean Paul’s personal idenstyot his body, so Paul is not his body.

So, the requirement given to Stump/Aquinas fronstarice dualism is plain: Paul cannot
be numerically identified witlsolelyhis material body. But due to the bodily resuilimectthe
physical body has at least some role in persomraitity. This tension means, at least, keeping in
mind the conclusions of Swinburne’s BST thoughteskpents and Plantinga’s Replacement
Arguments. While holding this tension, we must shadyhow the Stump/Aquinas model is still
distinct from substance dualism; 2) how Paul’'s s®@aumerically identical to him when it is
disembodied3) how substantial form (the soul) can be respdasdy mental stateand
configuring matter in the Aristotelian sense. Whke unique way the Stump/Aquinas model
accounts for metaphysical categories, informatmaterial constitution and mind, | will argue in
the next three chapters that the DNA-modified Sti&qgpinas model is compatible with this

requirement from dualism while still meeting almaBtof the other challenges it faces.

4 bid, 4- 5.
% bid, 5-6.

'8 plantinga, “Materialism and Christian Belief,” 104



Chapter Two

Ancient and Medieval Background: The Stump/AquinasModel

At resurrection, our subject, Paul, is in the niedaf the dualist-materialist conflict.
Given the various iterations of the Replacementufrgnt (RA), Paul’'s numerical identity
cannot be comprised simply of his material bodyt, Biven the bodily resurrection, Paul should
be somehowdentified with his material body, since upon lgeresurrected Paul witlea body
again, and it is promised to be quite like hisahe, to say the least. The Stump/Aquinas model,
with Paul as an in-formed material composite, keglthe conflict over the resurrection between
dualists and materialists. Admittedly, the goahajolden mean between them (or a strategy to
incorporate the good parts from both), is an ekignize, and therefore a popular target. What
makes the Stump/Aquinas model an attractive pdegils its resilience against a traditional
label, mainly due to its flexibility to incorporateuths from seemingly contradictory views.
Namely: the Stump/Aquinas non-Cartesian dualisooissistent with RA, and consistent with
observations raised by Christian materialistegarding the relation of brain states to mental
states, and the bodily resurrection. The modifacatioffer via DNA to meet the challenge of the

criterion of personal numerical identity can beraféd consistently only by a composite

¥ The most paradigmatic of whom are Kevin CorcoRethinking Human Nature: A Christian Materialist
Alternative to the Sou{Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006); Lynne Rud#der,Persons and Bodies: A
Constitution View(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000); fimeMerricks,Objects and Persons,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); Nancey Idly, Bodies and Souls, or Spirited Bodigb®w York:
Cambridge University Press, 2006); and Peter varadien Material Beings{lthaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1990), among others.
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position: dualism or materialism would have to tapie on important points, and essentially
take on aspects of the Stump/Aquinas model to stpgpdA. Here, | am only seeking to show
how the Stump/Aquinas model could satisfy the ctoonis for both sides —I do not hope to solve
the problem outright. Still, getting from A to Bo-®- will take some background information.
For our purposes, the most important advocatdseoStump/Aquinas model are
Eleonore Stump® Christina van Dyké? and Jason T. Ebefl.They thoroughly cite and defend
Aquinas’s position, and each support Stump’s imtggtion in order to rise to contemporary
challenges relying on Aristotelian categories. Ag¢ it, there are six statements of the model, to
which | will refer: (A) Aristotelian metaphysicahasality: soul is hylomorphic form; (B)
Boethius defines a person: human persons are myaiaphamphibians; (CC) Configured
configurer of the material composite is Stump’uisgDDD) Descartes’ dualism is denied:
Human persons are one composite material subssaatceot two substances; €dD) For
Paul’'s disembodied NID, Constitution is not Ident{iD # ID) Between the brain and mental
states, Dependence is Not Identfpr reference and clarity, | will discuss and defthe first
four statements of the model, and thoroughly diienaations of them, in this chapter. For better
organization, and because of the pack of metaphlygi@ndaries that accompany them, | will
save the discussion of the last two statementthéonext chapter. Along the way | will offer
brief exposition, including answers to the requieatrfrom dualism, and answers to other

objections to the Stump/Aquinas model.

'8 |n “Non-Cartesian Substance Dualism and MateriaWithout Reductionism”; andquinas and
“Resurrection, Reassembly, and Reconstitution: Aggiion the Soul.” iDie menschliche Seele: Brauchen wir den
Dualismus?Edited by Bruno Niederbacher and Edmund Rungga(&i@nkfurt: Ontos Verlag, 2006), 151-172.

91n Christina van Dyke, “Human Identity, Inmaneru@al Relations, and the Principle of Non-Repelityabi
Thomas Aquinas on the Bodily ResurrectioRgligious Studie43 (2007) 373-94; and “Not Properly a Person: The
Rational Soul and Thomistic Substance DualisiRaith and Philosophg6, no. 2 (April 2009): 186-204.

20 Mostly in Jason T. Eberl, “Aquinas on the Natufélaman Beings, The Review of Metaphysi&8, no. 2
(Dec. 2004), 333-365.
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I. (A) Aristotelian metaphysical causality: soul ishylomorphic form

According to Stump, Aquinas’s metaphysics reliesrufristotelian categories, and
therefore his view of soul radically differs fronhat can be considered a common or Platonic
view, which Aquinas sums up as a “motor” within thedy?! Many people today still think of
Paul’s soul, then, as a wispy spirit-form that tfoaway from him upon his death, much like a
ghost. Christians who hold this view of the soul,vaif course, be influenced by it in their
understanding of the resurrection. But for Aquinths view of the soul is not the case at all: for
him, and for us here, ‘soul’ is the generic termdsubstantial fori of a living material object.
In the Stump/Aguinas model, the concept of ‘formimes about as a result of Aquinas’s theory
of things, or that which is laoc aliquid(as opposed toras, a word for ‘things’ more related to
his ontology or theory of what thei®.?® Somehoc aliquidsare material, and some are not, like
angels. Each material thing has a form that condigmatter. Form is the actuality ofiac
aliquid, and configuration/organization is necessary fistence®*

For the Stump/Aquinas concept of ‘fornt’is helpful to recall some basic information in

Aristotle’s four causesr{tion tétrapec)®> material causebfn), the stuff of which a substance

1 See Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 506-7, é&winma theologia¢ST)la.76.al, a3, a6, and a8.

22 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 511. A ‘substantial forim*form in virtue of which a material compositesasnember
of the species to which it belongs, and it confgguprime matter.” Stumpgquinas 194. It is distinct from
‘accidental form’ in the same way that substance eategory of being is distinct from accidentalparties.
Substantial forms configure prime matter only, veaer, for examplertifacts are a conglomeration of parts (each
configured by substantial forms), and the artifess!f is configured from the top by an acciderfitam. Stump,
Aquinas 42-3.

23 See van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 191, fotr$, wherehoc aliquid is for Aquinas the term for
Aristotle’s tode t1 or ‘particular substance’. In Stumfsquinas,35 and the footnotes on 481igc aliquidcan be
considered either a substance or a part of a sutes{as in the case of a dismembered hand). Moreecoing
‘substance’ will be presented in statement (DD2)pty.

24 Stump,Aquinas 37. Here Stump cite®e principiis naturagDPN ) 1 (340).

% See AristotlePhysicsBook Il, Chs. 3-7 (194b 16-195b 3M)letaphysic88ook IV, Ch. 2 (1013a 24-1014a 25);
Generation of AnimalBook I, Ch.1 (715a 3-6).
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(ovoia) is made; efficient causédyn g kwvnoewg), the principle of motion/change/activity in a
thing; formal causepppdn), the “hoyoc of the thing’s essencé®or better yet, the plan or
blueprint which configures the thing; and final salgeloc), the end or purpose of a thing. So,
Aquinas’s understands Paul’s soul as the Aristatelopdn of histin body, and they are a
single composite —thus, hylo-morphi€nisAn andpopdn). A thing’s popén in-formsit into the
thing it is. Aristotle provides a statement of fbar causes’ relationship to man:

What is the material cause of a man? The menseat M/the moving cause? The

semen. What is the formal cause? The essence.i8hat final cause? The end. (But

perhaps both the latter are the same.) We musteVvewstate the most proximate

causes. What is the matter? Not fire or earthttimimatter proper to maf.
Aristotle provides this short anthropological stagmt more as an example to ask about the
biological formation of a person (thus the semetha<fficient cause, when obviously there are
other causes that explain motion in a living, fimruing grown human being). The ideas may
seem odd at first, but perhaps not. kheounvia or “menses” as the material cause is not so far-
fetched considering the Greek understanding of gamic development. As the formal cause, he
uses the termed 1 ev sewvan’ to describe ‘essence,’ which Aquinas analogoteskes to be the
Latin esseln that vein, Aristotle’s idea of the soul asanhial causén-forminga composite is

crucial to understanding Aquinas’s ‘soul.” The Geadeas were carried over in Aquinas’s

reading of the text, and are therefore importaniricovering these vital categories.

%6 Aristotle, Generation of Animalslrans. A.L. Peck, In Loeb Classical Library, Editey G.P. Goold
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1979)Bok I, Ch. 1, or 715a 5)

27 Stump is careful to point out that Aquinas is aamiversal hylomorphist, however: angels and dissiied
souls are examples of forms that do not configuatten and do not need to: they are without “spatitnatter” and
are substantial forms with nothing to form thall sthgage in mental activity. Stumpguinas 16.

284 5lov avOpdmov Tic aitia B¢ HAN; dpa T KaTapmvia; TL 8 Mg Kvodv; dpa 10 oTépua; Tt &’ d¢ T0 £100C; T0 Ti v
glvar 11 8'6¢ ob &veka; O TEAOC. iomg 8¢ TobTo udm TO anTd. Sei 88 Ta eyydTaTaL antiol Aéyetv. Tic 1 DA, pn Top 1
yilv, GAAG TRV 1310v.” Aristotle, Vol. XVII: Metaphysics I-1XTrans, Hugh Tredennick. In Loeb Classical Library
Edited by G.P. Goold. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UB8Q), 417-9. (Book VIII, Ch. 4-6; 1044a 34-1044b 2)
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Thus, following Aristotle’s breakdown iDe Anima(ll.4 through 111.6), for Aquinas,
every animate or living thing has a soul, “thetfisanciple of life in things that live among us”
Stump points out the Latin word for soah{mg is Aquinas’s generic term for the substantial
form of any living material object, and the humanls'is the substantial form constituting the
material substance that a human being is, andhitarred matter, as material forms .30
plants have a nutritive soul, and animals a nu@isiensitive soul, both kinds of which go out of
existence at death. But human souls are a unityeohutritive/sensitive/rational. So, we are not
referring to three separate forms or souls, bterabne soul fulfilling all three roles. For the
Stump/Aquinas model, then, the human soul is resiptenfor: 1) the essence of a human being;
2) the actualization of matter composing it; andh®) unity of existence and activity ir’it.

These broad categories will be focused below, ésibemn statements (DDD) and (£1D), but
this suffices to lay a foundation for the hylomapwiew.

As Swinburne understands it, Aquinas takes Arigtetft-cited maxim “the soul is the
form of the body” and modifies it to proclaim therhan soul is the only form able to exist apart
from its matter. That form, though, is only capatféenforming the unique body (or brain) for
the expression of a particular human s880o, souls for Swinburne are not only different in
rational/epistemic structure, but should be diffitie “soul-stuff,” a category unrecognized by

Aquinas>? In broader terms, Swinburne argues that becausemeare substances, and because

29STla. 75.1, as cited in StumAgquinas 15.

%0 Stump,Aquinas 201.

31 Eberl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,533umma Contra Gentiles (SCIE$8.3-12; Thomas
Aquinas,A Commentary on Aristotle’s ‘De Anim&.tanslated by Kenelm Foster and Silvester Humgh(otre
Dame, IN: Dumb Ox Books, 1994), 77-79. (Book lictge I1)

32 QDAuUN.9 as cited in Stumpquinas 193.

33 Swinburne TheEvolution of the SouR97.
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they cannot be reduced to their Replacement-prateral stuff, they must be made of
immaterialstuff which is indivisible, which is the sotfl He therefore says Aquinas’s system
elaborately modifies Aristotle’s ‘form’. Classicdlialism does something just as sweeping in
positing immaterial substance as a second kindjsandt tied to keeping neat the connections to
Aristotle’s system. Swinburne prefers classicallldoa—though even he sees benefits in
Aquinas, “for example, it enables him to bring the naturalness of a person being embodied
and the temporary and transitory character of asgnobodiment® But, while his observations
are accurate, it seems Swinburne’s argument ag&qmshas’s Aristotelian framework on forms
andhoc aliquidsis ratherad hoc If we can demonstrate that modifying Aristotlerisre cogent

in some ways than Swinburne’s preference for atassiualism (if, for example, Stump/Aquinas
can accommodate DNA in a way Swinburne’s cannio€h so much the better for Aquirdst
may be he felt he said everything necessary coimgeAquinas’s view irPersonal Identityand
various places iiThe Evolution of the SouwBut if that is the case, we are left only with a
preference for distinct kinds of stuff instead @frhal causes, for practicality’s sake.
Swinburne’s reservations about Aquinas’s modelai-noted, but are minor caveats against

relying upon Aquinas’s Aristotelian ways and meaather than defeaters.

341bid, 153-4;Existence of Gqdl99-205.
35 Shoemaker and Swinburne, 32.

% Notably, Stump and Kretzmann presented a spagtifiection to Swinburne’s a priori argument for dsi,
based upon the semantic distinction of a ‘hard.fattey claimed an Aquinas-type model can avoiddhgection;
Swinburne quickly pointed out in reply that he tenentitled to his own definitions —but he did reftut Stump and
Kretzmann’s claim concerning Aquinas’s model. SEmBEore Stump and Norman Kretzmann. “An Objectmn t
Swinburne’s Argument for DualismPaith and Philosophy3, no. 3 (July 1996): 405-412, specifically od41
“Aquinas, for instance, developed a very differemn-Cartesian form of substance dualism. We'rériad to think
that Aquinas’s version is untouched by the sortshjéctions we raise against Swinburne’s argumedtadso
avoids the standard objections to Cartesian duahsime literature.” See Swinburne’s reply (andkla€ rebuttal of
the Aquinas claim), “Reply to Stump and Kretzmarfraith and Philosophyt3, no. 3 (July 1996): 413-414.



15

II. (B) Boethius’s definition of person: human per®ns are metaphysical amphibians

The defenders of the Stump/Aquinas model show Aagigonsistently holds to
Boethius’s definition of a person, “an individualbstance with a rational natur&.{A ‘nature’
is just a collection of species-specific propetidsis definition upholds the existence of
spiritual beings like angels (which are substaritiehs not configuring matter), and God, who is
pure form* Given this definition of a person, the definitioha humanperson becomes a bit
more complex: Aquinas says, “the word ‘person’ deadthis flesh and these bones and this
soul, which are the principles that individuateuaian being, and indeed which, although they
do not belong to the signification of ‘person,’ ldelong to the signification of ‘human person’
(humanae person&>°

This puts human persons of the genus ‘rational ahiman odd place. As Stump
explains, Aguinas’s thought contains an ontologicatarchy. At the top are God and the angels,
forms not configuring matter (with God as pure a#t)the bottom are forms configuring matter
but unable to subsist apart from the material caies they in-form, like rocks and trees, tables
and chairs. Human persons are uniquely in the midbithis hierarchy as “metaphysical
amphibians* whose souls as substantial forms come into existenly with the material
composite they configure. The human soul is thbdsgkind of form configuring material

objects, and the lowest kind of form able to sutseparate from matter. Stump observes,

37 «Rationlais naturae individual substantia,” BoathiContra Eutychen et Nestoriu@h. 3. See van Dyke, “Not
Properly a Person,” 201; Stumbquinas 50; Eberl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beih§83-34;STla.29
a.1;STllla.2.2; Questiones de potent{®DP) 9.2; Commentary on Peter Lombard’s Senteric2£5.

3 See StumpAquinas 198-200. This includes the special case of Jdsuatnation, which Aquinas spells out
carefully inSTllla.2.5 andSCGIV.43 (3807), as cited by van Dyke, “Not Propeaal{Person,” 196, footnote 44.

39 QDP9.2.4.co, as cited by van Dyke, “Not Properly asBar’ 203.

4% Stump,Aquinas 16-17 and “Non-Cartesian,” 514; van Dykéetaphysical Amphibians: Aquinas on the
Individuation and Identity of Human BeingBh.D. diss., Cornell University, 2000). 1.



16

“Consequently, in the ranking of forms, the humaul $s located right at the boundary between
the material and the spiritual.”

Human beings have a material nature as rationaialsf? and though the very definition
of ‘person’ for Aquinas does not entail immatetiglthe definition does include .
Furthermore, as Eberl says, “A human being is rexiety an aggregate of body and soul. A
material human body and its substantial form artapte/sically distinct, but neither of them
alone is a substancé&*Again, because the configurational fonmgén) comes into existence
only along with its mattersgn) in the bodyhumanae personass ‘metaphysical amphibians’
are composites. Stump says “[Aquinas] takes thétedae something essentially immaterial or
configurational but nonetheless realized in mateaanponents*® When placed within the
context of Aristotelian form and Boethius’s defiart, Aquinas’s understanding of the soul so far
is: the soul is the (Aristotelian) form of the boayd a human being is a composite of the two,
which is material, and therefore a human beingtsmal animal is an immaterial intellective
mind expressed by an in-formed material b&tye are led, then, directly to the next statement

of the Stump/Aquinas model, the ‘configured conffegu

4! Stump,Aquinas 205.

42 SeeBoethii De trinitate expositig.5 a.3. Also Aquinas’s words, “For animal is peeded of man essentially,
and in a similar way rational is predicated of aglintHence the expressioational animalis the definition of man.”
Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysig@sanslated by John P. Rowan. (Notre Dame, IN: D@rtBooks, 1995),
445. (Bk. 7, Lect. 3 1326)

“3yan Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 190, “Althoutfiie activity of intellection does not require unigith
matter per se —after all, God and angels are pgratically intellective-humanintellection involved the activity of
the bodily senses as well as the soul.” See@da.89.a; andn Truth(DV) 19.1.

44 Eberl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,533

4> Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 519 addjuinas 204-6.

4°ST1a.76.1;DSC2; andST75.7.ad3 where Aquinas says “Properly speakirig,ribt the soul but the composite
that belongs to the [human] species.” Cited by Dgke, “Not Properly a Person,” 192 footnote 29.
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lll. (CC) Configured configurer of the material composite is Stump’s ‘soul’

Aquinas views the soul as configured/created dirdst God and fused into the matter of
the body. Because Paul is, like all of us, a “mieyapcal amphibian,” his substantial form (soul)
has a double (backward-and-forward) causal aspe@od creating it directly as an individual
thing and also the soul itself configuringiniform the material composite that makes up Paul,
just like the substantial form of other particufaings orhoc aliquids As Stump says, “For
Aquinas, to be is to be configuretl.A form organizes and configures a thing, includisg
causal relations both dynamic (substantial) anticsfaccidentalf® Stump’s uniquely
contributes to Aquinas’s understanding of form, Ao it relates to the human being: “Like the
angels, the human soul is itself configured [by [Gbdt like the forms of other material things,
the human soul has the ability to configure mdtiethe body]. The human soul, then, is a

configured configuret*®

All material objects are what they are in virtddleeir substantial
form. As the substantial form of the human bodg, sbulin-formsthe way the person (the
material composite) is organized for each particcéese.

The connection reveals itself the further Sturapsginto demonstrating Aquinas’s views
on form. A macro-level object can be configureddifferent levels, and she gives the example
of the CAT/Enhancer-Binding Protein (C/EBB)n its active form, the C/EBP molecule is a

dimer with an alpha helix coil. C/EBP can be grdiyuduced in layers of complexity and

configuration from the configured whole, to dimebanits, to amino acids making up those

47 Stump,Aquinas 37.
“8 Stump, “Resurrection, Reassembly, and ReconstituAquinas on the Soul,” iBie menschliche Seele:

Brauchen wir den Dualismud=dited by Bruno Niederbacher and Edmund Runggal(feankfurt: Ontos Verlag,
2006), 161, “In general, form for Aquinas is naitit but dynamic.”

49 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 514-5; aidjuinas 200; see als8Tla.75.6.

*0 Stump,Aquinas 36 and “Non-Cartesian,” 508.
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subunits, to compounds making the amino acidsetim@ic elements making up the compounds,
to protons within each elemental atom, even dowguerks within the protons, until we get to
prime matter, which is indivisible, potential ammhceptual according to Aquinas. Just as those
steps of configuration come together to make C/EB&soul is “what makes that matter not
only a human body but in fathis living human body.> Whereas C/EBP and other material
things like rocks and trees only have forms thaffigoire the matter, the substantial form of
human persons (the soul) is in this in-betweere statetaphysical amphibian”: the soul actively
configures a substantial composite, uniquely rai@mong created things. Coupling C/EBP
with Aquinas’s view of the soul as the configuriiogm of the matter oéll living things,
‘configured configurer’ becomes a powerful way gpkaining the hylomorphic relationship
betweensin andpopdn in living things, particularly in individual humarersons?

This means, significantly, the substantial fornrhafman persons as soul is more than just
a mind orvovg. Christina van Dyke says: “The rational soul i$ just responsible for abstract
thought, in other words— it's also responsibledar toenails growing, our livers filtering toxins
from our blood, and our hearing the alarm clocloan the morning. Our bodies cannot
function in separation from our soufsPaul’s soul, then, literally is a configuratiosste of
the materials making up his body, or the organiratif the matter he would need to give his
body its species-specific causal pow#rklis soul, furthermore, is unique to his in-formed

matter; there is just one substantial form configgithe matter into being the rational animate

*! |bid, 509.

%2 Amid her early discussion of Aristotelian formp8tp cites (inAquinas 481, footnote 5) Marjorie Grene
“Aristotle and Modern Biology,Journal of the History of Ide&®3 (1972): 395-424. Stump says, “She argues that
Aristotle’s concept of form is very like the conteanary biological concepts of organization or imh@tion.” The
resulting connections to DNA as configured confegurill become more clear in chapter four, below.

3 van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 190.

** Stump, “Resurrection, Reassembly,” 161.
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material composite of Paul. Paul's soul beginsterise only with its composite, the body —not
before it> Notably, this configurational state is alone naffisient to qualify as a substance,
which poses a considerable metaphysical diffictiit needs to be addressed. Eberl says, “As
configured, a human soul subsists with its ownviatial set of qualities. However, as a
configurer, that is, as the substantial form ofaterial body, a human soul does not subsist with
a complete specific nature. A soul alone is notbidal to a human being, nor has it a complete
human nature® This, of course, leads to the next statement coitag Descartes’ dualism.
IV. (DDD) Descartes’ dualism is denied: Human persus are one composite material
substance and not two substances
Aquinas forcefully rejects anything like Cartes@umalism —including Platonic dualism:

Accordingly, Plato and his followers asserted thatintellectual soul is not united to

the body as form to matter, but only as mover toaie, for Plato said that the soul

is in the body ‘as a sailor in a shiy.’.But this doctrine seems not to fit the facts.

For, as a result of contact of power, a thing utiffedly one does not arise, as we

have shown; whereas from the union of soul and bloele results a man. On Plato’s

theory, then, a man is not one unqualifiedly spegknor consequently, is he a being

unqualifiedly speaking, but a being by accidenodder to avoid this, Plato asserted

[In Alcibades, 129E, 130C] that man is not a baiagposed of body and soul, but

thatthe soul itself using the bot/man; just as Peter is not a thing composed of ma

and clothes, bua man using clothedhis, however, is shown to be impossitile.

Stump shows that Aquinas elsewhere, as well, paties the Cartesian position, well-known

from Plato, and rejects3t. This means for Aquinas —contra substance dualsgommonly

% Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 516.

%6 Eberl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,538ee alsQuaestiones disputata de spiritualibus
creaturis(QDSQ g.un.,a.2.ad.5QDP q.5a.10;ST Supp.q.93.a.1.

" Aquinas cites AristotleDe Animad413a 8, where Aristotle references Plato’s vieae 8lsdQDSCun.2.
*8 Thomas AquinasSumma Contra Gentiles, Book Two: Creafidf9. (11.57.2-5)
%9 |n “Non-Cartesian,” 506-7. Se&Tla.89.al1, “But on this view the soul wouldn’t beted to the body for the

good of the soul, because on this view a soul dridea body would understand less well than whenseparated
from the body...and this position is irrational.” S#e0QDSC2; QDA 1.co and 11.caQDP 9.2.ad14, an&T
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held— Paul is not merely a soul; he is not numéyicdentified with only his soul. Aquinas says,
“The soul ispart of the human species; for this reason, sincestilisby nature unitable [to a
body] even when it is separatéidcannot be the sort of individual substance whgcalled a
‘hypostasis’ or ‘first substance’ any more thananld or any other part of a human being can.
And so neither the name nor the definition of ‘perfselongs to the rational soli*’Since,

then, we are not seeking to identify a human pesstelywith their immaterial aspect, there
remains a large gap of explanation for the Stumpidas model to fill. Aquinas views the soul
as the substantial form of the human being (asteerfarm, or body/soul, oin/popén
composite); the person is one in-formed matetidlstancend not two. It is on this interpretive
point where substance dualists, like Plantingaghthsagreed: “There is also the important but
obscure view of Thomas Aquinas and his followesghis a form of dualism? The question is
vexed. According to Aquinas, a human person is gmnah substance with an immaterial part,
the soul Aquinas says, of this immaterial part, that ittseif a substance® But Aquinas

clearly says, “body and soul are not two actuatigteng substances; rather, the two of them
together constitute one actually existing substadfftdecause of the difficultly concerning
Aquinas’s meaning of ‘substance’ and ‘part’, Paursty as a human person, according to van

Dyke, “would be seriously undermined if both boayi@oul were independent substanéés.”

la.75.ad2, “the separated soul is a part of [soimgtith] a rational nature, namely, human, bus ihot the whole
of rational human nature, and therefore it is npeeson.”

®0STla.29.1.ad5, emphasis added.

®1 Plantinga, “Materialism and Christian Belief,” 10Q.

62 Summa Contra Gentiles: Book 2 Creati@07. (1.69.2) See als®Tla 75.a.2.ad1, “Therefore, as the human
soul is a part of human nature, it can indeed bBeccghoc aliquid in the first sense, as being something subsistent

but not in the second, for in this sense, whabimmosed of body and soul is said to be ‘this paldicthing.™

8 van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 189; Aquing3,la.118.3.co, “On the contrary, It is said [De Ed@bgmat.
xiv, xviii] that ‘the soul is created together witie body.”
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An extremely important question arises: what eyattles the Stump/Aquinas model
mean by ‘substance’? Which among the metaphysdigag$ that Aquinas reifies are properly
called ‘things’? A foundational question of philgéy lurks, “What is being?” which converges
on the question “What is human being?” In ordedeay Descartes’ dualism, we need to get a
grip on the Stump/Aquinas view of ‘substance’. Tégk certainly cannot be completed (or the
surface of it barely scratched) here. Aristotle $g@fhrecognized “the question which was raised
formerly and is raised now and always, and whigvagk causes difficulty, is what being is; and
this is the question whatibstancés.” It is necessary, though, to nail down a short &awork,
in order to call upon the ideas with some famitiari

Recall from statement (A) that a forpopdn) for Aquinas is that which in-forms the
matter into the composite. A composite is the @alst of thing whichs a ‘particular thing’ or
individual substance droc aliquidin the proper sense. For human persons, the st iform
of their material hylomorphic composite. Therefdhe soul (as form) “is precisely the actuality
whereby the body has lifé>it is the act of the body, and the body is ordjeptial with
respect to the soul, and the compound human beitigithing that is aliv&. For all things,
Stump points out that each form is the actualitglobc aliquid and its configuration or
organization by such a form is necessary for itsterce®’ A hoc aliquidmust be complete in
being and kind, and so cannot just be either tha far the matter by itself; something must be a

composite to be consideredhac aliquid In other words, matter is potential being, foam i

% Aristotle, De AnimaVIl.1.5 (1028b2-4). Aquinas points out regardihg tjuestions “what being is” and “what
substance is™: “the two are one and the saif@erhmentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysid27. (1260)

%5 Aquinas,Commentary on Aristotle’s De Animizd. (222)
% SeeSTla.75.1; StumpAquinas 202.

%7 Stump,Aquinas 37. Here Stump cite®e principiis naturagDPN) 1 (340). Form is “that by which a
‘particular thing’ jhoc aliquid actually exists.” Aquinas;ommentary on Aristotle’s De Anim&2. (213)
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‘entelechy’ (i.e. the actuality rendering the matetual), and a composite of the form and
matter is the resulting actuding which is properly a substan@®.

So: ‘substance’ is the “primary kind of beifigthat, according to Aristotle, indicates the
whatnes®f a thing (‘whatness in Latin being “quiddity,” apposed to quantity or quality,
affection, or other sort of accidental propertyjshhare categories of being but not substance).
Substance is ‘being’ in an unqualified sense, rdtien a special sense; things that are qualities
or have connection with a substance are not thewssbLibstance$ Aristotle points out there
are four things ‘substance’ can be used to derdgtessence, or again quiddity/’'whatness’; 2)
universal or abstract thing; 3) a genus (a wayagsifying particular things); 4) and a subject,
that of which the other three are predicated. (Bjextt, here, is garticular thing, or again &oc
aliquid.) It is this fourth use in which we are interestedthe Stump/Aquinas model. Substance,
then, is hotwhat is predicated of a subject, but that of whilttother things are predicatet-”
Hence, a substance in our sense can be consitiersabject on thereceiving end of any
gualifying (accidental) property. And although #dglity to receive accidental properties is not
itself enough to satisfy a proper definition ofistance’, it is a good start.

Along those lines, Aristotle says two things “bejarhiefly to substance” as subject: 1)
to exist separately, and 2) to be a particularghBut an individual substance/particular
thinghoc aliquid,for Aquinas, is not necessarily something compieiés being and kind. So

the definition of ‘substance’, over and above ‘fwattar thing’, ought to be complete without

% Aquinas,Commentary on Aristotle’s De Animiz3. (215)

%9 Aquinas,Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysid®6. (1248)

"0 Aristotle, Metaphysicd/Il.1-2 (1028a10 — 1028b 32); Aquin&@ommentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysiéd®6.
(1251). Further on, in 1256, “Hence, it is obvidlat being a man signifies being in an obvious egnst that

being white signifies ‘being’ with some qualificati.”

1 Aristotle, Metaphysic/11.3.1-3 (1028b 33 - 1029a 11)
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reference to anything else. Aquinas says, “evebgtsunce is defined in terms merely of its
material and formal principles?Stump points out this definition requirement cobéda third
condition for ‘substance’ if it were not for thestating tricky circularity: i.e. icouldbe only
complete things have substantial forms, but thetfeat substantial forms are had only by
substances is only itsedfy definition® Aquinas himself mirrors Aristotle’s two conditiofer
‘substance’ iMQDA 1, but makes a qualification to distinguish itrfrénis understanding ¢foc
aliquids 1) independent existence, and 2) complete inispend genu&! Though Aquinas
doesrefer to the soul as ‘substance’ in a loose, mamtical sense, the soul only meets the first
criterion, since only composites are complete &ci&s and genus and thus a substéhce.

In regards to the question of how the Stump/Aquimasel is distinct from Cartesian
dualism, the formal cause (including a human sol thing is not itself a substance, because
somehoc aliquidscan exist on their own, though they are not sulegts. Stump points out,

“...at best, for Aquinas, the ability to exist on@&n is a necessary but not a sufficient condition
for something’s being a substanc¢@ 3o, things like dismembered hands and disembaiets
arehoc aliquids but not substances because they are not contpiets in their own right. They

can be defined only in relation to something ets{ely the composite human being, which is a

2 Aquinas,Commentary on Aristotle’s De Animiz2. (213) If the definition of a thing dependopnultiple
substances, it is properly termedaatifact, not a substance.

3 Stump,Aquinas 42.

" See van Dyke, “Human Identity...” 390-1, footnotaMiere she says “The body fails both of these c¢immdi;
the soul meets (1), and so in this limited sensaritbe called a substance, but it fails (2), andguinas claims that
the soul isn’t a complete substance.” Aquinas saysuch, “it does not belong to the soul itselfédn a genus or a
species.’"QDSCun.2 ad 16. See al€pDA 1.co;STla.75.2.ad1Quaestiones quodlibetal¢®Q) 9.3.1.a12.

> See van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 202, fotr@i$, where she points out Aquinas’s use of “sufzst” in
this way throughousTla.75-89 and&5CGII.47-101.

% Stump,Aquinas 42.
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substance)! Within a substantial form, the elements makinghepcomposite shed their own
particular substantial forms, and there is only sulestantial form for a composite. A material
substance, then, is prime matter configured bybatamtial form, and the constituent things
within it are parts (without their own substanf@ms) of that composite. Stump says it may be
more helpful to think of ‘substance’ amergentwith respect to parts; the parts lose their own
forms in constituting the whol& However, we can divide composites into parts, @mel
substance into several substances. Stump examninesthis:

...although accounts of emergentism are typicallycbed in terms of emergent

properties on Aquinas’s way of thinking about material oltgeewhat can emerge

when form is imposed on matter is not just propsrbut substances. When

material components are combined into somethinigenitevel with a particular

configuration, a substance will come into beffg.

So how is Stump/Aquinas compatible with, while i@ntical to, Descartes’ dualism?
There are, after all, roadblocks along the way.rD&amerman cautions, “Unless there is some
deep reason to suppose that the real meaning alistun our mouths does not track our
considered application to individual cases, befigmmaterial formal causes should not be
sufficient to make one a dualist’Substance dualists have reason to believe thepBigminas
model is not dualistic enough. Materialists, onaliger hand, can assert the model is flawed and

not worth the effort, or is, perhaps, nuanced sutrst dualism with exotic categories. Peter van

Inwagen, for example, is incredulous concerningiAgsi's view, but also incorrect:

" Ibid. Stump makes a key distinction: both the hand the soul are not matter/form composites, brsmf the
composite. The hand is an integral part, whilesitv@l is ametaphysicapart that can exist independently.

8 Stump,Aquinas 41-43, especially her discussion on hoyDHs water emerges from the properties and
characteristics (i.e. form) of water, and not hyggno or oxygen, both of which lose their respectivaracteristics
once they form the polar covalent bond to make @maolecule. AlsoAquinas,195, “as we increase complexity
in systems, even systems of inanimate things, ptieseemerge which are properties of the wholessydiut not
properties of the material parts of the syste@eé also Aquina£;T 212 (418);STla.76.1;QDSCun.2.

9 Stump,Aquinas 196-7.

8 Dean Zimmerman, “Three Introductory QuestionsAtslytic Philosophical Theology an Oxymoron? Is
Substance Dualism Incoherent? What's in this Béakway?” inPersons: Human and Diving2.



25

[Aquinas] teaches that we are some sort of unicanzalgam or compound, of a

material and an immaterial substance; and suchaa @ould not be classified as

either material or immaterial. But the form the iios takes in his work scarcely

seems coherent. Thomas thinks that | am a uniomyafoul and my body, the

former being an immaterial substance and the lattaaterial substance. So far,

this is fairly plain sailing*
But, as we have seen above: 1) Aquinas holds thehwcompositeanbe classified, as
materiat and 2) the soul isotimmaterial substance or stuff. Again, for Aquintg soul is not
a substance at alhec aliquid yes, but substance, no: “...body and soul arewoictually
existing substancebyt instead one actually existing substance arfises these tw®? So, it is
not so fairly plain sailing for van Inwagen, aftdl. He continues, “But Thomas also thinks that
the soul is théorm of the bodyl do not see, and no one has ever been ableptaiexo me, how
something that is the form of a substance cantmsm substancé®But, the soul isota
substance (see above), and Aquinas never progdeyed to it as sucl{.As is plain from
Stump/Aquinas, the union van Inwagen speaks obisdy in-formed by the substantial or
configurational form, and is material, without ques, though not merely material.

It seems Zimmerman, who is weary of identifying Aws’s view as substance dualism,
outright conflicts with van Inwagen. Obviously,rabst only one can be correct (though both of

them could be incorrect). Ultimately, Stump/Aquinkes not identify Paul merely with his soul,

and so the model is, if you wiltJear and distinctrom Descartes’. For Descartes, the soul and

81 peter van Inwagen, “A Materialist Ontology of tHeman Person,” iffersons: Human and Divin&03.

82 Aquinas,SCGII.69.2, emphasis mine. And especially “For althimmaterial substances are not compounds
of matter and form, still they are particular théngaving actual existence in themselves, and lmingplete in their
own natureNot so the rational soufor though it has the existence in itself whigidmgs to a ‘particular thing’, it
is not a complete nature by itself; it is rathgraat of a specific nature.” Aquina8pmmentary on Aristotle’s De
Animg 73 (215), emphasis mine. See &§da.75.a2 ‘Reply to Objection 1’ a@DSCun.2 ad 16.

8 van Inwagen, “A Materialist Ontology of the HumBarson,” 203-4. It should be noted that van Inwagen
here, working from his own ontological understagdad ‘substance’ he lays out in the beginning &f #nticle in
question, which differs from the one presented lretbe Stump/Aquinas model.

8 Though, again, he does loosely, in a non-techisiease, given the soul can meet the first cri@midependent
existence) but not the second (complete in specidggenus). van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 20@note 66.
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body are separate substances that relate to dashvid efficient causation—the model is purely
a ghost in a machine, or like Plato’s “motor” Agasnrefers to. This is why the Stump/Aquinas
model is not exactly like substance dualism. Weamarsider Aquinas’s ‘soul’ to be more like a
dynamic, active blueprint —a form, relating to reagtrimarily via formal causation. The soul, for
Descartes, is only configured, but not a configubet for Stump/Aquinas, it is a configured
configurer, éhoc aliquid not substance, but it subsists.

So, from statements (A) through (DDD) of the Stultp/inas model, we can at least
say, so far, that is different from substance dualism. But there araestarge metaphysical
challenges that still need to be addressed. D@eStimp/Aquinas model answer Plantinga’s
important question in the affirmative, “Does Paxisewhen his body does not?” Yes, in the
disembodied state, by holding that ConstitutioNas$ Identity (C+ ID). Can the ambiguities
many identify concerning this Stump/Aquinas disetied state and the immaterial (or perhaps
material) mind be resolved? Yes, by holding thap&wence is Not Identity (B ID). In the
next chapter | will begin by arguing for the metitese two axioms, both in how they allow the
Stump/Aqguinas model to be compatible with substaluzdism, and in how they allow the

model to incorporate the useful elements of théouarmaterialist views.



27

Chapter Three

A Contemporary Image: Metaphysical Challenges

With the previous points of the Stump/Aquinas m@dea foundation, there is still a
dilemma. In order to have a cogent concept of Baddily resurrection, with personal
numerical identity (NID) intact between death atef®al life, serious metaphysical challenges
need to be addressed. The job is made somewhat bggivo axioms to help us on our way:
Constitution is Not Identity (& ID) and Dependence is Not Identity ¢§0D). The notion of a
‘data backup’ of Paul’s subsisting soul, or confagional state, could tie it all together. But,
while promising, the axioms will not prevail agditise challenges (particularly specific
contours of the mind/body problem and vaguenesadoaes) without a modification.

The challenges are presented by wily and deftlotetors. Plantinga wants to know if
Paul still exists when his body does not —if nad, RA still applies. Nancey Murphy thinks brain
localization studies make Paul’s minag) an entirely material thing (as the brain), anasth
make the soul an obsolete concept. But the mostuseof all is one shared by Peter van
Inwagen, Lynne Rudder Baker, Dean Zimmerman, K&arcoran, William Hasker, and
Trenton Merricks, and is due to what Robert Paswdis the “mind-soul problenf® which will
become painfully evident. All are skeptical of B&mp/Aquinas form opopén, that it is

ambiguous at best and spurious at worst. | withtérthe ‘wopdn schmorphe’ objection: how

8" Jjust as much as medieval philosophers faced d-body problem, [modern philosophers] faced a nsodk
problem: if soul is form and mind is immaterialethhow do the two relate?" Robert Pasfidigmas Aquinas on
Human Nature: A Philosophical Study of Summa thgatla 75-89 (New York: Cambridge, 2002): 160.
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does a configurational state, in-forming the matesomposite, act as the intellective mind with
causal and psychological powers? Or vice-versa:iBomtellective mind also the configured
configurer, giving order to the atoms in our bo@i&y the end, | argue Stump/Aquinas needs to
be modified. As a result of the focus these chgksrbring, Stump/Aquinas’s soul will be split
into two parts: one, th@op¢n, or configured configurer, and the other, thec, or intellect.

How, then, do we make sense of the split, and wbes it mean for the bodily resurrection?

I. (C #1D) For Paul’'s disembodied NID, Constitution is not Idatity
Plantinga is hesitant to welcome Stump/Aquinas euthfirst, a question:

I'll be arguing that it is possible that | exist ahmy body doesn't; is that a
possibility, on Thomas’s view? True, on his view soyl can exist when my
body doesn't, but it also seems, on this view, tlzah not identical with my soul.
Rather, | am a material object that has an imnmadtedul as a part. So (on his
view) can | exist when my body does not? If thenserss no, then Aquinas’s
view is not felicitously counted as a version o&lism; at least it is not among
the versions of dualism for which | mean to ardfjeon the other hand, the
answgg is yes, we can welcome Aquinas (perhapscatiiously) into the dualist
camp:.

According to Stump, Aquinas’s answer to Plantingpisstion, “Can | exist when my body does
not?” is an unequivocal ‘yes’. It is also the cHss Paul is a material object not identical with
his immaterial souper se-and Paul’s rational soul is also merely a formal cajgeile
embodied). Stump says, in what works well as actlneply to Plantinga:

That constitution is not identity in the case ofrfain beings is clear when it
comes to integral parts, on either thacroscopior microscopidevel. A human
being can survive the loss of some of his elemdital(or molecular
constituents) or even the loss of some of his largegral parts, such as a hand.
But Aquinas thinks the point about constitution &hehtity holds also for
metaphysicaparts in the special case of a human being, whlsstantial form
can exist on its owf.

8 plantinga, “Against Materialism,” 101.

87 Stump,Aquinas 52, emphasis mine.
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So, Stump affirms Plantinga’s Replacement ArguniRit) (both macro and microscopic). She
delicately shows the personhood status of Paudsmbodied soul by the axiom ‘Constitution is
not Identity’ (C+ ID). Let C# ID be Baker’s original, eloquent definition: “perss are
constituted by bodies, but are not identical toiésd.the relation between Smith and her body is
not one of identity® The cliché statement: £1D entails the whole is greater than the sum of
its parts. So material substances, including Paal @mposite, are composed of constituent
elements, but not identical to the collection af¢d elements —or else, incremental change over
time would entail a brand new material substan@aty moment, which is absuftiThe
defenders of Stump/Aquinas have all separatelytifiesh Baker's Constitution view as friendly
to the caus€® Baker’'s most notable point seems to be ‘constinitshould be another sense of
‘is’ alongside ‘predication’ and ‘identity’* These concerns are at the heart of Plantinga’s RA,
and are the reason his argument is effective.

Aquinas himself fully affirms Gt ID. The matter constituting Paul’'s body can change
over time without changing Paul’'s numerical idgntit his substantial form remains consistent:

Moreover, the things that are combined with ondlarodo not themselves,

having been combined, remain actually, but onlyuailty; for, were they to

remain actually, it would be not a mixture, butyoalcollection; that is why a
body constituted by a mixture of elements is ndithese element€.

8 |ynne Rudder Baker, “Need a Christian Be a Mind8®ualist?"Faith and Philosophy12, no. 4 (Oct 1995),
494. For the metaphysical nuts and bolts, see LRRudsler Baker “Why Constitution is Not Identityihe Journal
of PhilosophyVol. 94, no. 12 (Dec. 1997), 599-621; and lRersons and Bodies: A Constitution View.

89 Stump,Aquinas 51. This includes both material change and, afs®, incremental psychological change.

% For their citations, see Stump, “Resurrection,s8embly,” 165, footnote 24; Stumisquinas482, footnote 16
and 486, footnote 6@berl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,” 3®otnote 19; van Dyke, “Human
Identity, Imnmanent Causal Relations...” 393, footn®8e van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 201, foa&n65.

1 Stump,Aquinas 55-6.

92 Aquinas,Summa Contra Gentiles Book Two: Creafi85 (11.56.4). See alsBCGIV.81 andSTla.119, as
cited by van Dyke, “Human Identity..."” 382.
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Hence the Philosopher says that, since one kimdmposite is constituted of

something in this way “as a whole” —i.e., the whislene— and not in the way in

which a heap of stones is one but as a syllaldees(without qualification), in all

such cases the composite must not be identicalitgitomponents, as a syllable

is not its letters; for this syllableais not the same as these two letteesda,

nor is flesh the same as fire and edrth.
In this way, a soul would be sufficient as tentity conditionfor Paul over time, without being
fully human. Paul’s resurrection body need not bmerically identical at the atomic level with
his pre-resurrection body, since (given RA) notrekiss pre-resurrection body could meet such
stringent qualifications for numerical identityaRtinga shows this by considering how often
and casually the atoms making up all of the cellsuir bodies are completely replacédo
come full circle: if RA and G- ID are true on the microscopic level, and trueceoning hands
and integral parts, then it is also true of metajpta}t parts (body and substantial form/soul).

So, Stump argues that due to both the Replacemeniwent (RA) and ‘constitution is not

identity’, having a body is absolutely not essdritePaul’s identity continuing over tintg:

1) According to the Aquinas’s Aristotelian metapiegs a thing which gains or loses
an accidental form undergoes change while remaioiegand the same thing.

2) According to ‘constitution is not identity’, aagicular substance survives even the
loss of some of its metaphysical constituents, iplexy that the remaining constituents
can exist on their own and are sufficient for tkisince of the substance.

3) Aquinas thinks that a human being can existauttbeing in the normal condition
in this way because what constitutes a human beingt the same as that to which a
human being is identical.

4) Therefore, since a) what makes Socrates thigithéhl substance is the individual
substantial form which configures him, and b) sitfeesubstantial form can exist
independently of the body, then c) the existenadh@kubstantial form separate from
the body is sufficient for the existence of thesperwhose substantial form it is.

93 Aquinas,Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysi&&1 (1674). See Aristotl&)etaphysics/11.17.6 (1041b11-
19). Cited by Stump, “Resurrection, Reassembly3, I6otnote 24; anAquinas 50.

% See Plantinga, “Materialism and Christian Belidf)4, footnote 12, where he cites a figure thahdte atoms
that make up the brain seem to be replaced @warynonths.

% The following points are all direct (or nearlyelit) quotes from Stump, “Resurrection, Reassemh§5-6.
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This shows clearly how RA and+ID go hand-in-handin the same way Paul survives

the loss of his integral parts (like a hand), Raul survive the loss of even theetaphysicapart
of his whole body, because the substantial formmi®body (the soul) is able to independently
exist as d&oc aliquid Eberl says, “Soul and body, on the other handl bgaunderstood as
metaphysical parts that do not exist without corimpa human being’® RA merely says
material continuity is not required for Paul’'s NIBut RAand C # ID showPaul’s subsisting
soul is all that is metaphysically necessary, ttongt natural, for his NID. Thus, Stump says:

A human person is not identical to his soul; rathémuman person is identical to

a particular in the species rational animal. Aipatar of that sort is normally,

naturally, constituted of an array of bodily patsl is composed of form and

matter. Because constitution is not identity forukas, however, a particular can

exist with less than the normal, natural complim&Entonstituents. It can, for

example, exist when it is constituted only by ohésomain metaphysical parts,

namely the soul. And so although a person is rattidal to his soul, the

existence of the soul is sufficient for the exisenf a person’
Il. The Data Backup Analogy

The trouble is how to paint a conceptual picturéhes disembodied state (the separated
configured configurer) that makes sense. Plantilogas a helpful kernel of an idea our way, one
that has been passed around somewhat. “Not stretdyant, but of interest: could | perhaps be
acomputer(hardware), a computer made of flesh and blood?eTéee three possibilities here: |

might be the hardware, | might be the program,langjht be the mereological sum of the

hardware and the prograrnt’When coupled with the possibility —in the midsthis

% Eberl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,83®otnote 21.

% Stump,Aquinas53. See also Stump, “Resurrection, Reassembly,” 46 van Dyke, “Human Identity...”
388-89, “Because the soul can (and does) persis¢paration from matter —unlike all other subsahfirms-
Aquinas claims that it preserves David’s origiesse..In short, the soul’s continuing to exist proveffisient for
David’s esseto continue to exist.” Aquina§CGII.68.3; SCGIV.84; STsupp. (.79.a2.ad4T 153-4.

% plantinga, “Against Materialism,” 30, footnote He notes the third option would entail that a peris not a
material substance, although given#ID), below, that could still be the case.
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macroscopic RA- that both the configured configarsd the computational or functional state
of the mind are transferred, we get something @stiang, but initially vague.

Fortunately, John Polkinghorne fleshes out thetgtions a bit more, by saying, “In a
verycrude image, one might say that the soul is tftevace running on the hardware of the
body.”™ He admits first the concept of ‘soul’ is stilhtiispensible for the credible articulation
of Christian hope, but its content requires reexatnon in the light of contemporary
understanding of human natur@He recognizes RA for what it is: the criterion fmrsonal
identity cannot be our bodies, for “Materially, aee in a state of flux** Polkinghorne thus
suggests we “understand the soul as being the alnfwstely complex, dynamic, information-
bearing pattern in which the matter of our bodiesry one time is organized®® To him, from
the theological side of things, it is coherentag &od will perfectly preserve in memory each
individual person’s information-bearing patterndahen re-embody them all in the eschafSh.

Baker gives credence to Polkinghorne’s view, comnlgiit with two other similar views,
the “memory criterion” and the “soul-as-softwarewi”*** She points out that all of them need
to overcome the problem of duplication of such infation to retain unique personal identity

(which I will address in the next chapter), andofirse recommends her Constitution view be

% John Polkinghorne, “Eschatological Credibility: Brgent and Teleological Processes,Risurrection:
Theological and Scientific Assessmefited by Ted Peters, Robert John Russell, arathddil Welker. (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 52.

109 pid, 50; see also a parallel accounTre Faith of a Physicist: Reflections of a Bottom-Thinker
(Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1996): 167-8.

0% \which is exactly how Aquinas puts it, “In respezmatter, of course, the parts are in flux, big th not an
obstacle to his being numerically one from the beigig of his life to the end of it.” AquinaSumma Contra
Gentiles Book Four: Salvatigifranslated by Charles J. O’'Neil (Notre Dame, University of Notre Dame Press,
1975): 306. (IV.81.12)

1021pid, 51, andThe Faith of a Physicis1,73-4.

193 pid, 52 andThe Faith of a Physicist,63.

1041 ynne Rudder Baker, “Persons and the Metaphysi&esurrection,'Religious Studied3.3 (2007): 344-5.
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included for them to be metaphysically succesStump/Aquinas upholds £1D: so far, so
good. This means Plantinga, Polkinghorne and Balkshare an intuition about this possible
information-backup model, and the missing piecesamane together in the Stump/Aquinas
disembodied state. BeyondAdD, formal causation is affirmed, which seems ¢oab
requirement, as well, as Polkinghorne notes:

You will recognize that this is an old idea presehin modern dress, for | am

saying thathe soul is the form of the body, a thought thaildmot have seemed

strange either to Aristotle or to Thomas Aquind®ugh perhaps | wish to think

more dynamically about it than they would have bieefined to do*®

So, then, | conclude: Paul, propehlymanae personas the sum of the hardware and the
program while embodied. BecausetdD, the “data backup” happens along the linesef t
Stump/Aquinas disembodied state before the rediored®aul’s soul subsists afiac aliquid
but not as a substance. Paul’s soul can be unddrside an ontologically self-extafft
information-bearing pattern, eonfigured configurerthat will once again do its job and ire-
formin the bodily resurrection. Properly understoodidés not make sense to suggest the
‘program’ is Paul, and likewise his substantial form carvehis material composite (which
would not just be his brain, since mental statesrationality are properties of Paul simpliciter).
But, as attested above, Paul neati®dy to be fully Paul, to be the composite sirsglbstance
of Paul. But the pattern of Paul can be perfecllgikded up, by God, for the purposes of

numerical identity into the bodily resurrection:Baul does not just haaecomposite, he hass

composite”®’ Here, ‘soul’ refers to the essence of Paul: tHaithis uniquely, individually him

105 polkinghorne, “Eschatological Credibility,” 51, ptmasis mine.

1% To be ontologically self-extant means to exiseipendently as a distinct existing thing. This istcary to
Polkinghorne’s original intuition that the patteshPaul is held in the mind of God (a similar idean be found
among Process theology). | will address this mgpecifically about consciousness and mind, lat¢hénchapter.

107 Aquinas says, “Therefore, just as it is of thel'sauature that it is the form of a body, so ibisthis soul's
nature, in so far as it this soul, that it has an inclination towattds body.” QDSCg.un.a9.ad4, as quoted by Eberl,
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and the seat of his personhood. So, along witlcdinéigured configurer, all mental
contentsfoug (memory, knowledge, character, consciousnessopaiity) are “backed up” like
data or information. Information is immaterial aalgstract by nature, and so satisfies RA.

This works because, under the unmodified Stump/Magimodel, “the imposition of the
configurational state on new matter preservesdastity of the person:*® The backed up or
subsisting soul is (and is doing) two things: 1)dReng a configurational state (or, if you will, a
blueprin) of the material composite via the configured agunfer in order to re-build it in the
resurrection; 2) Retaining Paul’s intellectualyational aspect, or perhaps what could commonly
be referred to as his psychological identity. Isithe case Paul’'s soul is ‘backed up’ in this way
then the identity condition is acceptable to ansilantinga in the affirmative: Paul exists when
his body does ndf® In the realm of possibility, Paul’s intellect cdiie extant as a perfect
neural image or brain-map, to be restored liketa olaage on a backed up computer hard drive,
or .iso imag&'’ for an optical disc (thus, “data backup” analo@®it here, the backup of Paul
also includes the blueprint for exactly how his enal composite should be configured.

Van Inwagen makes a helpful ontological distinctior processing how this ‘data

backup’ looks in terms of the disembodied stata&vhen we ask of ‘being’, and then place it

“Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,” 351a.q76.al.ad6 paralells, “the human soul remairisiownesse
when it is separated from the body, having an agh¢itand natural inclination toward union with thos.”

%8 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 517.

109 Stump notes, “...the soul is not the complete hubging but [Aquinas argues| for the appropriaterdss
calling the part (the soul) by the name of the wehithe composite of matter and form that Peteramakwill be).”
Aquinas 211. See Aquina§Tllallae.83.11 for the quote.

19 An .iso image is a format for a computer file thantains a literal, direct image of an entire ogitdisc (like a
CD or DVD), which can be transferred and writtemooseparate blank optical disc to make an exacifigdele)
copy of the original. It is a popular means of gmitting complete images of installation discs@&MU/Linux
operating system distributions for download over ltfiternet, for example.

11yan Inwagen does have a few thoughts concerniggamputer program analogy. He says, “Whatever,| am
I’'m a lot more like a poached egg or a waterfaladrydraulic jack than | am like a computer prograne should



35

within the context of ‘human being’, we are comungpn two different shades of ‘exist’. So van
Inwagen gives us two kinds of existence: concrateabstract. For him, “there is only one kind
of concrete object: that which has traditionallgbealled ‘substance’ or ‘individual thing’. And
there is only one type of abstract object. | wélll ¢his one type ‘relation’*? Whereas the
‘concrete’ existence is active (as substance)trabs existence is potential (as relation). Van
Inwagen balks at calling human persons relatioms,cancludes “If we exist at all, we're
substances™3 But to borrow van Inwagen’s vocabulary for theesakclarity, | am disagreeing
and saying this: for Stump/Aquinas, in the diseméddr intermediate state, the substantial
form of the human person (the soul) temporarilysgmem metaphysically concrete to abstract,
or from substance to relation. Or from existerttiagxtant. Or from active to potential. Or, to be
weightier, but also clearer for those who have @argar: fromuopén to eidog.

Given these loaded terms, there is a live questimterning how Paul’s intellective state
(consciousness included) continues. We can conc¢iteas a “deficient” or “unnatural” form
of existence and cognition. In terms of this disedibd state, van Dyke says, “the soul actually

has a different mode of cognition that requiresrdiassistance:*® In this state, composed only

of his soul, Paul does not cease being human;apactties of a rational animal are still extant,

therefore take the thesis that I'm a computer @ogless seriously than one would take the theaid'th a
poached egg, and that’s not very seriously.” “A &f&list Ontology of the Human Person,” 203. Itrasefor
Stump/Aquinas, this is apples and oranges (or phehd scrambled eggs). He points out elsewheté therdly
makes sense to him to consider a fully-grown aloli@in as a blank computer disk, because of thegichl process
of growth and sense reception. Brains atrophy aitdd develop normally when not included in thpsecesses, for
example, which speaks to van Inwagen’s hunch: & tmansfer of “states” or “information” does notnkoHe
eruditely says, “Remember how long it took all if@rmation that is stored in your brain to actyajet there.”
Peter van Inwagen, “Materialism and the Psychokdeg@ontinuity Account of Personal Identityjous31,
Supplement: Philosophical Perspectives, no. 11dMausation and World (1997): 308. But whereasamehave
justified skepticism for BST arguments like Shoeprak (against whom he argues), the same canndaitdetan
information-bearing pattern “backed up” by God, fioe purposes of the bodily resurrection.

12yan Inwagen, “A Materialist Ontology of the HumBarson,” 201.
3 |bid, 203.

14 yvan Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 190, footnote 8he points to AquinaSTla.89.1 andDV 19.1.
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but only in potentiality, since such capacitiesche®terial organs in-formed by the configured
configurer to be actualized® Paul’s soul awaits the hope of being againink®rmerfor the
material composite to which it is naturally inclthel'he only thing distinguishing the
Stump/Aquinas ‘data backup’ from Polkinghorne’sadg ontological independence. For
Stump/Aquinas, the soul subsists as an indivicduabt rather than just being “preserved in the
divine memory.**® Van Dyke makes sense of this, “Although the husmu is not available to
the natural realm, God still has ‘access’ to thenan soul and can restore the human body by
rejoining the body to its principle of actioh:* Stump notes what is at stak&According to
Aquinas, Paul’'s separated soulistcontain his active mind, with intellectual facakiPaul had

in his lifetime, the same will, experiences andspass. So, what is the ontological status of Paul,
disembodied? Stump says Paul’s soul is cleangaaliquid a something. But to make it more
interesting: Aquinas writes IBCGIV 91-92 that Paul’s separated soul is judgedifing what
Paul did during his life in the body, aafterwardresurrected into his body or composite. If the
soulis notthe numerically same person, then who is gettidgg¢d? The Stump/Aquinas
disembodied soul, then, must have restricted cognaowers and be ontologically distinct as an
individual thing; cognition and the senses are ipbg divine intervention, in order to retain

continuity of the person being rais¥d.

115 Eperl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,034e cites AquinasSTla.q77.a8.

18 polkinghorne, “Eschatological Credibility,” 52 &sp. 32, footnote 103, above). Van Dyke addredsss t
“Human Identity...” 388, where it cannot be the ctss “God’s using a mere mental blueprint” couldreate
Paul, due to the necessity of preserving and riegtétaul’s causal connections, including consciessnHisessds
not just latent, but instantiated, and still effeely causal, under Aquinas. SBEGIV.81.

17yvan Dyke, “Human Identity...” 384.

1810 Stump, “Resurrection, Reassembly,” 155-6.

119 See Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 519 ahquinas 211; van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 194, fuite 35; see
also AquinasSTla.q.89.1 and 1a.q.89.6.
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In sum, C£ ID means RA, and thus the requirement from dualisreatisfied. The
disembodied state subsists, and it would look mikefthe backup of an information-bearing
pattern as described by Polkinghorne, except tredtfump/Aquinas, the subsisting soul is
ontologically independent —but still somehow uphgddivine intervention for cognizing. Paul's
subsisting soul can count as an identity conditieer time for his resurrection self. But, the
mind-soul/uopdn schmorphe’ objection still looms. How do we incorgte the mind into the
‘data backup’ model of the Stump/Aquinas disembadigte? The functioning of the brain as
emerging from the material composite could workoag) as Paul is embodied. But how do we
conceive of this switching between states? This ¢at the sixth and final statement of the
Stump/Aquinas model. Since it comes accompaniezsbhye deep metaphysical challenges, it

demands that the model be modified if it is to sect

lll. (D # ID) Between the brain and mental states, Dependeads Not ldentity

Plantinga entertains one argument among a fevedwgnizes for materialism: brain
localization and dependence of mental states udarmal brain states. He says, “It isn’t true at
all that it makes very little sense to say thaivateds of the immaterial self or soul are depertden
in this way on the proper function of the brainll Shis argument from localization and neural
dependence is perhaps the strongest of the argsmgainst dualism:?° Plantinga sees Nancey
Murphy, among others, arguing how science idemstifertain parts of the brain are responsible
for rational processes like language, emotion, oalsibility, or complex problem solving.
Indeed there are, he says, countless first-hanerexpres of drug use, degenerative neurological
disorders or other diseases, taking prescriptiomgdtér brain chemistry, and even getting hit in

the head to show that the brain certainly $@®ethingo do with mental states.

120 plantinga, “Materialism and Christian Belief,” 134
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In particular, there are a few cases that haverhedairly common currency in these
types of discussions. One is Phineas Gage, a Vénmmam who in 1848 suffered and survived an
accident where a three foot, seven inch long aP8l ihch diameter tamping rod went straight
through his frontal lobe (specifically parts of piefrontal cortexes), and seemingly altered his
temperament and personality —and not just as éioedo the accident (for whwouldn’tfeel a
bit different after an accident like that?), buasult of the destroyed part of the braih.
Although the more well-known details surrounding #xtent of his character change are
infamously cloudy and documented sometime afteetleat, it is at least a rare, clear, and also
dramatic example of someone’s physical brain selgiraving an effect on their mental states.
Phineas Gage’s historical case seems to point tblaraiin localization.

More recently Clive Wearing, a British conductodanusicologist, in 1985 contracted
herpes simplex encephalitis, a viral infection thatmally produces cold sores —but for him, it
infected and destroyed his left frontal and tempragions, the parts of the brain partially
responsible for storing conscious memotféde developed severe anterograde amnesia (so he
cannot form any new short-term memoriasjiretrograde amnesia. That, alone, for many
proves mental states’ dependence upon the braiat WImore intriguing is what reando:
Wearing’'s procedural memory is apparently unafigckte can still read and play music with the
same rehearsed dramatic force and brilliant ineggion as he could before the illné&sThe

hypothesis is that one part of the brain contiodsdort of memory utilized in performance and

121 The most accessible and lucid account, with arpeythe philosophical issues, is Antonio DamaBiescartes’
Error: Emotion, Reason, and the Human Bréiew York: Avon Books, 1994), especially Chs. INancey
Murphy has cited Damasio upon mention of Gage’s/sgeeBodies and Souls, or Spirited Bodie68-7.

122\Nearing'’s story can be found in Oliver W. Sacks,the Moment: Music and Amnesia” Musicopbhilia:
Tales of Music and the BraifNew York: Vintage Books, 2008), 201-2Xevin Corcoran brings up Wearing as a
starting point for Christian materialism in “A Neway to Be Human,Books and Culture: A Christian Review
(Nov/Dec 2006), http://www.christianitytoday.com/Ba06/006/16.33.html

123 sacks Musicophilig 218-19.
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rote memorization of music and all of its intricasi and a different part seems to control
personality and other aspects. Wearing and his gadilarain seem to be living proof of brain
localization, and perhaps Murphy’s nonreductivegitslist model and others like it.

From the materialist point of view, here is the emging challenge: does localization and
dependence of the brain by behavioral and persgredits and other mental states make the
immaterial soul an unnecessary concept? In stAldmtinga’s rejoinder to Murphy’s, and
others’, arguments from localization is, for hirhacacteristically pithy: “Does this show or tend
to show that this mental activity is really an wityi of the brain, rather than of something
distinct from the brain? Hardly. There are manyéets that stand in that same or similar
relation to the brain*** By similar reasoning, observes Plantinga, oneceay walking,
speaking, moving your fingers, breathing, and diggsare also functions of the brain, since
they all depend upon proper function of the braithpugh the parallel organ for mental states is
not so apparent, as Aquinas himself say@MA 1 and 2). This is where he introduces:ID:

The point, obviously, is thalependence is one thing, identity quite anather

Appropriate brain activity is a necessary condifimnmental activity; it simply

doesn’t follow that the latter just is the former. eWhow all sorts of cases of

activities A that depend upon activities B but mo¢ identical with themWhy

should we think differently in this casé?

Stated in this way, B ID is basically C# ID but related to mental kinds —i.e. just as Paul’
material composite is constituted by, but not idetto, his body, so too Paul’s mental states are
dependent upon (perhaps even materially and aftigieaused), but not identical to, his brain
states. Consider B ID to be the metaphysical cousin off/dD, just pointed atovg.

Murphy has taken the mantle of the materialist/pafst position, going so far as to say,

after mention of Phineas Gage’s case, "In shorgt\whquinas] described as the 'appetite for the

124 plantinga, “Against Materialism,” 23.

125 pid, 23, emphases mine; see also “Materialism@midstian Belief,” 134-5.
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good' appears to depend directly on localizablenbtactions.*?° She argues that the miisd
dependent upon the brain, which is enough to makeérfas’s concept of the soul obsolete. Her
view of the contest between dualism and physicalssennovel one: each is not merely “a
philosophical thesis but as the ‘hard core’ of iastific research program...based on the
philosophy of science of Emre Lakatos, who arghedl tesearch programs in science are unified
by metaphysical theses about the essential nattihe subject matter under investigation””
Riding the momentum of invoking Lakatos, she bedgetla philosophical case for mind-body

dualism (or body-soul dualism) is in fawpeless*?®

Murphy wants to show how we ought to
operate upon a contemporary scientific paradigmesearch program, whereby mental states
are, in contrast to B ID, dependent upoand identical tatheir requisite brain statés’

Beyond that, her presuppositions leading into reatinent of Aquinas deserve attention.
Murphy categorically breaks down mental charadiesgrom neuroscience that Aquinas
historically relegated to the soul, to make a daséquinas’s obsolescenc¢® But given the
Stump/Aquinas Aristotelian causality discussed abahat Murphy intends as a critique of
Aquinas’s medieval view can actually be invertet isupport for Stump’s interpretation —even

the exact words could be read in a different targktais inversion could be expressed. Causality

shows how baseless Murphy’s strategy is given igtendtion between the in-forming soul being

126 Murphy, Bodies and Souls, or Spirited Bodie&

127 Nancey Murphy, “Nonreductive Physicalism: Philosimal Challenges,” ifPersonal Identity in Theological
PerspectiveEdited by Richard Linds, Michael S. Horton, andrkR. Talbot, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 98.

128 Nancey Murphy, “The Resurrection Body and Perstaeitity: Possibilities and Limits of Eschatologlic
Knowledge,” inResurrection: Theological and Scientific Assesssm@03, footnote 4.

12941t js becoming obvious to many that the functi@msl attributes once attributed to the soul or nairedbetter
understood as functions of the brain.” MurpBgdies and Souls, or Spirited Bodiek®

139 Murphy, Bodies and Souls, or Spirited Bodigs8268. These include locomotion, appetite, sensatind
emotion, as well as the passive, active, and wpkats of the rational soul. Murphy cites quitewa brain
localization studies which have shown how thesecargrolled by specific areas of the brain.
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theformal cause of the material body’s processes, whil@tgans it in-forms (including the
brain) are thefficientcause of those processes. With this formal-efitctausal relationship in
mind, it is possible to carefully balanceD from Stump/Aquinas and still acquiesce with the
findings of modern neuroscience. But Murphy’s pafhtiew holds her back, and is precisely of
the sort Stump anticipates and attempts to dissph@mparing physicalism/materialism
alongside Aquinas, when she says:

At this point it might occur to someone to suppths#t it can hardly be surprising

that Aquinas’s account of the soul is not readdgimilable to either dualism or

physicalism; the difficulty in categorizing Aquinasich a person might think,

stems from trying to insert a peculiarly medieveddry into the contemporary

discussion, where it simply will not fit. But | thi this is a mistaken attitud&"
Stump actually offers up the possibility that Acasicould be construed as a materiahgith a
metaphysical reason for rejecting reductionism.ulgiohe would not say the mind is identical to
the brain, Stump says “for Aquinas the mind is irtenial but implemented (in its natural
condition) in matter**? So Aquinas’s view of the soul can be successhelg alongside
materialism’s understanding of the brain as thedaan mental activity, due toBID. It seems,
then, Murphy’s view that Aquinas’s understandingha soul is incompatible with her own
nonreductive physicalism is throwing the baby oithwhe bathwater. If we introduce Stump’s

interpretation of Aquinas, above, many of Murphgfservations can be assimilated. Besides

Stump and her supporters, Bak&rHasker-** Corcoran:*® Zimmerman:*® and Plantingg’ all

131 Stump,Aquinas 213.

132 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 519.

133 Baker, “Need a Christian Be a Mind/Body Dualis5®0.
134 Hasker,The Emergent Selt66-7.

135 CorcoranRethinking Human Natur&8-9.

136 Zimmerman, “Three Introductory Questions...” 22.
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admit, after close readings, that Aquinas’s humansgns work with materialist anthropology.
Why, then, would Murphy dismiss Aquinas? Are thesgosophers wrong and Murphy right?

Not likely. Derek Jefferys argues against Murphgarning her treatment of Aquinas,
and lack of adequate conception of metaphysicaatan to support her proposed downward
causation model, among other issturphy responds, since Aquinas is ancient/medikigl
terminology and his Aristotelian metaphysical reskgprogram ought to be replaced by
something more relevant to current scientific amplotogy. She uses Lakatos as support, citing
“incommensurability” between the two systetiSJefferys thinks this is an inadequate response:

Throughout American and European philosophy departs) philosophers are

rediscovering Thomas and Aristotle. Martha Nusshalghn Finnis, John

Haldane, Alasdair Maclintyre, Leon Kass, and mamhgiat are reviving

Aristotelian and Thomistic concepts, applying thenethics, the philosophy of

mind, and the philosophy of science. They haveificgualty understanding the

philosophical grammar of Thomas and Aristotle, aachbine it with

contemporary philosophy and science in fascinatiags*°

To follow Jefferys’s lead, before Murphy can plasr iKuhn/Lakatos card* and contextualize
the debate away, she ought to read more of théablaiiterature on Aquinas (perhaps even
Stump’s work, whom Murphy never cites). The ergluteof allowing equal footing to
Aristotelian metaphysics has been shown to be dpeiigful to some contemporary studies. For
Stump, asserting Aquinas’s possible compatibiliifhwnodern neuroscience is yet another

example of this, one that should not be so quitkipred.

137 plantinga, “Materialism and Christian Belief,” 101

138 Derek Jeffreys:The Soul is Alive and Well: Non-reductive Physisah and Emergent Mental Properties,”
Theology and Scien& no. 2 (2004): 205-225.

139 Nancey Murphy, “Response to Derek Jeffreygheology and Sciené no. 2 (2004): 227-230.

140 Derek Jeffreys, “A Counter-Response to Nancey Mymgn Non-reductive PhysicalisniTheology and
Scienced, no. 1 (2005): 84.

11 Eor her use of Lakatos, which is admittedly examt] sedBeyond Liberalism and Fundamentalism, How
Modern and Postmodern Philosophy Set the Theolbgiganda (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press, 1996), 100-103.
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V. Stump/Aquinas, D# ID, vovg, and the Data Backup

From Murphy, we must heed the fact that brain imggnd modern neuroscience shows
that the physical brain at least plays a role intattes that were previously relegated only to the
immaterial soul. So the task, now, is to show firsitv Aquinas supports B 1D, and second
show how the Stump/Aquinas model accommodates whatansay regarding the way mental
states depend on the brain. Of course, Aquinastiamaterialistin the overarching
metaphysical sense of the tetffirecall that God is a person by Boethius'’s defimitand is a
nopoén that does nan-form vaAn because He is pure act. Humans are corporea@nthal in
substance, whose substantial forms (souls) canssapart from théin they would properly
in-form in their single-substance composite. Agairtaen, matches Plantinga’s sentiment, when
he says i85CGBook II: “intellectual natures are subsistent ferrand although they [that is,
intellectual natures] exist in matténeir being does not depend on mattéf

So, right away, we have a contemporary axiorg (D) with a medieval analogue. What
we also have is an admission that intellectualnesttexist in matter.” This is exactly why
Stump says, for Aquinas, “mental states will belangented in matter,” and his account of the
soul, then, is “compatible with supposing that raéstates are implemented in neural stéff.”
This is a significant assertion we can build upamg is at the heart of the idea of substance-
emergence that Hasker found so very promising &fttmp’s model:

I close this chapter by referring to yet anothgtirsgaof Stump’s that | find

puzzling, yet also full of promise...What intrigue® in this is the suggestion that

Aquinas might have thought that ‘the mind emergesifthe functioning of the

brain.’ [Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 520] What doesr8pumean by this? Clearly,
the historical Aquinas wouldot have thought this, given his doctrine of the

142 Stump,Aquinas 15.
143 Aquinas,Summa Contra Gentiles: Book 2 Creatiab1 (11.51.1ff); as cited by Stumpguinas 209.

144 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 521.
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special creation of individual souls —a doctrindckStump refers to several

times. Does she mean thatdi®uldhave thought this way, and perhaps would

have done so had more scientific knowledge beeiteél@to him? Or is the

notion of emergence here to be understood in soayethat is compatible with

Aquinas’s creationisnt%
It is correct to say that Stump affirms Hasker'smonition. If Aquinas had more scientific
knowledge, his understanding of the relationshimofd to the brain, and therefore his
understanding of the soul, may have been more rgaijeurthermore, | intend to show in the
next chapter that the added contemporary knowlefl@NA has a similar helpful effect toward
interpreting and applying Aquinas’s view of the kpNote also that this important assertion,
“the mind emerges from the functioning of the byais why Swinburne is correct to say
Aquinas does not recognize the category of “sauff.8t*° It is because for Aquinas, and thus the
Stump/Aqguinas model, while the material compostiinctioning (and the soul is not
disembodied), it is “brain stuff’ or “neural stuffioing the work —an insight from which
Murphy'’s reading of Aquinas could benefit. And, Bgeontrary to Swinburne, Stump assuages
what Plantinga had also been skeptical of, “The atemality of the soul is [for Aquinas] a direct
consequence of his view of soul as a foffif.In other words: the Aristotelian framework in-
forming the material composite makes the immataoal a reality. But how? Again, think of
the human soul, the amphibious configured configure theformal, but notefficient cause of
mental states and other casual connections, whécthan only immaterial when unnaturally

‘backed up’ in the disembodied state. In other wpfthe various parts of the body are

configured by [the soul] in differing way$* It makes the whole thing possible by in-forming

4% Hasker,The Emergent Self 70.
146 swinburne TheEvolution of the SouR97. See pp. 14-15. above.
147 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 511.

148 |pid, 512.
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the materials from which mental states emerge tHausoul is not a wispy spirit-form that does
the thinking while the brain is the material foutida for the soul’s activity. Thus, Stump says:

...Aquinas thinks that there is something misleadibgut attributing cognitive

functions just to the soul itself. Rather, evenrshigher cognitive functions as

understanding are to be attributed to the wholeeri@tcomposite that is the

human beind:*
This is reinforced by Aquinas himself in SCG I1.5:an intelligent substance is composed of
matter and form, understanding will be of the cogieoitself.**° While the point of SCG 11.50
is actually to show intelligent substane@@e notcomposed of matter, this is to uphold the
consistency of Boethius’s definition of ‘person’hieh must of course also include God and
angels. However, this specific part makes cledr tbahuman persons, their intellect, if from
the composite, will be of the composite. This isvistump can get away with saying things like,
“If we can understand the intellective part of thenan soul as roughly equivalent to the mind,
then for Aquinas the mind is immaterial but implereel (in its natural condition) in matter?
She clearly distinguishes parts of the soul, irgeflective part,” because Stump recognizes the
‘configured configurer’ which in-forms the mater@mposite must be somehow different from
the intellective mind ovovuc.

We should be keeping in sight what Murphy and @tlxeing up in regards to localization
and the dependence of mental states upon the BiteenStump/Aquinas model, in terms of the
intellect, holds the human soul is tleemal, notefficient cause of mental states and other casual

connections, and the soul is immaterial only unradityiin the disembodied state. The capacities

and activities of the soul, including intellectean this way realized through the material organs

149pid, 512. See Aquina§Tla.q75.a2.ad25T1.q77.a5:QDSCq.un.,a2.ad2.
150 Aquinas,Summa Contra Gentiles: Book 2 Creatias0 (11.50.4).

151 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 519.
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of the in-formed composite. The five senses, famaple, are properties of the material
composite, and require the proper organs (eyes, erase, and so forth) to operate. The brain
and nervous system, then, are the efficient caursméntal states and likewise require a bbdy.
The soul, as ‘configured configurer’, is the formsalse for all of this. Thus, “On Aquinas’s
account, there is no efficient causal interactietwieen the soul and the matter it informs, and all
cognitive functions can be implemented in the btidyThese capacities, mental states included,
are properly attributed to the composite of Paaol,ta his parts —including the brain.

However, as stated earlier, given what Aquinas shgsit the separated soul in the
disembodied state, he would affirm the apparenedéence of mental states upon the brain, but
not think that the mind iglenticalto the brain if he had known enough neuroscieodayt.

Ergo, D# ID. If mental states are dependent upon, butdwttical to brain states in this way,
then the brain’s configurational state, or neurappor however we could conceive of it, could
backed up immaterially as information. Loosely, diembodied, ‘backed up’ soul can still
think because of God’s agency in upholding thatgmw’ To reiterate, this state is of a deficient
sort. Aquinas says, “although the soul can exidtiatellectively cognize when it is separated
from the body, nonetheless it does not have thieg@n of its nature when it is separated from
the body.**> So according to Aquinas, while embodied, Paul'schis able to be measured by

brain scans, neurological science, and the liké,i@nery much like an emergent property akin

152 Eperl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,33Me cites AquinasQDA g.un.a2 anéTla.q101.a2.
153 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 518.

154«As for knowledge of material things in the wotltht would ordinarily be cognized with sense peticep
Aquinas attributes the disembodied soul’s abilitgbgnize such things to divine intervention.” Spymquinas
211. Also van Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 19hthote 35: “thus, although the human soul existsejparation
from matter at death and prior to the bodily resction, it can engage in intellective cognitiorthat state only
through the mediation of God and/or the angelsthRite AquinasSTla.89.1 and 89.6.

155 Aquinas,QDSCun.2 ad 5, as quoted by Sturdmuinas 201.
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to Hasker’'s model: “material components are contbinéd something higher-level with a
particular configuration, a substance will comeibeing,**® But in the case of the
Stump/Aquinas model, the mind does not go awakieéndisembodied state, either; rather, in the

bodily resurrection, it is restored to its propsrmnposite, state.

VI. * Mopdn Schmorphe” and Mind-Soul Make a Modification Mandatory

Given C# ID, Stump/Aquinas can affirm RA, and thus the requeet from dualism.
Given D+ ID, Stump/Aquinas avoids the objections raised byistsaagainst materialists. So,
we can get the blessing from substance dualisisgliss the useful parts of the different
materialisms, including the deliverances of the €itution view and an understanding of mind
or vovg somewhat like an emergent property of the materah (while embodied). Now that
these details are worked out, we see that if Hoaialization is a strong point for materialists,
then the Stump/Aquinas model can accommodateaih iembodied material composite. When
we combine all of these elements togethe# 1D, D # ID, the immaterialn-form-ationof the
configured configurer, and the analogy of a datkbp of that configuring form, and we add to
it the information of Paul’'s mind aovg, we get a model for individuation of human persons
and a model for the continuity of personal NID,ga&eved for the bodily resurrection. Or do we?

Our wily and deft interlocutors, after all, haveebewaiting in the wings. Baker says, “It
is difficult to see how Aquinas can combine thesfotelian view that matter individuates with
his view that the soul is a substantial form tteat subsist’ —and experience God— apart from a
body.™>’ Zimmerman likewise says, “What is harder to sdwis something capable of playing

the role of a ‘substantial form’ could come to tdeao think after death, while not ‘informing’

158 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 511.

157 Baker, “Persons and the Metaphysics of Resurmtii4.
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any matter.**® Plantinga puts it this way, “A form, however, ea$t as far as | can see, is or is
like aproperty and a property, presumabbgn’t think. If the soul is a form, therefore, how can
it be capable of thinking?®® Van Inwagen makes his case more bluntly thanese fwouldn't
the union of my body and the form of my body, wkatethe form of my body may be, be
simply my body? And isn’t my body, without qualiditon, a material substancé®'Corcoran
does Stump’s view more justice, but sees the pmololeimmaterial substances has just been
pushed back from human-identical souls to configyforms-as-souls. Incomplete substance
though they may be, Stump/Aquinas souls still seebe of some sort of immaterial kind, and
the resulting disembodied state seems to be inenhep Corcoran®* Hasker, who like
Corcoran is charitable to the Stump/Aquinas masglgijlarly finds Stump’s ‘form’ to be
ambiguous when dealing with a subsisting soul asdmuintellectual mind, insofar as it is still
too similar to substance dualism, in his vit{.

All of these objections reduce into one provisowtlthe Stump/Aquinas modejliopdn
schmorphe’. All of the above ambiguities surrourgdinp¢n center on NID over time for the
bodily resurrection, whether they are directed talthe question of persistence apart from the
body (as with Baker, van Inwagen, Corcoran, anckeigsor more particularly toward

psychological continuity as NID, and how therefareimmaterial substance can think (as with

158 Zimmerman, “Three Introductory Questions...” 21.
159 plantinga, “Materialism and Christian Belief,” 1Gke also “Against Materialism,” 23.

180 yan Inwagen, “A Materialist Ontology of the HumBarson,” 204. Van Dyke also clearly asks the qaesti
“How, for instance, can the blueness associateld Batvid’'s eyes meaningfully be said to inhere mtational soul
—as opposed to, say, inhering in his living bodi@r@ing that the blueness inheres in a ‘physicaicstire
dependent on the soul’ is, after all, not the samelaiming that such blueness inheres in Daviols igself. The
same problem arises for all of the properties ibpjassociated with David’s physical body. At hésseems that
David’s soul would possess those properties devielgtor in virtue of his body’s possessing themredy not
something that bolsters tlseul’s claim to being a substance.” van Dyke, “Not ProparPerson,” 193.

181 corcoranRethinking Human Natur&7-40.

182 \wjilliam Hasker,The Emergent Self61-170.
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Zimmerman and Plantinga, and also Baker). So, #ueréwo forks tofopén schmorphe’: 1) if
soulliopdn is ambiguous, it cannot properly handle Paul’'ewtisodied state and also be the
criterion for his NID over time; 2) if mindédvg is ambiguous, Stump/Aquinas will not be able to
really discern whether it is immaterial or a prapef Paul's composite. But hodoesvoug
contain the blueprint to in-form Paul’'s materiahgqmosite? How is aop¢n blueprint, formal
causation and all, still the efficient cause fa& mental states? ¥bug belongs to an entity
distinct from Paul’s body, and the soul as confeguconfigurer is thaop¢n of Paul, therhowis
voug part of his subsisting soul? It seems obvioustierStump/Aquinas model, the soul must
be, somehow, two parts comprising one soulyapibn plusvoug.

Pasnau, in fact, recognizes this dilemma in thestroflidentifying the mind-soul
problem for Aquinas: "there are considerable pressan an Aristotelian to pull the two [soul
and intellect] apart. Aquinas is not entitled tewae that facts about the intellect can be
parlayed into facts about the solfi*In STla.q77, Thomas attempts and only lightly gives us
that split picture of the two jobs of the disemlmatisoul, as Pasnau also illumines:

[Aquinas] wants to say that the rational soul ssfitrm of the body, in one

respect, and not the form of the body, in anotespect. As regards its essence,

the soul precisely is the form or actuality of taely. But intellect, the soul's

intellective capacity, is neither the form nor auality of any body®*

Pasnau says that if Aquinas wants to uphold thelsmib as configurational form subsisting
after deattandas immaterial intellectbvc, he must do so while simultaneously showing the

voug is part of that configuring form, or el§¥'la.q77.a5 is in danger of becoming a circular

argument: the intellect exists in the soul asutgjext, and we know this because the soul is the

163 pasnauThomas Aquinas on Human Nature, 162.

184 pid, 1509.
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configuring form of the composite, which is a salose, which is a subjett This is exactly
what Aquinas does back BiTla.76.1c, "this principle through which we firstetiectively
cognize, whether it be called intellect or the lietgive soul, is the form of the body." Pasnau
indicates Aquinas’s strategy, here, “is to estale unity of soul and body by focusing on the
hardest case, that of intellect. If he can showititallectand body are unified, then the same
can be shown, straightaway, for the rest of thé's8tiHere is what this means for us: feasibly,
if the voug is somehow a property of the in-formed compositel theuopdn has a role in
formally causing and configuring what is neces$aryPaul’svouc to developandif D # ID is
enough to show Pauli&vg is not identical to his material composite (oribrstates)andif C #
ID successfully demonstrates Paul can still be Ré&ile undergoing incremental material
change over time, then there could be an answebta@n schmorphe’ —albeit an extremely
complex one. But who said a solution to the indration of persons would be easy?

To complicate things even further, concerning Agsia position, Trenton Merricks
thinks because a composite (Thomistic) dualisteseRiaul is identical with his soul (though
holding the subsisting soul still has mental prapsJ, the Thomistic dualist must say there are
two objects with Paul’'s mental properties, Paul histsoul*®” At least, there, we can argue
(given C# ID and D+ ID) we are still talking about the same numerpaison —Paul is just
‘backed up’ in the disembodied state as a subsistan. Same soul, same Paul, just waiting to
be resurrected. But, evenuibpén is worked out in the proposed way above (i.e.@iteg the

rational soul intquop$n andvoug), then concerning the resurrection and individwratf persons

165 |pid, 163.
165 |pid, 164.

%7 Trenton Merricks, “The Word Made Flesh: DualisthyBicalism, and the Incarnation,” rersons: Human
and Divine Edited by Peter van Inwagen and Dean Zimmermaifof® University Press, 2007), 282, footnote 2.
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in general, Merricks might be able to show Stump/iiAgs’s subsisting soul still only seems to
be an enduring psychological continuity criterion INID over time. The ambiguity aboubdpdn
just makes the NID problem low-hanging fruit: if teaal continuity over time is insufficient for
NID, and psychological continuity (aka the “memariterion”) is likewise insufficient for the
NID of persons, then personal NID over time musabbrute fact” and we ought to be realists
about it, instead®® So, given the different versions eibpdn schmorphe’ (including Merricks'’s
version), we have sincere troubles making ID and D+ ID work for the Stump/Aquinas
model to satisfy the criteria for NID over time fiwe resurrection. It needs a modification: that
can make sense of the necessary split betyaejm andvovg; that upholdgiopdn as

configured configurer; that nuances the Stump/Aasiidisembodied state/subsisting soul; that
showsvoug can be implemented in the material composite butdentical to the brain states

therein. We need that modification, or else Mesickright: personal NID is just a brute fact.

158 See Trenton Merricks, “There are No Criteria adritity Over Time,"Nous32, no. 1 (Mar 1998), 106-124;
“Endurance, Psychological Continuity, and the Intgoce of Personal IdentityPhilosophy and Phenomenological
ResearctVvol. 59, no. 4 (Dec 1999): 983-997; “The Resuiimtof the Body and the Life Everlasting.” @xford
Readings in Philosophical Theology, Vol.Rrovidence, Scripture, and Resurrecti@uited by Michael Rea.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009: 364-385; ditem About Personal Identity Over Timd2hilosophical
Perspectivesvol. 15,Metaphysicg2001): 173-187.
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Chapter Four

The Modification: DNA, and the Resulting Objections

Let us re-cap the argument so far. In chapter haogued for the first four points of the
Stump/Aquinas model: (A) Aristotelian metaphysicalisality: soul is hylomorphic form (B)
Boethius’s definition of person: human personsmaegaphysical amphibians; (CC) Configured
configurer of the material composite is Stump’uisqDDD) Descartes’ dualism is denied.
Human persons are one composite material subssawaceot two substances. Aristotle’s four
causes are at the forefront to think within Aquisasetaphysical context about the soul, which
is “the first principle of life in things that livamong us*®° The most important is formal
causation ffop¢n), because the Stump/Aquinasmansoul, as substantial fornm-formsprime
matter into the material composite of the humanytaoet the soul-as-form. Boethius’s definition
of a person (“an individual substance with a radiarature”) means the nature of human beings
as immaterial minds expressed in a material congasmetaphysically amphibious. The
human soul, as configured configurer, is uniquéhaonlypopén that survives the matter it in-
forms —it subsists. But the disembodied soul ondets the criteria for beinghec aliquid
(particular thing) and not the criteria for ‘substa’ for Aquinas-"° So the subsisting, separated
soul is not a substance as so cautiously crafteffrisyotle, Aquinas, and Stump, and this

distinguishes the model from substance dualism.

1%935Tla. 75.1, as cited in Stumpgquinas 15.

170 Recall, 1) independent existence, and 2) compiespecies and genus. See van Dyke, “Human Identity
390-1, footnote 5 and Aquina®DA 1.co;STla.75.2.ad1l.
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In chapter three | argued the Stump/Aquinas modglvars Plantinga in the affirmative,
“Does Paul exist when his body does not?” with ) For Paul's disembodied NID,
Constitution is not Identity’. To give the StumpMigas disembodied state more clarity, |
introduced the ‘data backup’ analogy via Polkingieds information-bearing pattern. | then
argued that the ambiguities many identify concegr8tump/Aquinas and the intellect can be
resolved with ‘(D# ID) Between the brain and mental states, Dependemdet illentity’. Since
brain localization is a potential weak spot for lthra but a strong spot for materialism, | argued
that Stump/Aquinas can include the findings of nadeeuroscience (and thus the materialists’
big reason for holding their view) with #ID, and the mind ‘backed up’ along with the
configured configurer. But, even with these twoosmxs, some metaphysical challenges highlight
the Stump/Aquinas model’s confusing Achilles’ heke ambiguity of ‘form’ (thelopdn
schmorphe’ objection) and its bearing on the pnobdé NID for the resurrection. It seems the
Stump/Aquinas soul must be understood somehowuagda part and aovg part in one
unqualified soul. But if it still reduces to a paptogical continuity model (and if NID models
based only on psychological continuity do not wotken NID is a brute fact, and
Stump/Aquinas has nothing worthwhile to offer.

However, | will argue that it most certainly does/b something to offer. My ambitious
purpose in this chapter is to show DNA can be wtded as the contemporary analogue for the
Stump/Aquinas ‘configured configurer’ of the compesiuman person. Along with this claim
comes the hermeneutical charge to read Aquinaardiffly on soul, and many objections that
need to be addressed. | hope to show that jusea®Ebritus can be seen as a herald of modern

atomic theory, so too, we can say Aquinas saw DNa and was glad.
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I. De Anima, DNA

Aquinas, himself, identified the inadequacy of pbgkatoms as the criteria for personal
NID. But instead of saying NID is a brute fact,dféered up a possible solution in SCG
IV.81.12-13, Aquinas’s primary text on NID and tlesurrection. Swinburne elucidates
Aquinas’s move, and unwittingly sets up the podigytlior DNA as the solution. Swinburne
starts by identifying the antiquity of the NID piteln, with the cannibal thought-experiment and
the resulting question, if matter is what countstife identity condition, and the matter of many
persons is now part of the cannibal who ate theaw, d#ho we sort out the conflicting matter-
claims for the multiple resurrected bodies thathi€2 Swinburne says Aquinas starts his answer
by saying, “if something was materially presentriany men, it will rise in him to whose
perfection it belonged,” or whatever part of thelyp@ssential for Paul to be Paul will belong to
Paul in the bodily resurrectidii® But whatpart is that, and how do we safeguard from it not
coming from someone else’s essential matter? Swnabilninks he has Aquinas in a corner:

Aquinas goes on to produce an argument that tecabseed’ (i.e. the sperm,

which according to Aristotle formed the original thea of the embryo) forms the

minimum essential bodily core around which a mamdadbe rebuilt. But we

know now, as Aquinas did not, that the sperm da¢semain as a unit within the

organism...The atoms of the original cell are notefere the most plausible

candidate for being the part of the body physicaétigessary for human personal

identity. Aquinas’s problem remains without modern solufitn
But let us consider what Aquinas is really saymmghis section. Back in IV.81.12, just a

subchapter prior, he says, “it is not with respgeanatter that he has the same parts, but with

respect to his specie$’® Aquinas thinks through the problem of a personemiaty changing

171 Swinburne The Evolution of the Squ300.
172 | pid.

173 Aquinas,Summa Contra Gentiles Book IV: Salvati8né.
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D,'"* comes to the

through time as they develop and grow, and by bgireaffirming C+# |
conclusion that whatever is the bearer of idertitgr time, it must not be material. He says:

In this way, then, this is not a requirement of feamising with numerical

identity: that he should assume again whatevebkas in him during the whole

time of his life; but he need assume from that emnaihly what suffices to

complete the quantity duand that especially must be resumed which was more

perfectly consistent with the form and speciesuofidmity’ "
So, according to Swinburne, Aquinas thinks the fith\econdition for the resurrection will be an
essentiapart, as inbAn stuff. But is that what Aquinas is saying? If ek of the essential part
as ametaphysicapart, consistent with his understanding of a stsisbut-not-substance soul,
then we may be getting closer to what he intendedcEberl affirms, “Aquinas asserts that the
identity of a resurrected human being is ‘made whersame soul is conjoined to the
numerically same body™*® Then, the observation from Aquinas concerningitraldseed”
makes more sense: “Accordingly, if something wasria man as the radical seed from which he
was generated, and in another as the superflumpofishment, it will rise in him who was
generated therefroms from seed’’

While Swinburne points out the obvious as far aatwie now know about sperm, what
he is missing is that Aquinas recognizes sometimmpprtant: the criterion for NID over time
will have something to do with whatever is uniquiéd to Paul as his formal cause of

generation, in both the beginning of his earthiy &nd apparently his resurrected one as well.

The essential part must be a formal cause. Aqusrexsénce may be erroneous, but he concluded

7 \When he says “for the form and species of [theytsjaingle parts remain continuously through a feho
life...Man is not, therefore, numerically differerdcarding to his different ages, although not evéng which is in
him materially in one state is also there in anotHeid.

7% |bid, emphasis mine.
178 Eperl, “Aquinas on Human Nature,” 358.

17 Aquinas,Summa Contra Gentiles Book IV: SalvatiBd6, emphasis mine.
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much from little available scientific observatiddase in point, Swinburne is wrong. Thesa
modern solution. Concerning Aquinas’s “radical séae can understand it as the information
contained in each individual’'s DNA. This is relatedvhat Pasnau calls “the brink of the very
deepest level of Aquinas’s metaphysit€ He calls upon Aquinas’s remarksQuaestiones
disputatae de veritat@QDV) 2.7c, “once the proper essence of a singulangsized, all of its
singular accidents are cognized.” Pasnau makegmp@tant observation, here: “But from the
deepest metaphysical perspective, all of my varaperties, necessary and accidental, flow
from my own distinctive essence. Hence God, wheewstdnds that essence, understands
everything about me, past and fututé’If it is the case that Paul’s unique genome inDi&A
contains the information of the essence of his nateomposite, then all of Paul’s various
properties, necessary and accidental, flow frondikgnctive essence contained in the unique
sequence of his genome. This information in DNA lddae the proper essence of the singular of
Paul, would contain all of his singular essentrad accidental properties, and would contain how
Paul’'s material composite iis-formed past and future.

It is vital to qualify exactly to what | refer whérsay ‘DNA’: | am referring to the
genome, the immaterial information of one’s genetide. Because of the matching relationship
between the four nucleotide bases between Ademicdd hymine (A and T) and Guanine and
Cytosine (G and C), all of the information of a DI¥#kand is contained on easide of the
double helix. This is not only vital for cell divisx and replication in every living thing, but & i
also crucial for our understanding of how DNA canthe criteria for personal NID over time for

the bodily resurrection. Since the completion & Human Genome Project (HGP), we have had

178 pasnauThomas Aquinas on Human Natfirg68.

79 |bid.
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the ability to map out the entirety of human DRfRand from that the ability to inexpensively
map any individual person’s genorffé For the purposes of constituting an entire genahe,
that is required are the string of base pairs nugdef A, T, G, or C, which is all the data of the
HGP amounts to. And, because of the way the basega matched, only one half of the pairs
are needed in order to have the full genome: agtf letters to signify one side of the double-
helix. The full content of a person’s unique polyroénucleotide base pairs (and therefore the
blueprint for their particular material composiiepble to be "backed-up" as information, which
is by nature immaterial and abstract.

| am not saying “backing up” the data of Paul’'s Di¢Anerely possible; we hadeneit.
The HGP is one of the most significant scientifiedkthroughs in the last 50 years, and its
results show that the data of the configuratiotetlesof a human composite can be processed,
synthesized, and possibly even reconstructed pibssible with our own technology, to an
extent: we could synthesize the nucleotides, udgnome from the information, make cells
implanted with the new genome, and then enginesm tsimilar to the process of cloning to
make embryos. Givepainstakingtime, we could, right now, take the informationaofenome
and reconstruct it back into the biological substaof DNA. That is what Aquinas’s configured
configureris —along with, of course, the miracle of DNA-as-foactualizing the human
composite one cell division at a time, from embiyoesurrection. What occurs naturally over a
lifetime happens instantly in the bodily resurrentiDNA is the configurational form, or

blueprint, of Paul's material body from his firglicall the way to his resurrected body. It is the

180 5ee Eric S. Landeet al, "Initial Sequencing and Analysis of the Human Grae,"Nature409 (15 Feb 2001),
860-921; and J. Craig Ventet, al, "The Sequence of the Human Genonsglence291 (16 Feb 2001), 1301-1351.

181 See Jeffrey M. Kiddet al, "Mapping and Sequencing of Structural Variatiooni Eight Human Genomes,"
Nature453 (1 May 2008), 56-64; and especially David Bnfey,et al, "Accurate Whole Human Genome
Sequencing using Reversible Terminator Chemisigpture456 (6 Nov 2008), 53-59.
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only aspect of Paul that holds unique continuitgt emains static over his entire existence.
DNA, as configured configurer, can survive deatbo ihe resurrection as data (exactly as the
HGP has done) in a purdly-form-ationbearing state. In this way, DNA perfectly reflettie
heart of what it means for Paul to be metaphysicathphibious, given Boethius’s definition of a
person and Aquinas’s definition bbimanae persona®NA is both immateriain-form-ation

and a material, biological substance —the immdteriexpressed in the material.

Aquinas’s language describing the soul is more thandly to my hypothesis of the
immaterial information of DNA as part of the forth€ soul) in all living things, particularly
human beings: “Therefore, the souw'sse which is of the composite, remains in itselfra t
dissolution of the body; and, when the body isaest in resurrection, it is returned in the same
essehat remained in the sout® The form being within the matter, and able to stlepart
from it, is perfectly explained when viewed througk illuminating lens of DNA. Stump gives
us another way to look at it: “In virtue of thiseform, a human being exists as an actual being,
as a material object, as a living thing, as an ahiand as a human being with cognitive
capacities.*** DNA brings the Stump/Aquinas model to life, andwh how the model can
work, given what we know about human nature fromtemporary science and the proposed
‘data backup’ analogy. Understood in the senséefrhmaterial data of Paul’s unique genome,
DNA should be considered as configuratiomalorm-ationof the material composite, as
Aristotle and Aquinas’s ‘nutritive soul’, and ‘bastt up’ as the data of Stump's ‘configured
configurer' or the subsistent, disembodied humah so

In terms of Aquinas’s Aristotelian metaphysical kground, DNA gives a clearer picture

of hylomorphism. For anyone having trouble undewdiiag how auopén or eidog (form) could

182 Aquinas,SCGIV.81.11, the very last line.

183 Stump,Aquinas 202, quotingSTla.76.6.ad1.
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be within a thing, DNA should clear that up, if @nstood as Aristotle’s nutritive soul. As
Marjorie Grene points out, this can fill the needd formal cause within contemporary thought,
to open doors to a more cohesive metaphysicss,‘then, precisely the Aristotelian concept of
form, or some modern analogue thereof, which ikitegin the modern concept of adaptation, or
better, of the organism as a pure aggregate ofti@dapechanisms;’ and later:idosin this
context functions in a number of striking respeactthe same way as the concept of organization
(or information) in modern biology'®* Aristotle identifies form as the actualizationtoé

matter, and DNA contains more than just genesddiam traits: it has all of the most specific
plans for cell division and differentiation in orde configure the entire body. In other words, it
is a cell-by-cell blueprint to in-form the mater@mposite it is encoded &xtualize | am
sayingthat information is what constitutes Aristotle’s ‘nuivie soul’ *¥° and therefore Aquinas's
configured configurer for all living material thisgincluding most especially human persons of
the genus "rational animal.” DNA is the formal ocaw$ the material composite.

When materialized and actualized within the comeo&NA can meet the criteria for all
four of Aristotle’s causes. Other than formal causa#istthe configured configurer, it is the
material cause of Paul's composite while it is gdiormed, as each cell physically contains the
biological substance of the DNA molecule. The résglcomposite of Paul is itself the efficient
cause for the nutritive, sensate, and (for humeatg)nal capacities, and DNA is the efficient

cause of the very process of cell division thatializes each and every cell of the composite.

184 Grene, “Aristotle and Modern Biology,” 408 and 4@8spectively. She even explicitly recognizes regtral
claim: “The colinearity of the DNA chain is a rélaly simple example of such order. The concephfafrmation
may also play a similar part. In fact, it is evdoser to Aristotelian form.” 410-11.

185 Thus, Aquinas’s commentary on Aristotle becomesgredly instructive: “For, besides growth and dedasing
things may exhibit sensation and intellectual kremgle and other vital activities. Immaterial subsésnas proved
in the Metaphysics (XI1.7, 1072b1ff) have the Iifeintellect and volition, though they cannot grand do not take
food. But because, in the sphere of things thabare and digthe plant-soul (the principle of nutrition and gvth)
marks the point where life begiremd the soul is here taken as the type of alidj\things."Commentary on
Aristotle’s De Anima73-74 (219), emphasis mine.
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Eberl says, “As configured, a human soul is a sibst being. Furthermore, it has certain
specific and individual qualities. By specific qgitials, | intend those qualities that are definitive
of the nature of any human being, for example, fgbhiuman DNA, sensory organs, organs such
as a heart and lungs, and a cerebral coff&Though one can just barely miss the significance
of DNA,*® for a modified Stump/Aquinas model, it is the faimause of it all.

In DNA, Paul’s final causation is also satisfiegl,darrying out the teleological process
toward his final blueprint —which is fully realizéwl his bodily resurrection. DNA is not just the
configurational form, but thieleologicalform of Paul’s physical body, and his bodily
resurrection is hisehog. Grene sees this sortefiog as a Judeo-Christian imposition upon
Aristotle '®8 one to which we can fully admit Aquinas is guiity charged. However, she admits:

A goal, even if it is an Aristoteliatelos not a conscious purpose, must be the

endpoint of somentity’'sbecoming. Whose achievement is evolution? Whose

goal, on an evolutionary scale, is thought?... ddmcept otelosis intelligible

and useful, | submit, only with reference to sorirgjtalready in existencé’

Since DNA in our conception is primarifgrm, it marriesuopén andterog, in the exact way

Aristotle himself suggested® How? If humartehog is the bodily resurrected person, then Paul

in his glorified state is perfected to serve thgopse for which God designed him. If DNA

186 Eherl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,434

187 |bid, 344, in footnote 43 below, Eberl says “I aot asserting that a human soul has these quaiitieself;
rather, a human soul has these qualities by itaaigpto actualize a material body to have thenut BNA, here,
undeniably carries the formal capacity to actuadit®f the other qualities that he describes

188 Grene, “Aristotle and Modern Biology,” 398, whesiee states almogio forcefully: “There is absolutely no
question of any kind of ‘purpose’ here, either nsaor God’s. To suppose otherwise is to introdudeaalaeo-
Christian confusion of which Aristotle must be eglty acquitted.”

189 |pid, 405.

1991 Generation of Animalk1 (715a 4-5), Loeb pp. 2-3, he says, “As we knthere are four basic Causes: (1)
“that for the sake of which” the thing exists, ciolesed as its “End”; (2) the logos of the thingssencdreally
these first two should be taken as being almostamigethe same’ Also, as quoted above in my chapter two,
Aristotle says irMetaphysic/111.4-6 (1044a 32- 1044b2), Loeb pp. 418-19, “.. atlis the material cause of a
man? The menses. What is the moving cause? Thens@&viat is the formal cause? The essence. Whia¢ iirtal
cause? The endByt perhaps both the latter are the sayhe
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contains then-form-ationnecessary for that teleological vision to be cdroat, and in the
disembodied state, it is ‘backed up’s@doc, thenpopdn/eidog andrerog are almost the same
thing, and we can therefore make better senseistolle’s inference (footnote 190, above).
There still looms the crucial question of how teale nopdn schmorphe’, since DNA
is obviously thewopdn aspect of the soul, but not thevc. How can thgopdn andvoug be
properly split and yet still be of the same unitatiorm of Paul? Furthermore, there is a problem
of duplication as it relates to the information-tieg pattern or “data backup” analodi{}.Even
if Paul's DNA can be copied (and make the type/todtistinction irrelevant), you would, at best,
have acloneof Paul, mental states intact, without preseritig. Right?'%? Fortunately, there
are many examples of perfect human genetic cloxissirey in our world, approximately ten
million, in fact. They are called identical (or nemygotic) twins. Unfortunately, they pose a
potential problem for DNA as the sole vehicle fdDNover time: how can we distinguish
essential and accidental properties of NID withbbeing merely by convention? As a result, we
still need a criterion of NID, alongside DNA, thetn handle both statamddynamic (essential

andaccidental) properties for the bodily resurrection

II. Duplication: Monozygotic Twins and Seelevoug
Paul's NID cannot be merely his DNA or configuredftgurer. Here is why: imagine
Paul has a monozygotic (MZ) twin. Let us call Patwin brother ‘Raul’. Paul and Raul, as MZ

twins, have 100% identical DNA —they are awesomadeos of God’s creation. Identical twins

191 Baker, “Persons and the Metaphysics of Resurmeét®#4. She notes, “To avoid this problem, defendd
the memory criterion and the like usually add the lfoc) requirement that there be no duplication.”

192 Really, no. Consider what a clone is, metaphysic@ihe resulting resurrected person would not beae,
becausdy definitiona clone co-exists with the original, as in a Ddgpeger. In the resurrection, with DNA as the
criteria for personal NID, there would only be dfaul. Of whom would this Paul be a clone? Of hiksalf? As far
as we can tell, his old self was planted as thi karnel from | Corinthians 15:37. The old Pautds there to be
cloned —he’s standing proud with his glorified bo8ych would be the case for any resurrection body.
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pose a serious problem to DNA being the only immiatenformation to count for the soul.
When Paul and Raul are bodily resurrected, theaepisssibility they will be exactly physically
identical. If they do indeed have the exact sam@pPahd no constraining nature/nurture
obstacles from this world when we will all be chadgn an instant, then it is possible they
would look exactly the same. A materialist woulguwe that what individuates Paul and Raul is
their unique material configuration, including pgthe configuration of the atoms forming
their brains to give them their respective mentaitents. But, given Plantinga’'s observation that
material neural connections are not alone suffidienbeliefs or thoughts, and you need to
assign order to any information for it to make sefssmilar to the way our brain assign order to
written words, which are nothing apart from thaiqess);’® the materialist is left only to appeal
to immaterial mind to individuate Paul from Raul.

Here is how that works. What could be said of mergatents can be said about the ‘data
backup’, and it might help to sort out Paul and IR@omputer data, like DNA or mental
contents, is information all by itself: it is a &= of zeroes and ones. But that is indecipherable
from, and so also not identical to, what it actyalwritten to do, ergo B ID. Data only meets
the conditions of itsehog when it is read properly, through computer haréwBut even the
hardware needs to decipher via a programming laggguiemong other things, to assign order to
the data. Apart from this potentially being an resting analogical teleological argument for
God’s existence, it means there is something immahgoing on to order the data make it what
it is. The hardware alone is not sufficient to Hatt So, for the twins, whatever individuates
between physically indistinguishable Paul and Rawst be more than their DNA. And, given C

# 1D and D+ ID, it must also be more than their physical bodigsrains. We are only left with

193 See Plantinga, “Against Materialism,” 15ff, and &Mrialism and Christian Belief,” 112-13.
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immaterial mental contents, which | will call, fiire sake of this thesis only, Seetax.** It is
the only thing completely individuating Paul frons twin brother Raul. Paul's teleologidad
form-ation then,as DNA and Seeleevg is sufficient for and not incompatible with theoptem
of psychological continuity as NID over time. If M@ins have identical DNA, and need Seele-
voug for individuation, then the same would apply fdtraman persons. This is consistent with
the Stump/Aquinas model: “Aquinas rejects the vikat the soul i®nly a configurational state
on the grounds that if the soul were only sometBingh as a harmony, it could not exist on its
own, and so ‘it would be only a form similar to ethmaterial forms.*

DNA and Seeleroug are a package deal for NID and for the resurraciNA is the
formal cause of the “hardware” necessary for Seebe-to function in and through the body, as
teleologically designed. Even for Aquinas himsBINA alone is insufficient. Stump makes it
clear that, “At death, the soul is replaced witlifferent, non-animating substantial form. The
matter of the body is then configured in a subsintdifferent way and so has a form different
from the one it had before deati®If Paul's soul was merely his DNA, then it leads t
absurdities. Obviously, even the biological struetof DNA survives death, certainly
immediately after death. Since there is no obsdevelitange in the DNA upon death, the change
in the substantial form of the human person mustecuia the intellective aspect: the Seealec.

Again, | do not mean to suggest there are two s@N&\ and Seeleovg, or even that the two

parts of the unified soul are so clearly distimctthe same way the intellective soul of the human

194 My novel term for ‘mental contents’, Sealevc, is a combination of the German term for soul/pgywhich is
notoriously difficult to translate and thereforefeetly fits my needs, and also the Greek wordrftnd’ or
‘intellect’. This is because whatever individuaReul from Raul, and therefore all persons from iogfeesons, is
more than just bare knowledge and intellectaaf;, but also character, personality, emotive and ipsipgical
traits, will, and anything else judged by God ie tieneral resurrection, which is perfectly wrapppdn ‘Seele’.

19% Stump,Aquinas 211.

198 Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 509.
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person, as genus “rational animal” is an amalgamugitive, sensitive, and rational soul, so too
the immaterial information of DNA and Seelevc is a constituent part of the whole soul. This
reinforces DNA as what Aristotle and Aquinas teha hutritive soul. Plants have it, but
obviously plants and animals lack Seebes, insofar as they lack rationality unique to humans
as rational animals. This also reinforces AquimeSCGII.76, where he says the agent intellect
is “part” of the soul. It affirms what he saysS€GII.61.3, “And afterwards in the same chapter,
Aristotle remarks that ‘certain parts of the s separable.” But these are no other than
intellective parts. Hence, it remains that thes#spare acts of the body.” DNA and Seetex is
the popdn/voue “split” of the soul that Pasnau speaks 8fwithout separating the agent intellect
from the soul —it must be a subsisting part of Reuad Raul’s NID into the resurrection. This
means Seeleevg is a dynamic/accidental criterion for NID. It ischored to static/essential
DNA, so we can still have continuing NID over tinfdis means both MerrickendBaker are
answered: NID is not a brute fact, and the dupboaproblem for an information-bearing or

“memory criterion” model can be avoided.

[ll. Blueprints, Manuscripts, and Mutations: Objections to DNA

It should be fairly obvious, then, how the DNA mfachtion handlesygopdn schmorphe’.
DNA serves as thgopdn part, and theovg part is likewise the immaterial ‘data backup’ of
what was dependent upon, but not identical tobthén while embodied. But what about
blueprints? Corcoran argues against counting DN#asolecriteria for personhood,

specifically as “all the directions for how the e will subsequently develog® He says, “it

is a mistake to reduce personhood to informatidriclvis precisely what a strand of DNA

197 pasnau, “Thomas Aquinas on Human Nature,” 162-3.

198 Kevin CorcoranRethinking Human Naturd 08-109.
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contains.*®® Here, it becomes apparent he is describing theo§atference entailing a person is
identical with their DNA and nothing else —a fay érom the role of DNA as the configured
configurer within a composite as described by Sti#xgpinas. Corcoran even makes a small
argumenfor a composite, “Moreover, it is worth noting thagteand of DNA itself possesses no
potentialities. An organism (or cell), however, npssess various potentialities in virtue of its
DNA...In the right environment (a cell or organism)nstructs the cell or organism to carry out
particular functions (e.g. to make certain proteif&

Corcoran is right to reject reducing Paul’s pers®iB to the DNA molecule, but it is
also problematic to disregard it entirely from #wiation. As stated above, because DNA is
unique to each person, and is intimately involvethe process of forming the body, and could
survive death as information, it should not be gicldy overlooked. Corcoran goes on to say
“no single organism, let alone a person, existhénwomb just after conceptiof®® but this
seems misguided. There are of course a very gueaber of single or few-celled organisms in
the world, and Corcoran himself states an orgamisoell could “possess various potentialities
in virtue of its DNA,” among which, for a fertilitkhuman embryo, no matter how few cells it is
comprised of, would be the form of human persontf§o@hile an embryo with a full genome
can claim that status, it would seem illogical ithe® count sperm and eggs as persons under the

same criteria (which Corcoran suggests shouldviole a result of any DNA argument). But the

199 pid, 108.
200 |pid, 109.
201 |pig.

292 Christina van Dyke makes the point excellently: Auinas’s view, souls are not ontologically priorthe
composite: “for the individual rational soul begiasexist only when the composite comes into be@wad infuses
the substantial form ‘human being’ into an alreadisting fetal body, at which point both the indival rational
soul and the particular human body come into exégteThus, both parts of the matter-form compdsiiag to
exist at the very moment that the composite substaself begins to exist.” “Not Properly a Persdf6. As DNA
and the human composite are inseparable, the choicép complete when we put these two pieces taget
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latent potentiality of a gamete is not the samé @&fgpotentiality in an actually-dividing group of
cells with a completed, unique genetic code. Agés, points to the necessity of the composite:
Paul’s cells, being from a fully grown adult humaauld similarly divide with the exact same
DNA he had when he was a fetus. A sperm cell witlaoluwll human genome, however, can
never by itself divide and grow to be Paul.

So, Corcoran’s line of reasoning is in doubt, h&esay a ‘blueprint’ is not a thing is an
oversimplification. DNA is an active, teleologidaleprint. A blueprint is mere latent
information. DNA is activen-form-ation It carries within it formal causality in a way a
blueprint or plan does not. When embodied in anrgmDNA is simultaneously expressing
formal, material, and efficient causality durindl civision. That the teleological plan for this
individual human being is contained within the imh@tion of one cell is one thing: but that it is
an activeprocess kick-started, should certainly count for somegfiff Finally, Corcoran could
actually get an answer he seeks: DNA, in the sehtee configured configurer described above,
clearly resolves the ambiguity he points out inv@ssion of the objection. Combined with the
‘data backup’ analogy and the admission, above alpsychological component is necessary (in
Seelevovg), Stump/Aquinas can provide Thomistic disembodiede that makes sense.

Van Inwagen, we recall, has this versionafgdn schmorphe’, “wouldn’t the union of
my body and the form of my body, whatever the fafrmy body may be, be simply my body?
And isn't my body, without qualification, a matdriubstance?* While in a certain way the
union of body and soul is simply the body, it isrenproper to view it as a union of matter and

form: the form (as DNA) is ndhebody, but ign the body. In fact, Aquinasaysthe “soul is in

203 T see how this is better expressed in termseobibmedical ethical pitfalls of human embryologge Jason
T. Eberl, “Aquinas’s Account of Human Embryogenesisl Recent Interpretationsldurnal of Medicine and
Philosophy Vol. 30 (2005): 379-394.

204yan Inwagen, “A Materialist Ontology of the HumBarson,” 204.
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each part of the body® and DNA makes this clear. If DNA is understoodtesconfigured
configurer, then it turns out van Inwagen’s intitjand Stump/Aquinas, are both correct —a true
win-win. In invoking ‘DNA’, | am again not implyinghe biological structure, but the immaterial
in-form-ationof a genome. It is possible, for example, to d@adlthe original genome
sequence from the HGP and store it on a very leoggputer hard drive. It is therefore possible
to have Paul’'s entire human genome printed on et sligoaper (granted, the paper will be
thousands of miles long, but this fact still ob&irit is also possible, then, for that information
to exist abstractly, as pure information, as baakedata, asidoc.

But what about manuscripts? It wolddemwe have landed right in the middle of van
Inwagen’s famous thought-experiment in “The Posigjinf Resurrection,>® centered on the
token/type distinction: an Augustinian autograpmuosript held by monks in AD 457 is
destroyed by fire. An ‘Aristoteliaf®” among the monks claims the manuscript was mirasiyo
rematerialized by God in AD 458 and is numericalgntical to the original. But of course it is
qualitatively distinct even if the information, apdlen the appearance, is exactly the safe.
Van Inwagen’s point: not evehod could reassemble a material object and have it be
numerically the same, and so the resurrection sheeillunderstood in the same way. What
makes this manuscript objection so interestingu&is, given DNA/in-form-ation, a person

could even be said teea manuscript: the line between analogy and realibjurred.

205 Aquinas,STla.76.a8.

206 peter van Inwagen, “The Possibility of Resurrettion Oxford Readings in Philosophical Theology Volume
II: Providence, Scripture, and Resurrectiq@®@xford: Oxford University Press, 2009): 321-3Zhe argument is
cited by van Dyke, “Human Identity...” 383, and BakéNeed a Christian Be a Mind/Body Dualist?” 49@dan a
different form in Stump, “Resurrection, Reassemblyl51-2.

207 Although one should wonder: if this monk is indiga of the ‘Aristotelian’ point of view and holde the
necessity of reassembly of parts for NID, does ttii@te the driving point of this thesis somehow “non
Aristotelian’? Yes and no, as we can recall Swinbktig point of how Aquinas radically alters Aristsf
metaphysics to come to his positiétersonal Identity32.

208 yvan Inwagen quips, “(Strictly speaking, it is raen amanuscripf)” Ibid, 322.
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For Aquinas, of course, we do not need reassenilggrts, since he already notes we
lose/gain cells here on earth and retain our nwakidentity there, i.e. € ID, and he rejects
reassembly il8CGIV.81.12-13, noted above. Regardless of where thigemcomes from, even
if Paul was never composed of it during his lifeean compose his body due to it being
informed or configured by his substantial formuopén, or soul’® If Paul does not need
reassembly here on earth to retain his persona) tkh he does not need it for continuity into
the resurrection, either. This is van Inwagen’s\pand also Aquinas’s. But, Paldesneed his
substantial form that in-forms his resurrectionytmbe consistent. Which is the configured
configurer, which is DNA. Stump/Aquinas, modifiedtlwvDNA, can give us that kind of
consistent, subsistent, substantial form of Paul.

One could further press, along the lines of the usaript objection, that just as there is a
difference between photocopying a document, or éasng the digital representation —or,
perhaps, a ‘data backup’ of it— so, too, wouldeitthe case for NID and DNA: a copy is not the
original. But DNA is different, and this is whelgetanalogy breaks down. Backing up the
information of a genome is not about keeping thtegraph original, or even a representation of
the original, where font, text placement, and farmaght matter for a manuscript to even be
gualitatively identical to the original. It is theformation contained therein which makes or
breaks NID for Paul's DNA. Because DNA is ableeplicate itself perfectly through cell
division over myriad iterations —over a normaltiiiee, probably too many to count— what we
have in DNA is an autograph copy, over and oveimadde information contained in the
physical double helix structuretise manuscripandthe autograph. This is a mechanism the

manuscript objection cannot touch: the informat®transmitted, encoded, and then put into

209 Eperl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,9:3be cite<CT 154 and Stump, “Non-Cartesian,” 517.
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action to replicate and make new cells, accurateaver 99.999% of the time. This is a fact for
DNA, or our bodies, and all living things, wouldtrfanction.

If we must admit an informational ‘data backuptioé genome is not numerically the
same as the data of the original biological stmgtand therefore insufficient for NID criteria for
the bodily resurrection, then we must also adgwéry copyf every cellguided by the process
of DNA replication is numerically different thanetloriginal DNA. Of course, the cells and even
the actual material copies of the nucleotide bask®&e numerically distinct from each other,
but that is not what is at stake. This ‘copy’ obj@gt (note: not van Inwagen’s original,
autograph objection) rests on whetherglseof the document/information (the type) is
sufficient for NID, rather than the token thingeifs-the actual AD 457 autograph manuscript in
Augustine’s hand. If the NID of Paul’'s DNA rests loeing a token and not a type, then cell
replication creating an exact copy of théormationwould be worthless. However, because of C
# 1D, the replication of qualitatively distinct celis sufficient to continue the existence of Paul's
NID over time. In each cell the DNA structure ifsgbuld, of course, be numerically distinct.
But, the same could not be said of the exact sade i it existed as ‘backed up’ immaterial
information. It would be metaphysically simple, others would be like it, and it would be pure
eidoc. Therefore, no qualitative distinctions could cbagainst Paul’'s ‘backed up’ DNA for NID
over time. This also means DNA during replicatisvhjle actively in-forming the composite, is
uniquely both type@ndtoken. So, van Inwagen’s manuscript objection, ttuedcopy’ objection,
both fail to set flames to DNA as the criteria ID over time. We can affirm | Corinthians 15
v.37 and v.42 right along with van Inwag&fithe remnant preserved for Paul, thavoc
kokkoc (bare kernel) will be sown perishable and raiseparishable —and it is Paul’s unique

genome, the information of his DNA. DNA as the \adhifor human teleological in-form-ation

#%yan Inwagen, “The Possibility of Resurrection, 732
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can transcend the manuscript or token/type probileencopies are identical to the originals
exceedingly better than 99.999% of the time, frast tell to final state, from fertilization to
glorification. From zygote to Zion.

But what about mutations? Or cancer? Or other dant@®NA in cells from conditions
in the environment? What about genetic disord&es@ystic Fibrosis, or Sickle Cell disease, or
even color blindness? What about conditions liké&irge syndrome (a deletion of a small
piece of chromosome 22), Down syndrome (the presehall or part of an extra chromosome
21), Turner syndrome (an only-X sex chromosometipg), or Klinefelter's syndrome (XXY
sex karotype) —disorders where there is a cleafonmaétion of the genotype, and even the
number and structure chromosomesll of which come with serious phenotypical rés?l
Could we say, for example, based on what has kadrss far, that people with these disorders
are even essentialhumar? Let us say Paul has Down syndrome. Could theembéeal form
of Paul's genome awaiting him in the bodily resatien that would still bear his NID? What
sort of problems does this pose for divine teleghog

At least in regards to mutations, DNA can be measaccording to its original structure.
The very idea of a ‘mutation’ infers a perfect anag somewherelf Paul had a melanoma, it is
quite likely that somewhere in his body there stdists at least one cell with the same genome
with which he was born. If we did a full-body sdardetermine the genetic code in every cell of
Paul’'s body, the vast majority of those cells \Wwdlve identical DNA. If it were the case that
everyday activities and mutations damage our DNéparably for the purposes of NID into the
resurrection, then: 1) cells in the body could nregair their own DNA without possibly
changing the very identity of the person, but cedlgtinely repair errors and small mutations,

and 2) the human genome could not have been segpliembich it was, and will continue to be
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even for individual persons in the future. It ikdeen the case every single individual cell of the
body has damaged or mutated DNA, so mutations anthdes should not be a concern.

Seldom the case, that is: save for the previouglgtioned, among many other, genetic
disorders. But perhaps this isn’t such a damaghjgation. Let us say Paul has Cystic Fibrosis
(CF) and he commits a heinous crime: he knifes soméo deati* Paul is also a clumsy
criminal and cuts himself with his own knife in thet, and so leaves many traces of his DNA
behind in the form of his own blood. Luckily for itathe police are somewhat slow, and it takes
them a long while to catch up to him —enough tioreHaul to have partaken in a recently
developed, total, and miraculous genetic cure f#. The police take Paul into custody, and
take a blood or hair sample to verify his DNA masghe DNA found in the blood at the crime
scene. Would they still be able to identify Paulgggcally as the murderer? Our intuition says
yes. In fact, due to the volume of genetic matenahe human genome, Paul’'s DNA would still
be much over 99.999% identical with his CF sel&reif scientists were able to track all of the
many scattered genes related to the disorder. dine sould be said even of the more serious
karotype-based disorders. If Paul had Down syndrémevould be identified as Paul without
the extra chromosome 21. If Paulina had Turnersynd, she would still be Paulina, because
the other 45 chromosomes are numerically ideniicdata to the pre-cure Paulina. Since they
merely correct corruptions, if cures to genetie@dses do not change the person’s genetic
structure enough to escape being identified withAQAofiling, then perhaps NID can hold into
the resurrection even with slightly more dramatiareges to DNA.

All of the above holds if and only if DNA is statéssential. But if not all of Paul’'s DNA
as originally configured when he was a fetus i®esal to Paul, does this mean we pick and

choose by convention what parts of the genomesmenéial and what are accidental to personal

211 graciously owe this ‘killer’ argument to Rogeurfer.
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NID? Is there a Sorites paradox of DNA%Af Paul's CF can be cured, then could Paul change
his genes for something mundane (like eye colad)stifi be Paul? If genetic disorders and
diseases are cured in a glorified resurrected bwoaoly,is DNA static? How many other so-called
‘accidental’ properties of Paul can be changed teally before we could say Paul ceases to be
Paul? For our last task, we must try to judiciowddyermine the essential and accidental

properties of Paul, in order to establish individluaand personal NID into the resurrection.

IV. Phenotypes, Indiscernibility of Identicals, andindividuation

Stump introduces the helpful distinction that fess the mess, between substantial and
accidental form$™ A substantial form configures prime matter, briag®ut ehoc aliquidinto
existence that was not already in existence, dedtafthe kind of change that only results in the
generation of a thing. A substantial form, accogdim Aquinas, “presupposes only potentiality to
existence, i.e. bare mattér-* But anaccidentalform configures an already-existing substance
(and so is, as Aristotle says, like a predicat@ sobject), giving a substance a property without
thereby changing its identity. So, Stump concludesidental forms are the “non-essential
properties of a thing; the addition or removal fa&cidental forndoes not alter the speci&s
which the whole belongs or the identity of the ventt"® This distinction has broad implications

for individuation of things, especially human persoStump argues:

12 The Sorites paradox arises from vague predickikeshe paradox of the heap made famous by Euésilaf
Miletus (‘Sorites’,cwpeitng, meaning “heaped up,” comes from the Greek wordhé&ap, 6wpog’): considering a
heap of sand, removing one grain at a time andratinto a new heap, at what point is the oldgstill a heap?
At what point is the new heap a heap of sand? iShtse crux of the paradox.

13 Stump,Aquinas 38.
214 Aquinas,Commentary on Aristotle’s De Animizb (224)
1> Stump,Aquinas 38, emphasis mine. Aquinas also says accidemaist “presuppose the subject already in the

act of being,” and do not make a thing simply exsit only this or thamnode much like quantification. Aquinas,
Commentary on Aristotle’s De Animzb (224)
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According to the medieval metaphysics Aquinas atscemy composite
substance, even an immaterial substance, has atalifierms as well as a
substantial form, and accidental forms a thinggain or lose while remaining
one and the same thing. Now on a commonsensicalafiehange over time,
change is a matter of one and the same thing’s\gavproperty at one time
which it lacks at another time. Medieval metaphysiocluding Aquinas’s, beings
with a commitment to this commonsensical notioslwnge and then works to
provide an explanation of something’s remaining arioally one and the same
through the change. Contemporary metaphysics, biyrast, begins with a
commitment to the law of the indiscernability oéidicals:

(LI For anyx andy, x is identical toy only if x andy have all and only the same
properties.

On the contemporary commitment to (LII), what neexglaining is change over

time, and it is often explained in ways which apenplicated, if not counter-

intuitive >
Through a few commonsensical moves, Stump analyizeand affirms something more
comprehensive, given that for Aquinas, matter istwhdividuates things: “(AP5) For any
substances andy, x is identical toy only if (i) x has all and only the species-specific properties
thaty has, and (iix has the property of being constituted by this mattend only ify has the
property of being constituted by this very sametendf'’ Because of & ID, (ii) obviously
does not apply to Paul, or any human persons. Tdrerenly (i) applies. Since accidental
properties (including accidental properties of DNak¢ not species-specific (see directly above),
instead of Stump/Aquinas having a Sorites probleth @NA, it is actually contemporary
metaphysicians who accept LIl that cannot deal wih accidental properties. The best
example: if (LIl) were rigidly held for every progg of Paul’'s DNA, then the police (if they

were wise on their analytic philosophy) would becéa to let him go if his CF were cured; he

would not be identical to his former self! Stumpeo$ AP5 to show how personal NID can

18 Stump,Aquinas 44-5.

217 bid, 50. (AP5) is built upon the more modest (APEor any substancesandy, x is identical toy if and only
if the substantial form of is identical to the substantial formf Ibid, 46. It is worth reading over Stump’s
argument on 44-50, as it cannot be stated clear@m,more detail. | defer to Stump to back up noings, here.
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survive amid changes from accidental propertiethisf more robust understanding of identity
holds, then Stump/Aquinas has no Sorites probleBNA&, and DNA can be perfected in the
bodily resurrection of all kinds of diseases, digrs, and mutations without sacrificing what we
have been after all along: continuity of NID oviene >

The missing connection lies in the distinctionviltn substantial/accidental forms and
the static/dynamic forms in regards to phenotypiliférences among genotypes. This is where
the modified Stump/Aquinas model gets cutting edgsides Seelesvc being a bearer of
accidental or dynamic properties, | submit thaereavork on understanding the epigenétiis
instructive in understanding the way Aquinas’s @pi®f ‘accidental form’ works with the
individuation of human persons beside the statessential nature of DNA. Though defining
the epigenome is a contentious thing in genetensd, Adrian Bird proposes a definition which
supports a more contemporary usage, “the strucadiagbtation of chromosomal regions so as to
register, signal or perpetuate altered activityest&?° Epigenetics can at least explain
phenotypical distinctions given genotypical simtharit reflects the environmental effect on
gene expression, or the “nurture” side of the redtwrture debate. It is even the case among MZ
twins that there can be epigenetic distinctitfisyhich may help to explain how one twin could

be taller than the other, or susceptible to diseaadifferent way, for example.

18 Obviously, it is a bit much to expect a solutiorthe Sorites paradox, proper —and the above istidiy a
small step into a very contentious debate in coptgary metaphysics. All that is required of therdlAquinas
model is to recognize there is a problem, and &ffene possibility of its solution, which Stump deescessfully.

219 For more information, see Adrian Bird, "Percepsia Epigenetics,” Nature 447 (24 May 2007), 398:39

220 |bid, 398.

221 See Mario F. Fragat al, "Epigenetic Differences Arise During the LifetiméMonozygotic Twins,PNAS
Vol. 102, no. 30 (26 Jul 2005), 10604-10609; and E&. Bruderget al, "Phenotypically Concordant and

Discordant Monozygotic Twins Display Different DN@opy-Number Variation ProfilesThe American Journal of
Human Genetic82 (March 2008), 763-771.
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If we think of the epigenome as the dynamic oideaatal form partner to DNA'’s static
or essential/substantial form, then, for one thMg, twins maylook exactly the same in the
bodily resurrection. The “nurture” environment kg level playing field, their identical DNA
could phenotypically express itself the exact sarag, because their epigenomes, and thus
accidental properties, could be resethtiseaccidental properties can change at the resurrgctio
it is hard to see why cured genetic disorders caoltdoe treated similarly. Thus, as van Dyke
points out, when Aquinas says in chapter Defente et essentihat some accidents “come
from” the side of matter and others “come from” sige of form?? the accidental properties
resulting from the dynamic nature of Seed®c and the epigenome just might fit.

If DNA is the matching static or essential formiese dynamic or accidental aspects, we
can uphold Paul’'s NID into the bodily resurrectiand we can finally make sense of
individuation. Aquinas says “the human soul remamniss ownessewhen it is separated from
the body, having an aptitude and natural inclimatmwvard union with the body® Aquinas
also upholds the distinction Stump makes betwebstantial and accidental form, and points it
toward individuation for the resurrectiéff Swinburne’s caveat about Aquinas being unable to
have souls differ in “soul-stuff?® also dissolves, since it can be the case thassasiIDNA and
Seelevoug, can differ greatly in content, in ways much movanced than if the soul were only
vouc. Ultimately, for Aquinas, designated matter is pinienary individuating principle of human

persons; it has determinate quantitative dimensiomsthere are interminate bounds for that

22 yian Dyke, “Not Properly a Person,” 194, footnofe 3

223 pquinas,STla.q76.al.ad6, as quoted by Eberl, “Aquinas orNtire of Human Beings,” 345, where he says,
tellingly, that each soul “retains knowledge, expetial memory, and the blueprint for a particidady.”

224«Byt lest it be thought that soul is an actualitthe matter of any merely accidental form, [Ast&¢] adds that
it is a substantial actuality or forrAnd since every form has the matter proper tdi,4oul must actualize just this
special sort of body Aquinas,Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anim&d (223).

225 Swinburne The Evolution of the Squ297.
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matter?”® DNA is the formal cause of all of this. For thereametaphysical reason Paul is still
Paul whether standing, sitting, running, losinggij or losing a hand, or getting poison ivy all
over his face, or getting 80% covered in secondthind degree burns, Paul’s accidental
properties in his DNA can change and still be Rathe bodily resurrection. As Aquinas says,
“Quantitative dimensions are accidents consequeon corporeity.**’

To conclude, DNA as a modification to Stump/Aquisasves to 1) preserve the
continuity of the physical body by preserving ipgsific, person-unique plan, 2) retain a
static/essential aspect of the body in continutgrdime, and so partially satisfy what is required
from the good parts of Christian materialism, 3kmabetter sense of the ‘configured configurer’
of the Stump/Aquinas soul. With Seelevc, in the midst of the ‘data backup’ we have 1)
something active and conscious; 2) a seat of Paldigtity that is more than a mere instruction
set, but is his dynamic/accidental self; and 3)ettang that satisfies RA from the introduction.
But it is ultimately the coupling of DNA and Seelevc that is most necessary for establishing
Paul’'s complete NID over time. The complete state@noéwhat the soul is under this modified
Stump/Aquinas model is both DNA (as genome) andeSemc backed-up. Coupling them 1)
avoids duplication problems that Baker points @)isolves the mind/soul opépdn schmorphe’
problem; 3) resolves most of the other similar mpbyaical challenges against the model; 4)

gives us a vision for each individual’s unique deviteleology (both in the DNA and existential

senses), which is ultimately and completely exmess the bodily resurrection.

226 Eperl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,934

22" Aquinas,STla.q76. a6.ad2, quoted by Eberl, “Aquinas on théuke of Human Beings,” 349.



77

Chapter Five

Conclusion

To get back to the first ‘big question’ from theroduction: the modified Stump/Aquinas
model is friendly to substance dualism thanks t61D0 and the ‘data backup’ providing an
affirmative answer to Plantinga’s question, “Cagxist when my body does not?” The model is
compatible with materialism, as intellect is exgex materially while Paul is embodied (so long
as D# ID is kept in mind). However, Aristotelian causglis required in order to include DNA
in any model of personal NID over time for the bpdesurrection. For, if DNA is the criteria
for NID, dualists and materialists need formal edias (1op¢n). Before they can hayepoén,
they need Aristotle’s metaphysical causation —lxigtatle did not hold to a bodily resurrection.
So, if they want an account of the bodily resurcecand Aristotle as the prerequisite f@pdn
and therefore DNA, they need the Stump/Aquinas madeat least parts of it. This means both
dualists and materialists, to solve the problerooottinuity of NID over time into the
resurrection, need to shift around a few ontoldgieéegories.

If materialists like Nancey Murphy were to attertgpinclude DNA without
Stump/Aquinas, they would need to accommodate imnahinformation as a criterion for NID.
The requirement is that some immaterial piece efiliman person survives death- if a
materialist admits to that at all, they are immegliasome form of dualist or another, and would
thus no longer be materialists. If substance disdiiee Richard Swinburne were to attempt to

include DNA without Stump/Aquinas, they would naedadically alter their metaphysical
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foundations. Swinburne expertly points out theat#hce between the way Cartesian dualism
modifies, or abandons, Aristotle and formal cawsatas well as the way Aquinas heavily
modifies Aristotle. Swinburne suggests substanedisiua is the simpler and therefore more
tenable position. But in order to retain the cona#ghe hylomorphic relation between
form/soul and matter/body (in order to have DNAaaonfigurational teleologicah-form-
ational form), the substance dualists would need to retherAristotelian metaphysical causality
they threw out in favor of the Cartesian one. histance dualists were to accept that much of
Aristotle, then how could we say such a system el appreciably different from the
Stump/Aquinas model? It seems Derek Jefferys wasam

Despite what many contemporary thinkers want teelse| post-modernity and

the rise of modern science have not eliminated#uessity of thinking carefully

about causality. We cannot evade perennial philosapquestions by alleging

that they arise only in a particular categoricahiework. Anytime we think

critically about experience, we will have to givenge account of the nature of

causality?*®

The ultimate importance of this investigation lieshe hope that a mediating view like
the Stump/Aquinas model can “trickle down” from demia to the Christian community at-
large. This would foster more informed and fruitfliscussion of the bodily resurrection and the
many theological and ethical issues surroundinghinking through the mind-body problem
helps to make clear the possible virtues and \itatsscientific understanding can offer to
theological understanding. With hope, the philoscglhinsights can make a more robust
awareness of any hermeneutical biases preserg intérpretation of Biblical texts relevant to
the issue of personhood. An informed, balancedtipadbetween dualism and materialism, such

as the Stump/Aquinas model, would also help toestite painfully apparent conflict between

Christian philosophers, both dualist and matetigitsseek unity on such an important issue.

228 Jefferys, “A Counter-response to Nancey MurphyNom-reductive Physicalism,” 87.
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There are some lingering questions, if the StumpiAdas model is to satisfy both dualists
and materialists. The implications for determinisom this modified Stump/Aquinas model
should not go ignored. It would be too long of scdission to address those implications, here.
But if it is the case, as Psalm 139:13 says, tloat Bmself knits us together in the womb, and if
God directly brings together Paul’s unique DNA rtl@od creates people with genetic diseases
and disorders all for His glory (such as in theecalsthe man born blind in John 9:1-3) —or else
God cosmically says “whoops” and must react to $himg seemingly outside of his purview or
control, something that cannot be said to be witherrealm of interfering with agent causation
(namely joining a particular egg to a particulagrsp). That certainly does not seem to be a free-
willed choice any of us could make; even with itravifertilization, there is no telling what sort
of genome would result from the chosen gametesn@tiquinas also forces us to ask the same
deterministic question of the teleological procedsgwhich we become who we are
existentially via Seeleevc. One possibility, as a rejoinder to “time-slice’raemory criteria
conceptions of personal identity, is to say m@al identity is not fully realized until we are
glorified in the resurrection, and so during thiis Wwe can only be said to be “becoming,” and
then sent either to reward or punishment —trulycdiqund statement of teleology of persons.
Ultimately, though God may not determine every steman, under the possible existential-
teleological implications of Stump/Aquinas, Prove($:9 certainly comes to mind: “The heart
of man plans his way, but the Lord establishestaps.”

There are other outlying implications obviously adtiressed, but germane to the
discussion due to the implications of DNA as aetid for continuity over time: issues of Jesus
Christ’s unique human personhood; many more questioncerning the intermediate state; the

possibility of the arcane theological view of tragnism, whereby the soul is said to be directly
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inherited from the parenté® There are the obvious bioethical implications)uding one briefly
touched upon in chapter four: given DNA as actieenally and efficiently causing the material
composite during cell division, there is ensoulm@md thus human life and personhood)
starting directly at conception. This is possilblg most compelling reason to make an effort to
include DNA into any model of philosophical-theolca) anthropology —other than to show
DNA and science are not threats to Christian thbogko the soul (but are in fact essential to
them). All of these implications, and many moreddrassed, are all excellent points of
discussion that should follow from the issues misere.

What about attributing causal powers to the sgliDualists hold the soul reflects,
deliberates, remembers, judges, and has intenfldres. hold the souhoveghe person, filling
up an insufficient condition for action, up to saiéncy. In short, souldo something. They have
a principle of activity and movement within thenutBf the soul were strictly information, then
how is it that information has causal power?

Under this modified Stump/Aquinas model, informatteas causal powers only when
placed in the proper context. DNA is just the cgufational and teleological plan of the material
composite. As the ‘data backup’ analogy showsgctue of a program by itself can do nothing.
It needs the proper devices to output in ordeutetion as intended. The data is still there when
the computer is off, or even if you were to remtwe media from the drive or reader, and even
further if you were to place it within another comgx. But its functionality is fully realized

when applied appropriately. The same goes withntimeaterial information of personhood and

229 swinburne addresses traducianism very briefl[fhirEvolution of theSoul, 179 and 199. Aquinas, too,
addresses it iBCGII.86-89 andST76. It seems, given DNA and Seelasg, that there is a possibility for some sort
of hybrid view between traducianism and creationferthis modified Stump/Aquinas model —somethiogvhich
an entirely separate thesis could be devoted.

20| thank Dr. Ed Martin for these observations.
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the physical body. The Stump/Aquinas sdoéshave causal powers, they are just kept distinct

31

from the souf”” Eberl puts it this way:

I am being composed of an organic body that isablytorganized to support my

activities of living, sensing, moving, and thinkifgost of my activities are

wholly realized within the organic structure of ingdy, for example, moving,

breathing, and seeing. My conscious mental funstibonwever, are not wholly

realized within my cerebral cortex; neverthelels,finctioning of my cerebral

cortex supports theRi?
As DNA, the soul has formal causation in configgrthe material composite, including the
brain, into the individuated person that Paul @nkal causation blurs right into final causation,
and understood teleologically, this soul definitdbes something. Likewise, the Seebec has
causal powers, just not alone: a brain and cenéalous system is required, but because &f D
ID, Seelevovg is not contingent upon the brain for existenceilémbodied, Seelesyg is an
emergent property of the brain, and can be refaoed ‘soul’ with no harm done. While
disembodied or ‘backed up’, Seelevc is sustained in existence and kept conscious and
ontologically distinct by God’s supernatural adieTsoul’s cause of the body is formal, but
efficient causation is in the composite. Causaheations are kept intact, and under the
modified Stump/Aquinas model, especially as DNAfgured configurer, the soul does a lot.

The second ‘big question’ from the introductioerss to be the more important one:
“Does the Stump/Aquinas model overcome the mangphgfsical challenges surrounding
numerical identity and the bodily resurrection®olpe, over the course of the previous three

chapters, in the midst of all of the objections aadeats and possibilities, | have shown the

answer to this question to be a satisfactory “yes.”

21 pasnau lays out the intricacies for that maeymas Aquinas on Human Natui&2-3. This is also why over
half of Aristotle’sDe Anima much of Aquinas’s treatise BiTla.75-89, and even a large portion of Swinburne’s
The Evolution of the Soid about the soul’s causal powers: but | hardlyetthe space to address it.

232 Eperl, “Aquinas on the Nature of Human Beings,236
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In order to better summarize, it seems approptaaend by witnessing Paul’'s death and
resurrection, as understood by the modified Sturgpidas model. Let us say poor Paul has just
suffered cardiac arrest. His heart has stoppedsaod (if not right away) we could declare him
to be clinically dead. The material composite ofilfs.no longer animated: and yet he has not
ceased to be (he is not antaxmanae personaeUpon his death, his material body is in-formed
by a different substantial form, now: DNA no londpeing active, and Seelevc no longer
being efficiently caused by the brain, the deadyltbdt was once the composite of Paul is no
longer a human person. Paul’'s DNA and Seele; however, has been immaterially ‘backed-
up’. Because of RA, & ID, and the ramifications they have upon the Stt&gpinas
intermediate sate, Paul exists when his body doeslo ask certain interrogative questions of
Paul’'s soul (where, when) is akin to asking theegurestions of an idea, @boc, and it won’t
make any sense. We can, however, ask certain dtlikcs what, why). Paul is still Paul in this
state, because of the Seedms being backed up (possible because of RA axdiD). Paul is
still a person (“an individual substance with aaa&l nature” according to Boethius), although

he is not a complete human person, and so is éfiaeht state of existence. But, Paul's

233 Regarding whether the soul is responsible fordltmovement and animation of the body as a duatstd
say, a quick thought experiment: When Paul’s h&taris, there are at least three options at ouosi#po try and
bring Paul back: CPR, and if CPR works, a portalelbrillator to steady his heart rate, or (if dable) a syringe of
adrenaline to be dramatically injected directlyihis heart. Let us assume CPR successfully resRarl’s heart.
Here is the big question: what changed about Raui@ somehow different substantially, and if soyhat sense?
Does this act of reanimation (in the sense destrtb@ve) have something to do with the soul? linseen to have
everything to do with the body, whether by forcmg/gen through the circulatory system via the haad lungs, or
jolting electricity through his body. We can, if weant, struggle with the dualist to explain how sueil
superintends this phenomenon. But the result,GR&R must somehow literallpfusethe soul back into the body so
it can be reanimated, is absurd. Does the Stumphagumodel do better? If different causal connestiand body
systems are properties of the material compoditeate still caused (at least formally) by the soué can agree
with Aquinas that animation, akin to sense peroeptis likewise a property of the material compssir Paul
proper, and also of his soul in a restricted sefi$e chain of causality from DNA as the configgriiormal cause
to the processes below seems to be a better dptionwhat the substance dualist is forced to sayDBIA is the
direct efficient cause of cell division and maksyecified cell types, which causes organs to baddr, which
causes bodily systems, and in effect causes #teoproperties (neural, sensitive, nutritive, etiche material
composite. So, under Stump/Aquinas, does the smudecanimation of the composite? Yes: formally, effidiently
via indirect causal chains. We can say the soully(tthe anima) causes animation of the body, ritwe still able
to say the defibrillator’s electricity to the heast the motion of one’s fist into the chest ofatlined Paul, brings
about the efficient cause of his body’s animatiod eotion: be it electricity, or the breath of life
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existence (both in the purely factual sense ari@rexistential sense) is upheld by God’s
supernatural action —for the very purpose of priogictontinuity of Paul’s personal numerical
identity over time into the bodily resurrection.

The real “why” of all of this, though, is Paul’'sroplete expression, divinely designed, in
the resurrection. Paul’s DNA (as immaterial data,dacked-up genome) in-forms the new cells
of his resurrection body, in a way similar to hawniformed his very first cell as a zygote. It
could be the case that all of the cells are redostl at the same time —as it is by no means
necessary for Paul's body to be brought aboutlpeltell in this way. Paul's body will be
perfect, in a few senses. It will be in the bestsilnle condition it could be. It will be, as Paul
says in | Corinthians 15, “imperishable” or “incoptible.” Paul’s as his Seelenc, which
throughout the process of being backed-up was emms¢whether it was instantaneous or if he
experienced a passage of time) is now properlynargent property of his material resurrected
body; his brain is the efficient cause of his Seele;, once again. Paul, in this resurrected state,
is exactly what God created him to be. The limftsyagination cannot begin to describe how
great and awesome the experience is. The limiphiddsophical and theological speculation
cannot begin to touch the implications for whas thili means for Paul’s existential self in the
Seelevoug —although that is admittedly the most interestjogstion to ask, perhaps for another
research project. But, certainly, Paul is embodied, his numerical identity continues over time.

He is resurrected.
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