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Philosophical Anthropological Notions
Of 
“Selfhood”, of The ‘I’
8: What does the word ‘I’ refer to?

The Greeks defined the notion of soul through several functions clarifying the parts of the individual (appetitive, nutritive, and rational): or Aristotle’s common definition. Max Scheler (b. 1874) in the twentieth century creates a philosophical notion of soul through human agency or as he calls it “acts” that are co-terminal points of reference frame consciousness decisions autonomously imbedded in the infinite substance thus as a definitional definition defining the “I” that posits throughout the infinite acts of the conscious transcendent spirit, a differentiation from merely habit, discursive intelligence and so forth, denying the historical base and also antecedent impression rate of humans, i.e. knowledge as mere habitus or practice and repetition merely conditioning the animal life that humans must be contradistinguished from, and positing an intuitional, personal, and transcendent consciousness, that can be thought of, as a person or an “I”. Peculiarly, Rene Descartes’ thinking seems interposed as the autonomous co-posting referential point of “thing” (machine), and the separation of this conscious life from, the mechanism, the human body, perhaps bifurcating and reifying their interrelation from the outset in this antinomous co-referential positing of his interactionism model, substance dualism and mind-body dualism, a species and ilk of metaphysical contradistinguishment that has come to define much if not the necessity, at least the general space and furniture of argumentative discourse since then. At least, in any case, Cartesianism has been an appealing backdrop and force in much discussion on the subject, but it suffers from the question and the assumption of its simplicity of distinction between mind and body as two separate substances that must interact in the world. I would like to argue, in this paper that this distinction is too simple; much of philosophical anthropology and the phenomenological tradition more broadly suggests a different tact and argumentative hybridization model; co-constitutive of each other, and not necessarily all together separate from each other, philosophical anthropology in particular is particularly suggestive in this regard, as well as appealing. 
Despite the merits to Scheler’s system, I would also like to emphasis from the outset that I will also clarify the ways in which Scheler’s system isn’t adequate; it suffers from the ultimate attempt to characterize the human as merely biological, as this is one of the leitmotifs of philosophical anthropology, this however denies the human being his divine origin, his future and his immortality, a point I will clarify through the heightened emotional and poetic register of a few specific descriptions of thinkers such as Friedrich Nietzsche as well as through the emphasis of concept of the infinite found in Emmanuel Levinas and the hermetic thinking regarding the man as divine found in Julius Evola while clarifying this within the infinitive “act” consciousness model found in Scheler. What emerges is the characterization of Scheler’s philosophical anthropological notion of the “I”, as more ultimately deeply biological in its presuppositions of man rather than fully divine. This is still superior to Descartes’ model at least to the extent that it breaks down the antinomy between mind and body that characterizes his dualism. I will break down, “deconstruct” and demonstrate and undermine this simple, alluring and oftentimes seemingly correct supposition of dualism, by using Scheler’s thinking as well as through other examples such as “closed system” and “open systems” in physics, where Descartes’ thinking seems to violate the law of conservation of energy, and discuss the reasons why this is a consequence of dualism. I will challenge and attack the basic “saw” as I call it, of dualism, in addition to drawing from pre-Socratic concepts of the I and soul of the individual as not just part of the physical world, but inversely the physical world as part of the soul or I, further undermining this distinction, as well as through an interlude into the role played by the aether in Albert Einstein, Isaac Newton, Aristotle and Plato, which emphasizes the connection between the physical nature of aether, in connection to Newton and Einstein, and its connection to the non-physical nature of the aether, as described by Plato and Aristotle, presenting the role it plays in alchemical and mythological thinking regarding its role and divine nature within the universe, as the “fine air” that the gods breathe and connect this image and to the alchemical pursuit of the “philosopher’s stone” and “elixir” of life in the alchemical tradition; this importantly implies a subtle connection between the physical theories of the aether and the personification and association as that sustaining physical substance or fine air, that keeps the gods alive and sustains their soul through their breathing of this fine air as it poetically and metaphorically presents the importance of thinking in both physical and mental terms to arrive at the “correct” picture of the human being specifically regarding the “I” and his soul. So that just about covers, in outline, the territory that I will cover in the paper, not specifically, I should add, in the same order as presented in the paper. Let us now begin.
	Firstly, the mind-body problem, as I mentioned, is a form of dualism, particularly substance dualism; with this the, as I was saying, bifurcation of the body and mind. Therefore, they are forced to interact with each other to explain the familiar life “phenomena” of existence: the common facts about, mobility and movement occurring as spontaneous acts of the will, more or less at will, and specifically to clarify, “free will”. Also, the human being is locked in a grid, an interaction, a dual back and forth exchange between what spirit substance and whatnot and the compulsion of mechanical forces that are imposed upon him “do”, that is, how they behave; some of this is “free”, some of it is not; Descartes’ position is spontaneous, “free” but also mechanistic, “unfree”, consequentially he suffers from the paradox of explaining, which mechanical forces acting upon him (sunbeams, firmness, and hot and cold)—understood now through photons, and the properties of solids and the rapidity or velocity of molecules movement respectively—lead to deterministic results in the ultimate conscious experiences that result from them and which ones don’t, through the interactions upon the human bodies, from these outside particles and forces, and the consequent mental events that are triggered by the physical effects upon the person’s organism. This is not what is referred to as a “closed system”, the human body is an “open system”, nutrients are exchanged in the body through food intake and so forth, it is not a perfectly “closed system”, but can be thought of as mostly “closed system” in that physical objects are not generally supposed to penetrate into the system. In any case, for the sake of my point, for nerves to feel they need touch and eyes to see, photons, etc. The mechanism by which these occur may be scientifically occluded, as was the case in the physical laws known to govern these sensations from the body, but this is not the point—the assumption is that, via the theory of determinism, physical events should be determined. Descartes’ theory introduces, a non-scientific exception, rather than mechanism governing the result of all sensation, experience, and perception, etc. There is some unknown X, what may be referred to as a soul substance or something of the like that “adds” energy (in science the energy in the universe is supposed to always be the same, or the law of conservation of energy, that is, energy is neither created or destroyed it is merely transformed into different types of energy such as kinetic energy, potential energy, and so forth). This breaks this rule. For the sake of argument, the universe can be thought of—though this is an appropriation of the term and play on words on the term we just discussed—as a “closed system” in terms of energy, closed in the sense that it is closed off from energy or matter (a type of energy) from coming into or out of the system. Descartes’ unknown X (soul substance) adds energy to the system (violates this law of conservation). This is amenable, and amounts to on a basic level of how a physicalist or materialist might describe Descartes’ theory and is one possible objection to the theory and to the interaction of his interactionist model. How might Descartes defend himself from this criticism of his theory as unscientific or as all is not mechanism therefore something is awry (the physicalist counter position)? It seems that he either rejects or accepts either as a possibility. Either the “I” is just another feature of the physical world, or in other words it must be explainable by the theories of the physical world or not. 
	Later on, Scheler’s short book, The Human Place in the Cosmos will be useful to draw from in attempting to undermine the old Cartesian saw (mind-body dualism). Despite the influential notion of mind and body as fundamental, as already emphasized, Scheler’s view helps to break down and question this notion. Let us now turn to the importance of aether as a concept.
Also, familiar and similar to this viewpoint is the question of what substance the universe is composed of or the four elements fire, water, air, earth, or the pre-Socratics’ views of Heraclitus, Thales, and Anaximenes respectively for the first three, earth being the only substance not endorsed by some major pre-Socratic as fundamental, though several pre-Socratic philosophers included it as one of the four main elements. There was also the possibility of a fifth element, or aether as proposed by Plato and Aristotle, often associated with celestial and heavenly bodies. In Aristotle, aether held the crystalline spheres and was the air that the gods breathed (Fifth Element, Art.). Aether is interesting because it is an especially fine substance or rarified air. Also relevant, “The word αἰθήρ (aithēr) in Homeric Greek means “pure, fresh air” or “clear sky”. (Fifth Element, Art.) Relating to the sky it was the substance of the crystalline spheres, as Aristotle described that held celestial bodies (Fifth Element, Art.). Aristotle introduced this term as a “new fifth element” to “the classical elements of Ionian philosophy” although Plato had mentioned it already in the Timaeus, saying “there is the most translucent kind which is called by the name of aether” (Plato, 58d). Also, once again and to add the concept of essence, “In Greek mythology, it was thought to be the pure essence that the gods breathed, filling the space where they lived, analogous to the air breathed by mortals.” (Fifth Element, Art.) 
Particularly, relevant is the idea that it is connected with the soul and the possibility of interaction with the body. In alchemy, the idea of aether was relevant to the elixir of life or the philosopher’s stone one of whose properties were to confer immortality upon the person who drank it. In science it is often associated with Newton, who spent the majority of the rest of his life after the publication of his Principia occupied with alchemy. Ultimately, it became a despised and discredited theory in science. It was proposed as the mechanism for light propagation or the luminiferous aether meaning light-bearing (Encyclopedia Aether). 
With the publication in his special theory of relativity, in 1905, Einstein came to the conclusion, with the Michelson and Morley experiments that the aether did not exist. He rescinded this view 15 years later on, May 5, 1920, in an address to the University of Leiden, in the Netherlands, saying and rescinding his previous view that aether did exist, saying “Recapitulating, we may say that according to the general theory of relativity space is endowed with physical qualities; in this sense, therefore, there exists an aether. According to the general theory of relativity space without aether is unthinkable; for in such space there not only would be no propagation of light, but also no possibility of existence for standards of space and time…” (Einstein, 1920 Address) So, with this later view light propagation was explained as a feature of the space-time manifold therefore aether or this fabric existed, allowing for the common observation of the speed of light not being dependent on the speed of the emanation of the object which it was emitted from, an observation of the theory of special relativity. 
The persistence of this concept from Plato to Aristotle, to Newton, to Einstein demonstrates the importance of this concept alone, as well as its connection to alchemical medieval thought in the elixir of life, and its existence as possible fifth element, in Aristotle’s view, of in Plato’s view the addition of another element, described by Aristotle as the aether. Furthermore, it is perhaps most relevant to the discussion of the soul and its possible connection and interaction with the physical world as this seems to suggest no specific boundary between the soul and the physical world, suggesting a dual interaction between them similar to Descartes. It is closely connected with Heraclitus’ idea of fire which is the divine logos of existence and the principle of change. Might this not be described as the soul of existence, or the principle of stability? 
Perhaps, closest to this view of the pre-Socratics is Anaximander’s view of the “boundless” or in, “Greek: “apeiron,” that is, “that which has no boundaries” (IEP, “Anaximander”) As the, Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, article says written about Anaximander says regarding the boundlessness of the apeiron regarding it connection to the cosmos, “The Boundless seems to have played a role in Anaximander’s account of the origin of the cosmos. Its eternal movement is said to have caused the origin of the heavens. Elsewhere, it is said that “all the heavens and the worlds within them” have sprung from “some boundless nature.” (IEP, “Anaximander”). What is important about aether for the sake of this discussion is that the distinction between the material world and the world of the soul and mind begin to share in each other’s properties.
Emanuel Levinas’s account in Totality and Infinity, supersedes any and all negative theological problems of selfhood. The face become the autonomous definitional posit of human iterative consciousness, the I. As such human nature looks forward towards the unknown percipient sense of self as a self-other identificational nexus of human life. So, found, human love, transcendent and paradisiacal and incredible as it may seem finds its abode. 
Now, I would like to turn to Scheler. Within his philosophy we find the most curious intermingling of views. His philosophy both appears idiosyncratic but also one. How he achieves this is a mystery. It is difficult to separate out the sentiment from the viewpoint and vice versa. They intermingle, co-forming each other’s essence. Scheler plays with the motifs of the sublunar, the ordinary everyday terrestrial world of clay, of material reality and suffuses it with spirit. His style of proceeding is very much pre-Socratic, it almost reminds one of ancient Babylonia, and cuneiforms signs etched in clay, it is both factual yet maximally informed, yet woollen and sullen, a wooden edifice of bark in the tempest (Nietzsche). We are reminded of Nietzsche and the artist spirit but the slow laborious dialectic of Hegel, both factual and alive. At least initially this seems to grasp the essence of philosophical anthropology in a preliminary sense and the pre-Socratics fusing them, but in a certain sense Scheler’s view represents a separation from the pre-Socratics and an evolution beyond the animism and spiritualism that seems to infect their thought. His thinking seems peculiarly modern yet chimes of the ancients: a mytho-poetic-scientist-of-life-and-history. The whole concept of philosophical anthropology seems to possess a historical Spirit whether in the form of Johann Herder, Oswald Spengler, David Hume, James Mill, Herodotus, or otherwise. The Decline of the West, by Spengler, seems to possess the spirit of not just the West as a decline, but of history as a decline, of a bygone age, as do any historians who partake of history not to bring it to life but to put it to rest. In a sense, Scheler is of a similar sort. His function is life, but also rest. 
Wherein lies the fate of the soul? Scheler’s answer seems to be that it is positioned between the world of plant like existence which is one dimensional striving towards actuation and other forms of existence, namely, growth. The plant draws nutrients from the soil. It strives towards its auto-poetic function of sheer becoming not as a consciousness but as blind propulsive life energy. As, Scheler says, it follows the rays of the sun with regard to the light rays intensities but not their direction or color (Scheler, 8). Specifically, the propulsion, or movement, Scheler describes as resulting from an “Impulsion…not coordinated with specific environmental parts and stimuli to which specific images and sense qualities would have to correspond” (Scheler, 8) It competes and chokes off the life around it as it grows, as the other plants try to do the same. It is the blind life force, doing, growing, without thought, specifically as Scheler says, “They have no memory that reaches beyond the dependency of their states of life on the whole of their past history.” (Scheler. 8). The animal, the ape particularly, Scheler says, can think ahead, but does it always within a pre-given consciousness, which it cannot treat as an object and therefore cannot manipulate its own consciousness, only forming thoughts within this pre-given sensory world (Scheler, 27). It is the human with the emotions, of love, and joy, forgiveness and repentance, that has an act structure of consciousness (Scheler). As Scheler say, “…spirit is pure actuality, it consists only in carrying out its acts.” (Scheler, 34) Finally, for the first-time consciousness is seen as an object, freedom develops, and human life is transformed into the infinitive capacities that the human possesses. The animal is embedded in its world so tightly that it doesn't have freedom since it can’t see itself feeling, thinking, and anticipate the results of its own patterns to predict its future and do something to modify its possibilities (Scheler, 29). This is because it cannot understand its states as an objects since it cannot, “transform the “resistance” of its affects and drives into “objects”” (Scheler, 29).  Because of this “An animal does not own itself, it has not power over itself—and this is why it is also not aware of itself” (Scheler, 29)   Humans on the other hand are seized by this possibility, ignited by the fire of life, and curious and intelligent towards their environment. The anthropology side of things of nature comes with the supposition of the comparison of humans to other forms of life, the philosophical side of things with the recognition of the human being within his freedom of life. His, virtus naturalis (natural power), is both biological but also divine. It is the philos (love) that is divine. It seems to be the intellectus of man that is divine, or his virtus naturalis or his natural strength, courage and virtue; a Roman term also used by Aquinas. But is also this beatialis that defines his nature. Hence, Aristotle’s poignant definition of man as the political animal. In this tying together of the thread that connects Aristotle’s idea of the political animal (zoon politikon) to the virtus naturalis of Roman time, that is rejected by Plato with his doctrine of the forms, is later echoed by Scheler; man is tied to his instincts. It is barred thread of divine light, initiation that guides towards existence. This is the paradox of philosophical anthropology: the man is both divine and biological animal. So, with regard to the soul, what does this mean?
Aristotle tells us that there are three parts to the soul or the nutritive, appetitive, and the rational. Plato also has the appetitive and the rational but replaces the third nutritive category of Aristotle with the spirited, so instead he has, spirited, appetitive, and rational. It is interesting to note that when examining the threefold schema of Plato and Aristotle that Scheler’s thinking includes the two categories of nutritive and appetitive that are the same basic categories in Plato but also includes Aristotle and Plato third categories, namely, the spirited and rational category. In Scheler’s understanding the rational category is what makes man different from animals, namely, intelligence, as the main term Scheler uses to describe this attribute. Apes possess a rudiment of intelligence in the ability to think ahead as for example in the experiment that Scheler talks about that seemed to demonstrate that apes had the ability to think ahead by using certain objects to reach and move things to get to food, as already noted, but in addition to intelligence, what separates humans from other animals is what Scheler refers to as spirit. In Plato’s philosophy, spirit was the proper ally of the intellect or rational part of the soul and largely subordinated and subject to the intellect’s reasoning which it performed by accessing the forms of the good and beautiful and so forth. Scheler’s thinking seems to somewhat subvert this fundamental distinction placing more emphasis on the spirit and the ability of the mind to perceive mental and also implicitly physical states as an object, thereby, being able to manipulate or supervene on its own states thus achieving transcendence through its intelligence that ramifies experience in addition to and through the use of the faculties of intuition and instinct. 
This form of thinking can be separated from theories of divine kingship such as that found in the philosophy, hermetic thinking, and political thought, of Julius Evola which are closely tied to tradition, and divine kingship and sacred ritual though there are several parallels to this thinking. For one, they both emphasize the necessity of transcendence in the process of self-existence and emphasize what is beyond man. Evola’s view is more elitist as it is the sacred tradition of spirit that is embodied within a royal and aristocratic tradition based upon ritual and sacred rites. Scheler’s view is closer to being more democratic and plebeian though it can hardly be called such. For him there is more possibility for man as a whole, he separates and compares himself not to other humans but to other species such as the ape and animals and plants in general whereby he is biologically most superiorly gifted by comparison which seems to emphasize the differences across organisms or as forms of speciation as opposed to the differences within species. Scheler’s view seems more amenable for appropriation for those individuals more concerned with the commonality among people rather than the difference though admittedly it seems unlikely that Scheler thought that the infinitive capacities of humans extended to the majority of members of the human species, though this is difficult to tell from the writings I have read, it seems unlikely. So, there seems to be an implicit stratification that would be necessary within Scheler’s view of man as well, within the species. What makes his views philosophical anthropology, however, is the extent to which he ties man back to the assumption of basic biological properties, such as a larger brain and so forth that are thought by most philosophical anthropologist to have given him his abilities. Scheler does not seem to think this, however, since based on an anthropological understanding of man’s evolutionary history he must have had a smaller brain at some point, and Scheler thinks that since his intelligence was not adequate at this point for survival there must have been something within him that allowed for his survival, seemingly something divine within him. Scheler, however, seems to hesitate to draw the conclusion of his divine or otherworldly character. Ultimately, he is forced to conclude that man emerged out of the biological world since this is what makes his philosophical anthropology a type of anthropology, namely, the aspirations towards philosophical and religious ideals of a spiritual man, that Evola, and other thinkers emphasis, and ultimately the forgoing of these ideals for the backbone that an anthropological vision of man seems to provide though ultimately often retreating into the biological as the basis of man’s origin.
The, as we can see then, biological nature of man proves to be inadequate to the understanding of the individual. Poetical and figuratively, through the language of myth, and religious like philosophies of the pre-Socratics the individual achieves separation from his limited and literally chained existence to materialism which lacks freedom or imposes an inferior and farcical type of freedom upon the person as found in Descartes which limits man in the confines of his inability to change the physical laws of the universe with his mind; the pre-Socratics move us to a better position but Scheler brings us back to a more limited position that despite acknowledging the transcendence of the individual succumbs to the lack of freedom that man has imposed upon him in his impotence to transcendence on the basis of his biological and predetermined nature—succumbing to the materialist view of man and half of the equation in Descartes. Just as Descartes questioned whether he could doubt his senses we must question the chimerical depiction that he gives us of human freedom, given the absurdity of the type of causality that he presupposes on the material world and the reification of the mind body view that comes with the strict distinction between mind and body. Scheler’s position is better in that it moves away from this defect of Cartesianism but it only replaces it with another, the defect of viewing man as intermingling with his biological nature: man becomes an ape, despite, the attempts to achieve transcendence to the physical world to which he is yoke inexorably. It is only by acknowledging his divine independence from matter and the instinctual and pre-determined causal life that animals live under that he achieves any recognition of his freedom and of the freedom of his will. It is only by acknowledging his divine origin that man can separate himself from the determinism that is implied in the absurdities of freedom that Descartes proposes, which would violate the laws of physics and the physiognomy of Scheler’s predetermined instinctualism and biologism that characterizes his view. Then he can breathe the pure air (aether) and claim his birth right to sustain life, his life, on that which is other, becoming as it were one among the gods in his freedom as the infinite life of the I or the soul.
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