

Another Self as a Gift: Love and ExploitationPRIVATE 

Love and exploitation describe a common predicament. It is explored by Sartre, as well as by St. Thomas, who developed the problem in terms of the incompatibility of the love of friendship and that of concupiscence. Jacques Maritain and Emmanuel Mounier
 address difficulties such as these through the distinction between the individual and the person, arguing that the difficulties Jean-Paul Sartre drew our attention to are owing to a failure to see others or one's self other than as individuals, according to a principle of individuation in matter, rather than as persons, with spirit as something added to through matter through which persons are individuated. I develop these difficulties to some extent, the solution Maritain and Mounier suggest, draw on Aquinas's discussion of two senses of substance to try to clarify this solution, and try to develop it in Aquinas's terms to show how the love of concupiscence and that of friendship might be compatible.


Sartre developed the following argument for the impossibility of love: the lover wants to dominate the object of love as a free being, so that to succeed in dominating this being is to render him or her unfree and to allow him or her to be free is to fail to dominate them.
 According to Paul Gilbert, the reason for this is that people in intimate relationships fail to have objective values: “Since, on Sartre's view, there are no independently existing values, any attempt to share them will inevitably give rise to a conflict as to whose values, whose choices, are to prevail.”
 Knowledge is important to friendship, according to Gilbert, but it is a special, intimate knowledge, and trust and the revelation of intimate aspects of one's self play important roles in this type of knowledge:


I trust others with my feelings only if they would thereby be committed to an appropriate attitude towards them. They would not, other things being equal, scoff or sneer or take advantage of me. ... we shall only understand these [spontaneous expressions of feeling] if we can to some degree imaginatively enter into those reactions and this requires some sharing of what we are both able to find desirable. ... such knowledge is, I have argued, disinterested, not acquired for further ends. It must then, like knowledge in general, be something we value for its own sake. ... we cannot explain this in terms of the superiority of knowledge to ignorance or of truth to error, for propositional knowledge is not involved. ... my reliability about them [ideas of others' feelings] comes out in my behaviour rather that [than; sic] in my judgements.
 

Intimate relationships are straightforwardly exchanges of feeling, and lovers' ability to understand the other's feelings to respond to them appropriately is due to one's imaginatively entering into the circumstances of the other, which leads to knowledge of the other's feelings as a result of one's sharing the other's desire, as this desire gives rise to these feelings in those circumstances. 


This is an important response to the problem, although it suggests a number of questions, such as whether friendship in this sense is open to C.S. Lewis's suggestion that friendship in the classical sense, of sharing some important understanding of the world, that is, as opposed to charity, is an attribute our friendships may share with the associations of the most unethical people. Whereas Lewis rejected friendship in favour of charity, this seems to be only a disagreement in terminology with Aquinas. Also, Aquinas developed a basis for the most important objection to a position like Gilbert's, which is that if intimacy is seen in terms of shared desire, it fails to answer the issue as one of the incompatibility of the love of friendship and that of concupiscence. 


Charity, in other words, is a friendship that transcends the love of concupiscence. As the love of God, it includes the love of creatures as they are in God; thus, it resolves the problem that Lewis is on about. To the extent that the creature is in God, the creature and the approach of charity are ethical. It does not, for example, flatter or encourage self-defeating or unethical behaviour for the sake of the satisfaction of desire. Yet it is in a sense incompatible with the love of concupiscence, which might in some respects be called the love of sensual pleasure, although it is much more.


Following Aristotle, Aquinas distinguished a kind of friendship that is distinguished by its involving the wish for the well-being of the friend:


not every love has the character of friendship, but that love which is together with benevolence, when, to wit, we love someone so as to wish good to him. If, however, we do not wish good to what we love, but wish its food for ourselves, (thus we are said to love wine, or a horse, or the like) it is love not of friendship, but of a kind of concupiscence. ( a certain mutual love is requisite, since friendship is between friend and friend: and this well-wishing is founded on some kind of communication.



( since there is communication between man and God ( . The love which is based on this communication, is charity: wherefore it is evident that charity is the friendship of man for God. (IIa IIae 23, 1)

The difference, then, is between the love that contains the wish for the well-being of the object and the love that contains the wish to use the object for the subject's well-being. Consequently, James McEvoy is able to elaborate on the distinction, emphasizing the use that is made of another in the love of concupiscence. According to McEyoy, the difference is in the appropriate object: the love of concupiscence is directed to accidental properties of a person, whereas the love of friendship is directed to something substantial, that is, something that exists to some extent independently of its accidents.
 


Thus, a problem similar to that of Sartre occurs in the situation in which two people seek to establish their community independently of God, taking each other as the good for which they love, or in which they base their love on external attributes and insubstantial goods, such as, as Spinoza remarked, those of pride, sensual pleasure, or wealth. In contrast to these, God is thought to be the most secure object of love, the most self-sufficient, the most satisfying. God is the most independent being and therefore the most appropriate object of charity; the grace through which it is given to us to love each other depends on God in as much as the grace of God is needed to establish the community among ourselves on which this love is based. This community makes it possible for us to be transformed in such a way that each one's good is the good of the other. Consequently, L. Gregory Jones seems correct to remark that the need to be related to God for there to be any friendship at all is distinctive about Aquinas's position, compared with that of Aristotle: “for Thomas friendship (with God) and contemplation cannot be in conflict but must to some degree be synonymous.”


Sartre's problem can also be said to stem from this love of something other than the person, something that it is possible to dominate, but Gilbert is correct to seek the solution to this kind of problem in a type of knowledge, a knowledge of another as a person, or as a good in themselves, or as a creature of God. The problem of two people's seeking the good in each other or in unessential properties of each other is they in seeing each other as the ultimate good, they neglect to recognize that the worth of each depends on their relations to God. The reason for these kinds of problems in intimate relations can be said to rest in people's attitudes: whether people see each other as persons or merely as individuals. This was the position of Maritain, who used the Thomistic idea of matter as the essential characteristic of the individual, because the individual is distinguished from the point of view of matter, or spacial position, from other individuals:


We have characterized matter as an avidity for being, having of itself no determination and deriving all of its determinations form. In each of us, individuality, being that which excludes from oneself all that other men are, could be described as the narrowness of the ego, forever threatened and forever eager to grasp for itself.

Two aspects of matter come into this description: 1) that of being the potentiality of being, or of being the recipient of form; and 2) that of individuating form by adding a certain spacial position to individuals. But this is a type of subjectivity, clearly, for Maritain, a subjectivity analogous to the description of matter, in as much as egotistic self-interest is a kind of craving for being that opposes itself to the realization of the same desire in another.


Another aspect in which Maritain's account of this distinction is like that of McEvoy's description of the love of friendship and of concupiscence is that the individual is, as either the object or the subject of love, something insubstantial: “outside the mind only individual realities exist. ( And also collective realities constituted of individuals, such as a society (unum per accidens).”
 The mark of a substance, or substantial reality, a unity characteristic of mind, although Maritain is quick to point out that this is not the independent unity of thought taken apart from considerations of body or of empirical intuition, as the soul is united, in Aristotelian and Thomistic manner, to the body as its form. And it is interesting to remark that, for Aquinas, the idea of the mind is united to the mind in the same way as the mind is united to its body, as its form, suggesting that the relationship is dialectical, that they terms of these relations are united through an idea of community, a greater whole in which otherwise disparate elements are united in the manner in which the clear-thinking mind integrates its ideas. A view such as this of Aquinas and Maritain would help to explain their insistence that charity brings us to love God, the good for ourselves, our bodies and others, as this love is in each case a longing to know the unity of these things in God. 


Maritain thus denied Pascal's dictum, that “not the person but only its qualities do we love,” but this says something more about Maritain's conception of charity. An argument in favour of Pascal's phrase might be that to know another as loveable is to apply a concept to that person, a concept of a quality that makes that person loveable. Another way of identifying a person as loveable is needed to hold Maritain's position against Pascal, that is, inclusion of the system of properties in the system of being within God. This suggests a certain ordering of properties, rather than a quality, or property, but again, it is whatever it is that has properties and is nothing over and above its properties but is not reducible to these. Although this probably tells us more about substance by comparing it with a person than about a person, it directs us to look within ourselves, to the intuition of being, to know what a person is, as opposed to a set of properties.


This superiority to properties, even to orderings of properties, should not be allowed to obscure the fact, though, that is through a certain order, as well as through a certain intuition of being that finite persons are united to God. This ordering of elements as in a mind takes us to the point that the personality of finite persons is perfected in the nature of God. The relatedness of the elements, or properties of a person, that in part makes this a person, rather than a mere collection of properties, is most extensive and internally coherent in the person of God. Maritain therefore alluded to Aquinas:
  


Person signies what is most perfect in all nature — that is, a subsistent individual of a rational nature. Hence, since everything that is perfect must be attributed to God, forasmuch as His essence contains every perfection, this name person is fittingly applied to God; not, however, as it is applied to creatures, but in a more excellent way ( (Ia 29, 3)

In other words, for Maritain, following Aquinas, things and persons are internally related, that is, as in a mind, in so far as they are in God. There they also satisfy a purpose, which is God's, which cannot be other than the realization of this unity with God. Finite persons are persons in a less excellent way than God because only God is self-subsistent (Ia 29, 4), whereas finite persons depend to some extent on God. But finite persons nevertheless interpret themselves, and Maritain's point is that in interpreting ourselves as persons rather than merely as individuals, we are more able to be charitable to each other, whereas interpreting ourselves as individuals brings us to treat each other in ways more appropriate to wines and horses.


The resolution to Sartre's problem is not difficult to piece together from this; one notes that freedom is to be found in self-reflection and ultimately in seeing one's self in God. Maritain contrasts the self-development of individuals with that of persons: “man will be truly a person in so far as the life of the spirit and of liberty reigns over that of the sense and passions.”
 A person is self-determining, to an extent, rather than determined by objects of desire, outside of the mind. The individual, however, remains within the complex of the mind–body complex, as something useful in expressing the mind. In recognizing the personality of ourselves and the other, one can see that the role of the person is that of “self-giving in freedom and love,”
 going out to others on whom one's own good depends, through God. This is the only approach that is possible to persons, and it is the futile combination of a need for the fully integrated life of a person in God, that is to know a person as a person, along with the view to another as something to be controlled, leads to Sartre's problem. A desire to know another as something to be controlled, to be dominated, has behind it the passion for something much better, and the problem is in the way the passion is directed. The problem is in the way the object is interpreted. If the object is a person, then it cannot be reduced to the service of another without losing its essential nature as a person, as rational and free and free owing to the fact that it is rational. This rationality, an ability to reflect on one's self, determines our freedom and ensures that the person is more than a set of qualities, more even than any self-definition could provide:


Love seeks out this center, not, to be sure, as separated from its qualities, but as one with them. This is a center inexhaustible, so to speak, of existence, bounty and action; capable of giving and of giving itself; capable of receiving not only this or that gift bestowed by another, but even another self as a gift, another self which bestows itself.

The resolution, in a word, to the type of difficulty Sartre discussed is to cease to try to obtain another's love and to give mutually, if this is possible, or at least to work on the assumption that this is how love works, rather than attempting to make each other love each other, which leads to the paradox of forcing another or even one's self to love freely, or as a person.


One might object that the agreement to love as an object is also possible. One can imagine a community of people who may even understand the point that Maritain is making but have decided to discard it. They agree to love each other as other than persons, as created individuals, façades of persons, or as straitforwardly interested in the unessential properties of each other and making the condition of friendship these very unessential properties. Opposed to this, it seems that Maritain's contention would be that this is unnatural, that the need for God is implicit in any need; it only needs to be understood that the fullest satisfaction of any need is through the means most communitarian and related to God. Indeed, if the essential nature of a person is the capacity to reflect on one's self, then this capacity might be said to draw one to conceive of the greater conceivable satisfaction of life in community.


Although both Mounier and Maritain were writing within the tradition of the Thomistic revival, Mounier published Personalisme, in which is found his work on the distinction of the individual and the person, in 1950, about four years after the appearance of Maritain's La personne et le Bien Commun, with the essay, “Individualité et Personalité.” Mournier moreover made direct reference to both Heidegger and Sartre. When individualism reigns, 


all the efforts of comradeship, of friendship and love seem futile against the vast obstacles to human brotherhood. Heidegger and Sartre make much of this in their philosophy. For them, the need to possess and to overcome everlastingly obstructs communication. Associated man is necessarily a tyrant or slave. The very look of another steals somewhat of my universe, his presence restricts my liberty, his promotion is my demotion. As for love, it is a mutual disease, an inferno.
 

This passage alludes to the lovers in Dante's inferno, who are wafted forever on the winds of their passions, rather than rooted in the love of the one supremely self-sufficient being of God, together with love of others in God. In other words, Mounier's analysis of the problem of human relationships is again very like McAvoy's in making it stem from the perception of others as things unessential to them as persons.


As well, Mounier's discussion emphasizes the all-pervasiveness of this attitude among people and the ways it seems inevitable. We know each other as individuals, we organize society as a society of individuals. Mounier also argued that the capacity for self-reflection is insufficient to resolve this difficulty, as it is necessary to enter into mutually caring relationships to realize one's own personality and those of others. Our ability to do this, again, depends on the grace of God, for the same reasons, as I outlined above; a sense of community is not for any one individual to create. One must, first of all be a person, or, as Mounier remarked, 


the person is only growing in so far as he is continually purifying himself from the individual within him. He cannot do this by force of self-attention, but on the contrary by making himself available ( and thereby more transparent both to himself and to others. Things then happen as though the person, no longer 'occupied with himself' or 'full of himself', were becoming able — then and thus only — to be someone else and to enter into grace.

There is also, thus, a greater emphasis in Mounier on the integration of the elements of character that makes a person available as a person to others. One is reminded in this way of Aristotle's insistence that a good person must be capable of self-love in order to love another, and in Mournier this suggests that the self-hatred that divides the malignant person must be overcome and that this is through God's grace. A higher self must be elicited through at least the idea of one's self as acceptable to God for there to be the self-love needed to love others.


The interest in the common good, in Maritain's exposition of these ideas apparently stems from the passage where Aquinas stated that “prudence regards not only the private good of the individual, but also the common good of the multitude” (IIa IIae 47, 10). Wishing to stay clear, in this context, of the political implications of Maritain's personalism, I focus on the article preceding the one Maritain discussed in attributing personality to God. Here (Ia 29, 2), Aquinas elaborated on his earlier discussion of Boëthius's definition of a person, as an individual substance of a rational nature. Aquinas drew a distinction between two senses of substance: one is the thing named by the name of a substance (the suppositum); the other is the meaning of the name (its essence). Considering that the individual is the suppositum and the personality of the individual is a product of the essence, one may ask how the suppositum is related to its essence, or in what way the matter of the individual is informed. The essential drift of Maritain is to make the individual function as an expression of the person, just as Charles De Koninck suggested that the organism in biology must have a purpose to be related to the intellect.
 However, a number of arguments may be constructed to oppose this view:

1.
Both Maritain's and Mounier's discussions reveal that the individual has a purpose and is self-interpretive. What is wrong with the individual is the type of interpretation. Consequently, an individual has already, although in a rude fashion, the character of the intellect. It is not related to the intellect as a means to its ends, but has in many ways itself the character of a reasoning process.

2.
If the individual is a mere cog in a machine, then this characterization undermines much of the issue that the distinction between individuals and persons is meant to resolve; one doesn't have a sadistic attitude toward the cogs in a machine, nor can one be said to exploit a cog in a machine. Sartre's problem is about the attitudes we take toward the rational nature, and this element of the problem with exploitive relationships cannot be simply thrown out of the issue.

3.
The best argument for the unity of matter and form appears to be that of Aristotle in the De Anima, where it is argued from the fact that the object of the mind's idea is the body to the conclusion that the mind's idea of itself is one of a body. However, from this argument it doesn't follow that the mind is the organism in biology, rather than the mind is the identifiable with body in the sense of the manifold of the mind's perception; one otherwise needs that premises Davidson added, that the study of physics gives us the only objective ideas and that the neurophysiological body is the most appropriate mode of explanation for the mind's activities.

4.
The only way to hold this view of the relation of matter to form it seems is to adopt the position of many cognitive scientists and hold that the neurophysiological body wholly explains the self-reflective nature of a person; however, a number of objections can be developed to this. One may remark, for example, that the set-theoretical forms of reasoning characteristic of the study of bodies is paradoxical in many ways, such as with respect to the infinite set and the set of all sets that do not contain themselves. One may also remark, as Professor Armour recently did, that self-determination in many ways depends on the ability to recognize values distinct from properties such as the value of being a person, which machines can apparently not do.

5.
Aquinas allowed that a person is distinct from other substance in being at least to some degree self-subsistent or self-determining, in other words, self-reflective. However, the form, for Aquinas, must be the same across similar individuals, and however special a person may be as a substance, the form seems to have to be related to the individuality of a person in the same way as in nonreflective individuals, mere particulars; the difference can only be in the form. Consequently, the matter of a person must be related to the form as the stuff it informs; in other words, just as the cup is an embodiment to some extent of the form of roundness and the body of the cup pervades the form of roundness in so far as it is instantiated in this cup, a person's individuality must be the embodiment of the form of self-reflection and pervade, as an intuition of being, a form of self-reflection.

The principle of the individuation of persons may be said to be spatial, but the space through which persons are distinguished is perspectival. Person's are distinguished in space as differing perspectives, and this is the only way persons could be individuated in space without their losing their personality in their embodiment. In so far as one conceives of such a space, distinguishing persons, imagination must play a role. One must imaginatively enter into the perspectives of others to see persons as individuated in space, or as individuated by matter as space.


This form of space is compatible with many of the attributes of community, and it can be argued that the solution to the problem of exploitive relationships is solvable in the ways Maritain and Mounier suggest, through community as the order of the intellect. For my purpose, the only difference between this order of the intellect and the order potentially in such an imaginative construction of space is that the latter is intuited differently. An intuition of being through which this space is perceived is more like that of desire than of the simple affirmation characteristic of the intellect. But the space of the imagination is the substance of a form of the love of concupiscence. 


The problem about the love of concupiscence is not about the attention given to body, either in the sense of one of these perspective or in that of the body as organism. However, it is important to distinguish the two, as a person is not a body in the latter sense, and if the true matter through which another person is known, a spacial perspective, is seen as functional, then the same problem re-emerges as the distinction of the matter and form of persons is meant to resolve. With this view of the matter, or individuality, of persons a form of the love of concupiscence can be said to be compatible with the love of friendship.

James Thomas, Ottawa, Ontario
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